
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 15 August 2012] 

 p4956c-4972a 
Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Sue Ellery; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Jon Ford 

 [1] 

REDRESS WA — PAYMENTS 

Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 27 June on the following motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery — 

That this house agrees with the comments by Premier Barnett that the government’s decision to cut the 
maximum payment available to Redress WA applicants from $80 000 to $45 000 was “a bit too tough”, 
notes the devastating effect this second betrayal has had on many of the applicants and calls on the 
government to re-visit this decision.  

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Robyn McSweeney — 

To delete all words after “government’s decision” and insert — 

to make the maximum payment available to Redress applicants $45 000, notes the extra 
$30 million put into the scheme and congratulates the government on delivering payments to 
all eligible Redress applicants. 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [2.10 pm]: The number of children who experienced 
mistreatment in out-of-home care is a matter of shame for our state. The Redress scheme was devised and 
announced by the Labor government in 2007. At the time it was widely welcomed including, I note, by the then 
Liberal opposition. It was an initiative designed to address those historical wrongs and to provide redress in the 
way of an apology, an acknowledgement and a payment for the abuse of young and vulnerable children who 
were state wards. The scheme was a significant and worthwhile initiative, yet it has been fraught from the time 
that the current government took over. Maybe there were issues with initial modelling, but I want to make 
something very clear. Of the desperately upset people who I have heard from in the three years since I have been 
in this place and who have rung my office, emailed me, written to me and sought my support, none has been 
upset with the Australian Labor Party; they have been very clearly upset about the way the current government 
has run the scheme. I want to make that point very, very clearly, because I think it is really important that this 
government actually takes some responsibility for how people on the ground feel about this issue. I am not Labor 
and I am not Liberal, yet not a single person who has come to me after having gone through that Redress scheme 
has felt adversely impacted by the ALP. Of course, we have no way of knowing what really would have 
happened with the scheme had the ALP continued on in government, but what we do know is that the current 
government chose to cut the maximum payment available under the scheme from $80 000 to $45 000, and that is 
a huge drop of almost half. This government chose not to fund the scheme to the extent needed to meet people’s 
expectations and, importantly, chose not to meet the undertakings that had been made to applicants. I understand 
that more than the original budget amount was expended on the scheme, and that is good. The total cost of the 
scheme was $142 800 000—that is, $118 700 000 in payments and $24 100 000 in administration—and I think 
that is the least that could have happened, because it really still is not good enough. Cutting the original amount 
offered was not the right thing to do, and I believe that the government had a moral obligation to continue on 
with the original amount. I do not suggest that money is unlimited, but it is a matter of priorities. We are a 
relatively wealthy state, and because of their histories, these people are often among the most vulnerable 
members of our community living amongst us now. They deserve better. 

I want to remind members that we are talking about horrific abuse. Those people who received the maximum 
payment really suffered. Many members will have heard personal stories from constituents. I have heard many, 
and they are impossible to hear without feeling an enormous amount of sorrow and sympathy, as well as anger, 
at the way these children were treated. Hearing these stories as a parent had a great impact on me and it still 
beggars belief that we have let so many small children go through these experiences. I recognise that the Redress 
payments are not supposed to make up for what happened, because we acknowledge that no amount of redress 
can ever compensate for the neglect and abuse that occurred in care-leavers’ childhoods or change what 
happened to them, and in many ways even $80 000 could be considered a paltry sum given the sorts of 
experiences we are talking about as well as the lifelong physical and the emotional scars that many of these 
people have been left with. Redress applicants commonly report experiencing reduced earnings, as well as 
ongoing costs from physical and mental health care to address the needs that have stemmed from this child 
abuse. Eighty thousand dollars is little more than the full-time average yearly earnings in WA, which is just over 
$79 000 at the moment.  
Even though we are not talking about large sums of money, for some the expectation of Redress money 
represented a chance for them to move on from the financial uncertainty they lived with as a result of poor 
schooling, criminal convictions and the legacy of abuse suffered as a child. It represented a chance for renewal. 
People made plans; they had hopes and dreams based on the expectation that they would receive $80 000. When 
that amount was cut almost in half to $45 000, it had a real impact on people on the ground, and a lot of them 
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feel as though their hopes and dreams were being dashed. In many ways this issue is not about the money—it is 
about the abuse of the trust of care leavers and the fact that they have been let down by government—but we 
know that for a scheme such as Redress to substantially achieve its goals, the amount of money matters. Too 
little money leaves people feeling that they have not been recognised and that the courageous act they undertook 
in telling their story to the Redress process was not worth it. During the Senate’s “Forgotten Australians” and 
“Lost Innocents” inquiries, the committee heard evidence from a Victorian advocate who worked with more than 
500 former wards of the state and I quote her comments because I think they are quite pertinent. She said — 

On this whole issue of payment of money, there is not enough money in the world on the one hand, but, 
on the other hand, in our society the money is the only way in which that wrongdoing can be 
recognised...the money is the thing that costs the giver, the wrongdoer, something. That is what is 
important to the survivor or the victim. 

Of course, the Redress scheme is not just about money; no amount of money can compensate for this type of 
suffering. For many applicants crucially important aspects of the Redress scheme were the apology, the 
acknowledgement and public recognition of what had happened to them. For many people the Redress process 
was an opportunity to tell a story—a story they had not been able to tell before, because it was so traumatic that 
they had buried it for many years or, even more horrifically, because when they had last tried to tell their story as 
children, they were punished, called liars or simply ignored. In telling their stories these people were laying their 
souls bare. For many applicants, the application process was long and drawn out, and very difficult, documenting 
pages and pages of abuse. I have seen copies of some of the applications that were sent in. For some it presented 
an opportunity for healing; however, some described this experience as very traumatising and many applicants 
do not feel that their stories have been heard even to date. I find this heart wrenching. For many care leavers, the 
hope that they would finally have had the opportunity to have their stories heard was a missed one. Applicants 
have told me that for them this feeling was compounded by the difficulty they reported getting in contact with 
Redress staff. They felt that they had difficulty getting their phone calls answered and returned. They felt that 
they were not given a clear indication about the timing of the process. People waited for a long time to hear the 
outcomes of their cases and for updates each step along the way, and they reported it being a very stressful 
experience.  
The scheme has of course closed now; it was open to accept applications for only 12 months, and that is yet 
another criticism I have about the way the government has undertaken this whole process and is another aspect I 
think the government needs to revisit. Too many people have contacted my office after the closure of the scheme 
and I know they contact many other members’ offices, the department and services such as Tuart Place. They 
call in saying that they have only just heard about the scheme or that they did not realise until now that the 
scheme applied to them. They are former state wards who had a terrible time in their childhoods; every story is a 
heartrending one. They want to know whether there is an opportunity for them to receive Redress. We tend to 
have a spate of calls following reporting in the media about some aspect of the Redress scheme, as has occurred 
recently regarding the abuse at specific institutions such as Fairbridge. It is distressing to have to tell these 
people that the scheme is closed and that they will not be able to submit an application and that they will have no 
opportunity for Redress. They contact my office and they tell me and my staff their terrible stories. Their attitude 
is, “I went through this awful time in my childhood and my life continues to be a mess because of it, so what 
shall I do?” I understand that this has been the case for many Aboriginal former state wards, but I have been 
contacted by a broad range of people in both WA and other states. I also understand from some of the 
community legal centres that in some remote communities people just did not have the capacity to get their 
applications completed because it was quite an arduous process, even for people who have a high level of 
literacy and whose applications were sent in on time. I appreciate that some limited opportunities were provided 
for some people in this situation to be given extra time to do this, but there is still a great deal of unhappiness 
about this aspect of the scheme.  

In addition to the people who did not find out about the Redress scheme before it closed, there were those who 
were too traumatised at the time to go through the Redress application process. They were not ready to come 
forward. In many cases, these are possibly the worst abused and probably the people who were most intended to 
be captured by the Redress program. In many cases, they have never told their story to anyone, and there is real 
concern that they were given such a short time line. I believe the scheme should not have been closed. If people 
are entitled to Redress, I think that they are entitled—full stop. We know that this applies to a limited number of 
people; they are an ageing group and it is not as if we are talking about an endless amount of money. The 
government has an obligation to these people and it should make a commitment to ensure that they have an 
opportunity to seek redress when they are able. Some people may not have healed enough and be strong enough 
to undertake the application process for some time yet. The Tasmanian scheme was reopened for this exact 
reason. That scheme ran from 2003 to 2005 and was then reopened from March to July 2008 in recognition of 
the fact that a number of care leavers had missed out on the opportunity to make a claim. The government also 
established a trust fund to enable any person who subsequently came forward to make an application, although I 
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note those payments are capped at $35 000, but it is an improvement. We need that sort of capacity in the WA 
scheme.  
For those people who successfully applied, redress does not end for them when they receive their payment and 
apology. For many, there is an ongoing need for a broad range of services to address their physical and mental 
health care needs. The conclusion of the Redress scheme should not mark the conclusion of the government’s 
commitment to address these past wrongs. The original motion called for the government to revisit its decision to 
cut the maximum payment level. I also call on the government in revisiting this decision to do more to recognise 
the specialised and ongoing needs of many care leavers.  

There is a great need for specialised ongoing care and support. There have been a number of studies, inquiries 
and other research into the needs of care leavers, including four Senate inquiry reports and the 2009 report on 
progress in implementing the recommendations of the Senate inquiries. These reports highlight the significant 
disadvantage faced by many people who grew up in care. Past experiences can make it difficult for many care 
leavers to access government services and advocate for themselves. In addition, due to educational neglect 
experienced in childhood, many care leavers have low levels of literacy and numeracy and as a result may 
struggle with employment and access to basic services. The 2004 Senate inquiry into institutional care in 
Australia, “Forgotten Australians”, noted anecdotal reports of high suicide rates among this population. Many 
care leavers also have poor general and dental health. They face substantially higher rates of homelessness and 
poverty than other members of the general population. They are an ageing group, yet as they age some are not 
accessing aged-care services because they fear being re-institutionalised. For all these reasons, there is 
significant need for ongoing support and assisted referral and advocacy services for this group. Some need 
programs to tackle ill health and ageing or housing and homelessness; for others there is a need for adult literacy, 
numeracy and other educational services. Many individuals require assistance and support to not only access but 
also interpret their personal records. There is also significant need in the area of counselling and trauma services. 
I know that, tragically, many years after the original abuse, people still suffer terribly. They might continue to 
blame themselves for what happened, believing that there was something they did wrong and that they should 
have done something to stop the abuse, even though they were children. Others have told me that they 
experience trouble sleeping, fear, anxiety and ongoing issues. They have trouble trusting people and forming 
relationships, which I do not think is remotely surprising. They do not deserve to feel this way any longer. 
However, for some, the Redress process left them feeling raw and traumatised. It raised many painful memories 
of deeply traumatic experiences, so it is more important than ever that specialised support services are available. 
There were some counselling and other supports associated with the Redress scheme, but it was not enough. 
Some people did not or could not access these services at the time.  

Western Australia is really lagging behind other states in the provision of specialised services for care leavers. 
However, recently there have been some small positive developments. I note that after many years of hard work 
and campaigning and also some fantastic help from Lotterywest, the Tuart Place service for care leavers has 
been established in Fremantle. As a Lotterywest-funded pilot project, Tuart Place is funded to operate three days 
a week until December 2013. But there is no funding for this service through the Department for Communities 
and there should be. We need a full-time service that is more centrally located. Fremantle is not central. I know 
this is what the provider from Tuart Place hopes to move to. Again, I cannot mention Tuart Place without 
mentioning Laurie Humphreys. Sadly, Laurie did not live to see it officially open, but he was central to its 
establishment. It is dedicated to Laurie and his fellow founding members of Forgotten Australians coming 
together, and I wanted to recognise that again.  

The federal government recognised the need to establish support services for care leavers and allocated funding 
for find-and-connect support services in each state. These services will include a 1800 information, advice and 
referral number, as well as assistance for people trying to locate records or trace and reunite families. There will 
also be specialist counsellors for Forgotten Australians and former child migrants. The WA services will be 
funded to the tune of around $820 000 over two years. I understand a process is underway to find a provider for 
this service. The sorts of services identified as being required include, as I mentioned, integrated counselling, 
advocacy, information and referral services; trauma-informed specialist counselling; therapeutic support groups, 
as well as groups focused on particular elements of personal development; life skills activities and courses, such 
as computing, literacy, numeracy, budgeting, health and fitness skills; meeting places to reduce social isolation 
and achieve a sense of belonging; peer support, collaboration and integration with mainstream services and the 
development of effective and enduring referral networks; and supported access to and release of personal records 
and family reconnection. There is also a need for services for care leavers who live in regional areas. 

According to the specialists who work at Tuart Place, a big issue for many care leavers who access their services 
is the difficulties they experience in using mainstream counselling services. Many survivors of childhood abuse 
fear that they are not being believed, so disclosure of past abuse to a non-specialist provider is particularly 
difficult, and sometimes people encounter disbelief or an inability to address particularly traumatic disclosures of 
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severe child abuse which in itself becomes a re-abuse. Care leavers also say that the high staff turnover in some 
mainstream counselling agencies makes it difficult to establish a trusting relationship in which they feel safe 
enough to talk about their abuse, which is integral to healing. The optimal model for care leavers, from their 
perspective, is a service that offers an integrated service model, particularly one that combines peer support with 
professional counselling. This is really important and it has been called for for a very long time.  

The Redress process was in many ways a failure and people are feeling re-traumatised. They do not feel that 
there has been restitution. Their stories have not been told. We have not demonstrated clearly enough that we 
have learnt from past mistakes. We have not demonstrated that the conditions that allowed this abuse to occur do 
not still exist. People have not been brought to justice. Approximately one-third of applicants have requested that 
police look into their application and bring the perpetrators to the courts. Of course, many of the perpetrators are 
no longer alive. There are also increasing concerns that the abuse of state wards was more systemic and 
widespread than has been understood to date. It is clear to me, as I believe it is clear to many others, that we need 
a royal commission. There is much unfinished business; we still have a lot to learn. Many stories have yet to be 
told and a royal commission, I believe, could address these gaps. In June, I gave notice in this place that I intend 
to move a motion that this house calls on the Premier to initiate a royal commission into alleged abuses that were 
committed in institutions that housed wards of the state between 1945 and 1975. I believe that the terms of 
reference should include the long-term impact of this abuse including mental, physical and financial costs, what 
services and compensation need to be made available to address the impact, what conditions enabled these 
abuses to occur, whether these conditions are continuing today; and, if so, how they can be addressed, and 
to identify any perpetrators who may still be working with children and as such may still pose a risk to children. 
The perpetrators need to be brought to justice. I acknowledge that this is a potentially mammoth task, but in my 
mind it is crucial. It will help set a blueprint for the way forward in addressing these wrongs and ensuring that 
the culture that allowed them to occur no longer has a place in our state.  

I think it is also very important to keep this issue on the agenda. This is not about ancient history. We have 
already seen that there are people with working with children check cards who are working directly with children 
and who have been implicated in abuse through information provided under the Redress scheme. People who 
preyed on children and ruined people’s lives may continue to do so today, and I remain deeply concerned about 
that. We also need greater public consciousness and understanding of this issue and the impact it has had, and 
continues to have, on so many people’s lives. We still have a window of opportunity, albeit a small one, to 
address the issues of some of these people, although it is getting smaller as a lot of these people succumb to 
illness, old age or, tragically, simply despair. 

Before I conclude my remarks, I want to touch briefly on an important issue related to Redress WA and the 
outstanding issues the government should revisit—that is, the financial costs suffered by care leavers. This is an 
area that I have suggested also be included in any royal commission. Many financial costs are borne by care 
leavers, including costs due to ongoing physical and mental health issues and costs due to the impact of their 
time in care on their employment opportunities, including as a result of a lack of education. One specific area 
that I believe needs to be addressed is withheld, lost and stolen wages of many former wards of the state. This is 
an issue that I have spoken about previously in this house, and I have raised it with the minister. I am concerned 
by what appears to be a significant lack of understanding or interest in this area. 

To refresh members’ memories, it was common practice in past years to withhold the wages of young people 
who had been recently released from institutional care and placed into employment while they were still under 
state guardianship and control. The stories of many of these young people are incredibly sad. Many of the 
teenage child migrants in particular were forced to work outside of their institutions as either domestic or 
agricultural labourers. Child migrants provided a cheap and fairly powerless labour force for farmers and 
supporters of the respective, mostly religious-based, institutions. As a result, many were shamefully exploited. 
They often describe the employment and living conditions they were subjected to as akin to slave labour. These 
children had already been failed miserably by their legal guardian, which was the state, and this continued even 
as they moved into adulthood. In some cases, wages were paid into trust accounts, but they were never 
subsequently disbursed to the rightful owners; in other cases, bank books were lost or stolen. For some, the 
wages were extraordinarily low; others received no wages at all. From at least the 1920s, trust accounts were part 
of the formal service agreements that were signed by employers, who were usually farmers. Children or young 
persons were generally, but not always, paid a small token amount of pocket money, with the rest being banked 
by the child welfare department. When money was paid into trust accounts by churches, charities and the 
government itself, there was a complete failure of government to facilitate or ensure access to the accumulated 
moneys. Many children never received, or cannot remember receiving, the money that was held in trust. When 
people have tried to take action to get the moneys owed to them, they have been informed that the records were 
destroyed or that there is no evidence that these moneys ever existed. Many records were destroyed in the 1950s, 
and those that remain present only a pretty patchy picture of the situation. I remind members that we are talking 
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about a time before superannuation and a time in people’s lives when they would usually try to start 
accumulating some money to buy a house or some early assets. These people missed out on that opportunity. 
They missed out on the money that they were making; they were not able to do anything with that money. 
Meanwhile, the people they were working for continued to benefit from their labour. I recognise that the Redress 
scheme was not designed to address this issue, yet it has been raised by care leavers as part of the Redress 
process, and, as a result, more of these practices have come to light. 

I am really concerned that the government refuses to address this issue. Not only has it refused to address this 
issue, but also it has been callously insensitive in the way in which it has addressed the Indigenous stolen wages 
issue. The stolen wages reparation scheme is an appalling scheme undertaken in an insensitive way—not unlike 
the Redress scheme. People have been offered a paltry $2 000 and they have only six months to apply. It has 
been called a mean-spirited offer, and I think it is. The government also has placed further limitations on this 
scheme, so it applies only to those born before 1958 and who are still living. Many people who should have 
otherwise been eligible have been excluded. There have been strong negative reactions about the stolen wages 
scheme from many members of the community. Criticism spans a range of areas, including the nature and terms 
of the scheme, its implementation and the lack of consultation. According to the Kimberley Community Legal 
Services, there is a great deal of confusion and distress about the scheme among many of the frail and sick 
potential applicants. Furthermore, there are no associated opportunities for healing, storytelling and 
reconciliation, which should be an essential part of this type of scheme. It is clear that we cannot trust 
the government to do these important things right. That appears to be self-evident. We need to look at all the 
aspects of the experiences of care leavers in their entirety, ideally, I suggest, through a royal commission. 

There seems to continue to be a general lack of understanding about the true nature and the extent of abuse and 
suffering inflicted on children who were state wards. Through the 2004 Senate inquiry, as well as Redress 
processes in WA and other states, we have heard accounts of the horrific lives that thousands of Australian 
children endured in so-called care—physical and emotional abuse, neglect, sexual abuse, broad dehumanisation 
and just plain cruelty by the people charged with the care of these vulnerable children. The state had 
responsibility for these children and it failed in its duty of care towards them. The Redress scheme was supposed 
to be a powerful recognition of the terrible things that governments allowed to happen to children and an 
opportunity to express compassion to the individuals concerned. Instead, the government failed to achieve what 
it should have with the scheme. These failures have been well documented and have been revisited in this place 
time and again. The responsibility for that failure rests firmly with this government. This is a particularly poor 
blight on this government. The scheme should be core business of the government and the Minister for Child 
Protection, but I feel as though the scheme and the people applying for redress have been treated with contempt 
or as a mere distraction from core business. This is also core business. These people have never been fought for 
by government at any point in their lives, and they continue to be betrayed time and again. The government had 
an opportunity to do right by the care leavers and, frankly, it just did not do so. 

I believe the government should have honoured the original offer made to those who had the courage to 
reopen old wounds, to revisit that trauma and to apply for redress. The minister and members of cabinet did 
not seem to care enough to find the money to meet the original amount promised. It is a slap in the face for 
Redress applicants to hear again and again about government projects which have gone over budget and for 
which the government has somehow managed to find extra money to complete properly. I think this is absolutely 
what should have happened with the Redress scheme. The decision to not do so was callous, insensitive and 
cruel. 

The Greens (WA) will not support the amendment that has been moved to the motion, which obviously intends 
to turn the entire motion on its head. The Greens absolutely support the original motion as intended. I think it is a 
real misjudgement of this government to think it is appropriate to start congratulating itself on the way it has 
conducted the Redress scheme. It is another slap in the face for this group of people. I can tell the government 
right now that it will not go down well. There is no room for pride about what has happened with this scheme. 
These people have had enough. These people have been subjected to enough. We should stand in this place and 
speak out for them, defend them and acknowledge that they have been wronged. We should not continue to 
wrong them.  

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.38 pm]: I rise this afternoon to make what will be a difficult 
contribution on my part to the debate on the motion before the house. It is difficult for a range of reasons that I 
will articulate in a moment.  

In my view, members need to take into account four important dates when they consider the motion before them. 
The first is December 2007, the second is May 2008, the third is September 2008 and the fourth is May 2009. 
In December 2007 the then Labor government announced the establishment of this scheme. The learned observer 
will be aware that I was not in this place at that time, so I am not familiar with what discussions took place 
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around the time of that announcement. I imagine it is the type of thing that would have formed the basis of a 
brief ministerial statement. To the best I have been able to establish, I understand that my party, which was then 
in opposition, was congratulatory and supportive of the announcement of the scheme. Had I been here at that 
time, I believe I would have been of the same mind—that it would be entirely appropriate to congratulate the 
government on the establishment of such a scheme.  

Subsequent to that time, in May 2008, the scheme was formally opened. Of course, again, the learned observer 
will know that at that time the Labor government was still in power. September 2008 was an interesting time for 
people, mainly because nobody expected there to be an election. I think it is fair to say that not necessarily 
everyone was confident that my team would be successful in that election. Nevertheless, as events transpired, we 
were successful and the Liberal and National Parties came into government. This of course means that the 
Liberal–National government, in particular the minister responsible, who is of course, the current minister, Hon 
Robyn McSweeney, then had to take carriage of this matter—a matter that we as a team had congratulated the 
ALP for establishing, but, of course, we were not in control of what might have been done to establish the 
scheme. It is one thing to have a good idea and to be patted on the back for a good idea, and it is appropriate for 
people to do that irrespective of which side of the chamber we sit on. If the opposition comes up with a good 
idea, I think there should be a level of maturity among government members to acknowledge that and, likewise, 
if the government comes up with a good idea, there should be a level of maturity among the opposition to 
congratulate the government. It seems to me that is what transpired in December 2007. As I said, it is one thing 
to come up with a good idea; it is another thing to implement the scheme competently so that the fair outcome 
that was intended in the first place actually comes to fruition. The closure date in this case was May 2009 and we 
acknowledge that the Liberal–National government was most certainly on the Treasury benches at that time. Of 
course, in May 2009, some of us new kids on the block arrived in this place. That is the history of the dates in 
this matter, whose idea the matter was, the position of the then opposition and, of course, the all-important 
situation that the current minister inherited this scheme from the former minister.  

I guess I will start my remarks by saying that one of the reasons I find this motion difficult to engage in this 
afternoon—I will be frank; I would prefer that it was not before us for reasons I hope will become obvious in a 
moment—is because, with the greatest respect to Hon Sue Ellery, she is the mover of this motion. I would find it 
a little more palatable to deal with this motion this afternoon had it been moved by another member of the Labor 
opposition. I say that because any member in this place is entitled to move a motion that they deem appropriate 
and there is a process for that. Clearly, the member has followed that process and we are now at the point at 
which we must deal with this matter. But there is, in my view, a conflict here in that the honourable member was 
the minister who announced the scheme at the time and, more important than announcing it, established 
the scheme and did the preparation and legwork prior to applications opening in May 2008. It is relevant 
because I have the particularly strong view that the establishment of this scheme was doomed to fail from day 
one.  

Some members might think, “Well what would this guy know about this particular scheme?” Interestingly, 
in December 2007 I had the privilege of serving hundreds of members of the Western Australian community in 
my capacity as a legal practitioner. From December 2007, until I became a member of this place; in fact, one 
week prior to then—until 15 May 2009, which, if my memory serves me correctly is about two weeks prior to 
the scheme commencing—I would be so bold this afternoon as to say I have personally seen more applicants and 
taken on more claims than any other practitioner in the state. It is a big call, I know, but my role at the time was 
to work in a legal practice that had a particular heart to assist these people through the process.  

What was interesting during that time, from December 2007 to May 2009—I use the word “interesting” very 
loosely—was the stories that I had to hear as a practitioner from the prospective clients. In listening to the debate 
that has occurred so far on this motion and also the debates that have gone on in this place and the other place 
over the past couple of years, if there is a recurring theme, it is the acknowledgement by every member who 
seems to have contributed to the debate that the stories are hard, to say the least. During my 10 years in legal 
practice I had the task of hearing a fair number of difficult stories, many of which were from victims of sexual 
abuse and sexual assault. During the more than 100 claims I was involved in, I got to the point in the end of 
hearing these stories so many times that it was starting to become very difficult for me. I remember talking to 
one of the partners at the then firm. I had moved on from my own firm and was working for some good friends 
of mine at the time in another place, and I said to the partners, “We have to be really careful here because I am 
taking on all these claims.” We then, as one does as a practitioner, established a file and started a process. But 
these files were being handled by junior staff, generally speaking, with the oversight of some senior staff. A 
small group of individuals had to deal with these claims. When we start listening to and reading the stories time 
and again, it starts to affect us at a very personal level. In some respects, it can desensitise us after a while. But it 
can become quite emotional. It was difficult for me, and I know it was difficult for the staff, to handle these 
claims. So I want to say at this time that I certainly wholeheartedly concur with the sentiment, expressed by all 
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members of both chambers, that we all have an enormous amount of compassion for those people who put their 
applications into the system, because that was a difficult thing for them to do, to say nothing, obviously, of the 
difficulties that they had experienced in the first place and the circumstances that led to them becoming eligible 
for the Redress WA scheme.  

I also want to say at this time that I have great respect for all the people who were involved in the Redress WA 
scheme and in facilitating the finalisation of that scheme. I do not know the numbers—perhaps the minister 
would be in a position to know that—but obviously a large number of staff would have been involved in the 
administration of the scheme, and many of them would have had to read these stories many more times than I 
had to do. As I have said, I read and took statements from more than 100 clients. But the people who assessed 
these claims would have had to read many more stories than that, and that would have been very difficult. So I 
put on the record my thanks to those people for being willing to provide a service to the Western Australian 
community and to take on that difficult task, for what was a short time, one might say, but when people are 
doing that day in and day out for a couple of years, it definitely takes its toll. 

I return now to my difficulty with what I see as the conflict in this matter. I have made no secret of the fact that I 
was never enthusiastic about the reduction in the maximum payment from $80 000 to $45 000. I hope the 
minister does not mind my saying this, and I am sure she will correct me by way of interjection if I am wrong, 
but from my conversations with the minister, I think it is fair to say that the minister was not enthusiastic about 
the reduction in the maximum payment. I do not know of anyone who would describe himself or herself as being 
enthusiastic about the reduction in the maximum payment. As I say, members need to understand my position. I 
had taken on 100 clients, on the understanding that the maximum payment under the scheme would be $80 000, 
all of a sudden to find in this place, on this side of the chamber, that the decision has been made that the 
maximum payment would now be $45 000. That was very difficult for me. But there are reasons for that 
decision, nonetheless, and we will get to that in a moment. 

To get back to the conflict, the conflict that troubles me most is that the original scheme was fraught with 
problems. The reason that I have an enormous amount of sympathy for Hon Robyn McSweeney is that she 
inherited, in football parlance, a hospital pass. She inherited a mess. Some people may disagree with me, but 
bear with me for a moment while I explain why I say that the matter was a mess. When I took on these claims for 
these clients, the first thing that became obvious to me was that if these people were to have any hope of getting 
anywhere in terms of the two-tiered scheme at the time—the less than $10 000 and the greater than $10 000 
tiered scheme—they would need to engage in some kind of psychological assessment. But that really was not 
clear. I was getting very exasperated, as a practitioner at the time, in trying to get information about how this 
scheme would work, what would be necessary, and whether people would need to spend money to get a 
psychological report. It was like bashing my head against a brick wall. Members need to understand that the 
problem is that when we take on these claims and we need to provide a psychological assessment, it costs 
money. A psychological assessment cannot be done for less than $1 000. People need to spend money to get a 
psychological assessment, and the people who were making these claims were, more often than not, not in a 
position to find that kind of funding. Therefore, we had to look at alternative means. That would not have been a 
problem if there had been clarity. However, there was no clarity. People did not know what they needed to do 
and what they did not need to do; they did not know who would be paying for the psychological assessment; and 
they did not know what the expectations were.  

As I have said, it seemed to me, as a person working with the scheme at the time, to be a great idea. But the 
problem is that it was rushed in its implementation. Therefore, no-one really knew exactly where we stood. Also, 
over the course of time, the goalposts seemed to change, and this created even greater resentment and greater 
frustration for the clients at the time. The key problem with the original scheme was the lack of clarity about the 
psychological assessment provision.  

Hon Alison Xamon has said that people on this side of the house should effectively hang their heads in shame 
and should not be willing to congratulate themselves about this scheme. That is a broad statement that can be 
taken out of context. In this case, I would congratulate Hon Robyn McSweeney, because when she took over the 
scheme, she made it clear that a psychological assessment would not be needed. Hon Alison Xamon might say 
that we cannot use the word “congratulate” in this debate, because the whole thing was such a nightmare that we 
cannot possibly congratulate anybody for it. No—Hon Robyn McSweeney recognised that there was a lack of 
clarity at the time about the psychological assessment issue, and she brought clarity to that issue so that 
everybody would know straightaway that a psychological assessment was not needed; and that is what we had 
been asking for. 

The second key problem I had with the scheme was the announcement at the time, and the information provided 
to applicants, that they would have to waive their legal right to pursue other legal channels. If my memory serves 
me correctly, the understanding was that before any payment could be made, applicants would have to fill in 
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some type of form that would require independent legal advice and so on and so forth. That again seems to me to 
be a sign of something that was a good idea but was rushed in its implementation. When we ask people to waive 
their legal rights around a particular matter, we let them believe for a moment in time that they have some legal 
rights around that matter, but if they go ahead and are successful and get some money from the scheme, they will 
then have to waive—in other words, expunge—their rights in relation to that particular legal matter. I would love 
to have someone explain to me what legal rights these individuals supposedly had in the first place. I say that 
because there is a thing called the statute of limitations period. If a person wants to make a legal claim against 
another person, the claim has to be made within a certain time. That time is not endless. For the learned observer 
who knows something about the scheme and the types of claims that we are talking about here, most—I 
emphasise the word “most”—of these claims were very, very long in the past. I say “most”, because there were 
some claims that had come about in more recent times that would have fallen within the statute of limitations and 
that might be subject to some other legal process. That complicated things, might I say, with some of these 
clients, because I had to advise them about whether they would be better off going with this scheme, under 
which they were told they would have to waive their rights, or whether they should pursue their own potential 
common law action. 

What does it actually mean when we put these schemes together and use a fancy term such as “you are going to 
have to waive your legal rights”? Are we clear when we are establishing these schemes about the message we are 
sending to the people we are trying to help? I re-emphasise my earlier comment that it was a good idea. I am 
glad that Hon Sue Ellery at the time as the minister announced that there would be a scheme and that we had the 
scheme. It was a good idea and it was a good thing to do. However, when we establish such schemes, we have to 
be very careful that we get the detail right. We have to be very careful with the message we send to applicants. 
When we tell people that they are going to have to waive their legal rights, it means that they have some rights in 
the first place. That was not the case for most of these people and it is still not the case. I ask the minister what 
the lowest amount was that someone could get. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: It was $5 000. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let us say at the end of this process somebody ends up with $5 000, they might feel 
aggrieved. They might say, “I went into this scheme and I thought I had to waive my legal rights.” However, 
they do not understand that if it were not for the scheme, they would not even have $5 000. There is no magical 
court case outside Parliament that they can hang their hat on and try to get more than $5 000. That is the 
assumption we give people when we use terms such as “you are going to have to waive your legal rights”. 
The third problem I had with the earlier scheme was no right of appeal. Basically the former government said, 
“Take it or leave it; this is what you’re going to get.” By that stage I had come into this place and was not 
handling cases anymore. I ceased legal practice when I was sworn in. My understanding—I stand to be 
corrected—is that when Hon Robyn McSweeney inherited this matter, she established a right of appeal, albeit a 
limited right. I certainly have sympathy for those who would have liked to see a more expansive right of appeal. 
The point is that at least a right was created; under the earlier scheme there was nothing. The problem with not 
having any right of appeal is that it is spectacularly unhelpful in fulfilling due process. If we want to give people 
the opportunity to fulfil their right to natural justice, we must ensure that if an error is made, there is an 
opportunity for it to be drawn to people’s attention and remedied. That was the case originally under the scheme 
proposed by the mover of this motion. 

I move to my fourth concern, and I understand this is the most contentious part of the scheme. Plagiarising Hon 
Robyn McSweeney a bit, I would describe it as the deliberate underfunding of the scheme. I have read the 
comments by Hon Sue Ellery on 27 June 2012 and I understand she takes objection to the document the minister 
referred to on a couple of occasions in the past, which I understand is an email of sorts. I have not seen the 
document because, to be honest, it does not really bother me one way or the other. However, I understand why 
the two members might engage in that discourse. I can say that, at the end of the day, only one person in the 
chamber really knows whether they deliberately made a decision one way or the other. It is therefore pointless 
for me to surmise what was going through that person’s mind at the time. I can say, in fairness, that the scheme 
was underfunded; that concession must be made. I would rather not bother debating whether it was done 
deliberately. As I said, that would probably lead us to going around in circles. Can we as a chamber at least 
acknowledge that the scheme was underfunded? There really needs to be an explanation of how that was the 
case. 
Interestingly, the assumptions the Australian Labor Party worked on at the time—again, I would be happy for 
members to correct me if I am wrong—were based on a calculation of 10 000 applicants. That number rings a 
bell with me from the documentation on information to practitioners and so on that was circulated at the time 
stating that the scheme had X number of dollars and that it was anticipated that there would be 10 000 applicants. 
The minister, Hon Robyn McSweeney, will correct me if I am wrong, but I believe that the final number of 
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applicants is in that realm. That tells us, of course, that the estimate of the number of applicants was certainly in 
the ballpark. Again I will use the word “congratulations”—to use the word that some people are not keen on 
being used during the course of this debate—and perhaps we should congratulate the then minister on the 
assumption that 10 000 applicants as the number was in the ballpark. That was a good assumption, because these 
sorts of assessments need to be accurate. 
I understand that it is not ministers themselves who calculate these things. They no doubt have talented and 
skilful people who assist in the development of these calculations. However, something obviously went terribly 
wrong because once Hon Robyn McSweeney inherited the scheme, she found that there was nowhere near 
enough money to fulfil the program. The scheme therefore was underfunded when it was inherited by our 
minister, and there should be some accountability for that underfunding. That is why I say I would have far 
preferred to debate this motion had it been moved by a different member. 

I will move to the fifth problem with the original scheme. The flow-on effect of underfunding the scheme 
resulted in a problem with the maximum amount of $80 000. One of the difficulties I observed during the course 
of taking on clients was telling people there was a maximum of $80 000. Of course, they assumed they were 
going to get $80 000. I do not know whether anyone could have done anything about that, and it is certainly not 
a criticism on my part of the former minister. It is a difficult thing. It is the same with the criminal injuries 
compensation scheme now in effect in WA, which has a maximum of $75 000. A solicitor is obliged to tell the 
client that that is the maximum available under the scheme. It is fraught with problems because the instant they 
tell people that is the maximum—there is a legal obligation to tell them that as they are entitled to know—they 
straightaway hear “$75 000” and say, “Great, I’m going to get $75 000.” We have to say, “Well, no, it doesn’t 
quite work like that.” So, we are in a difficult situation because people already start with high expectations and 
we constantly grapple and wrestle to bring the figure down. 

With this scheme the problem was not the announcement of a maximum amount—it had to be announced—but 
the amount of funding was manifestly wrong. There was then a serious problem when the following government 
came in and said, “The maximum now is $45 000.” What then happened was the applicants said, “First of all I 
thought I was getting $80 000 and now I’m only going to get $45 000, so I’ve just been ripped off $35 000.” We 
cannot blame applicants for thinking that. They do not know how the scheme works, they do not know how 
compensation claims are calculated, so that is what they are going to think and it is natural for them to think that. 
Members need to get to grips with the reality that had the scheme stayed at a maximum of $80 000, they should 
not have assumed that all these people would get $80 000. In fact, people who have received less than $45 000 
or, as the minister reminded me a moment ago, who might get the minimum payment in this scheme, which is 
$5 000, may not have got more than $5 000 under the previous scheme. There is no automatic right to the 
maximum, just because someone has a right to put in an application. Sometimes when people put in an 
application and that is not successful, they get zero. Those people would have got zero under the old scheme and 
would get zero under the new scheme. Actually, they are the people who are suffering the most. In my 
experience, the people who came to see me were genuine. I find it hard to believe, although no doubt there will 
always be an opportunist out there, that there would be many people manufacturing claims by telling the type of 
detailed story that these people were having to tell. As I said from my experience I find it very hard to believe 
that someone would be able to go through that intricate detail and manufacture a claim. It is the people who have 
got nothing out of the scheme—for whatever reason, and obviously there are reasons—who are probably most 
aggrieved. Unfortunately, in the situation in which people thought they might be getting $80 000, which was 
never going to be the case for most people, they feel aggrieved because what they have received is less than 
$80 000. Even the people who get the maximum under the current scheme, which is $45 000, will feel aggrieved 
because they will assume they would have got the maximum under the old scheme, which was $80 000. That is 
not how it works. They would have to demonstrate that their rights, if you like, and the calculation of their 
compensation would equate to $80 000; and that is a big compensation case. As I said, $80 000 is more than the 
maximum at the moment under the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act, and not too many people get the 
maximum in that; in fact, most people do not. Someone can be a victim of a serious sexual assault and still not 
get the maximum of $75 000.  

That is how the scheme works. I do not applaud the fact that that is how the scheme works; in fact, if it were up 
to me all these victims of sexual assault would get more than $75 000. But that is the scheme. They have that 
difficulty, and as a legal practitioner it is not up to me to make the decision. I am there to advise the person on 
their rights and their maximum entitlements and what they can do to best prove their case to get closest to the 
maximum they can get. The unfortunate side effect of this whole scheme is that the debate has focused all 
around the maximum. The messages that people have been sending around are, “I would have got $80 000 and 
now I have only got $45 000 or less, therefore, I have been ripped off.” The reality is that very few people would 
ever have got $80 000, because it is very hard to prove. Having said that, had the scheme been funded to the 
maximum some people would have got $80 000, because some of the claims put forward would have been able 
to justify the maximum amount, in my view. Certainly, had I been the solicitor preparing the submission, I 
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would have argued that this particular case for reasons X, Y and Z is entitled to the maximum. But, ultimately, 
that is up to the assessor of a particular case to determine.  
In the time that I have remaining can I just say that it is a very difficult debate for me to engage in. I do not know 
that there is a great deal of benefit to this place or to the people of WA on this day in August 2012, some three 
years after the scheme has closed—in the sense of when the applications were due to be put in by the 
applicants—for us to continue to debate the matter. That is because I am not sure that the mover of the motion is 
in a position—we use this phrase in legal circles—to come to that court with clean hands. What is meant by that 
is that I believe the mover of the motion has —  

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Standing order 44 provides that it is disorderly to impute improper motives and make 
personal reflections on members. Suggesting that I cannot come to this debate, or in fact any debate, because I 
have not got clean hands, I think, is disorderly under standing order 44.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): I have considered standing order 44, “Imputations 
and Personal Reflections” and I do believe that the member is straying fairly close to this standing order. I think 
Hon Nick Goiran should probably stick more to the subject matter as opposed to the member who brought the 
matter to the house. My advice to the member would be that he talk to the subject matter and avoid any 
reflections, if you like, on other members or any words that may well be construed as being a reflection on the 
integrity of another member of the house. I will leave it at that at this point in time.  

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Prior to that point of order, I was about to explain the context of the particular remark 
that I made, as would have been indicated by the fact that I started to provide that explanation but was not able to 
complete it. Can I say to the honourable member that no disrespect was intended with anything that might have 
been covered by that standing order, including integrity. That was not the purpose of my remarks.  

Going back to the subject matter, the purpose of my remarks concerned the fact that I have some issues with how 
this scheme was implemented after it was announced. I think it is important that those issues with the scheme’s 
implementation are properly acknowledged and there ought to be accountability around that. That is the issue I 
had.  

I emphasise the point I made at the beginning of my contribution that the scheme was a good idea. The minister 
at the time was rightly congratulated about the scheme, and to this day I still provide my congratulations that the 
scheme was established. It was a good announcement, a good idea, and it was the right thing to do. The issue 
here is not what people’s motivations are, because I believe everyone, quite obviously, was motivated from a 
position of compassion, and that is still the case today. The reason why the matter is being discussed, and that 
people feel aggrieved, is out of a sense of compassion for the incredibly difficult stories that were shared by 
applicants at the time. It is a very difficult matter for members to engage in when they become familiar with the 
stories that led to the establishment of the scheme in the first place. In that respect, I will conclude by saying 
something that may catch some people by surprise. I suggest that wherever we have been able to find fault now 
is probably the time to put that behind us. A better approach for us to take, in the spirit of a bipartisan approach 
on an important matter like this, would be to congratulate Hon Sue Ellery for the establishment of the particular 
scheme, and Hon Robyn McSweeney for the completion of the scheme. Collectively, both sides of Parliament 
have been able to fulfil something in a small way for these individuals who have put in applications. It is still a 
small thing that has been done irrespective of the amount of compensation that anyone has received. Whether it 
be an ex gratia payment for $5 000 or for $45 000, ultimately it is a very small amount for what these people 
have been through. A better approach would be if we looked more to the spirit of what was behind the scheme in 
the first place rather than for us to take opportunities to find fault with each other, because I hope I have been 
able to demonstrate this afternoon that it is quite easy for either side to find fault with the other but, ultimately, 
for what purpose? If it is just to make us feel good, then I suggest that that is probably not appropriate at the best 
of times, but particularly in a matter like this where victims have suffered the types of abuse that I would be so 
bold as to suggest to members that none of us can have a proper appreciation for. My heart very much goes out 
to those individuals and I hope that they can understand the comments that I made this afternoon in that proper 
context.  
HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.22 pm]: Although I do not often get up to speak on issues like 
this, in the past when I was a shadow spokesperson for disability services and some of those human service areas 
of government, I used to make regular comments on these areas. These days I tend to focus more on the transport 
and finance areas of government. However, I want to make some comments today and I take on board the 
comments at the end of Hon Nick Goiran’s speech about how one needs to reflect in this debate on what we are 
able to achieve and what we mean by all this. We need to be careful about political point-scoring. At the end of 
the day, there is nothing we can do to resolve their suffering and abuse, but we intend at least to try to assist in 
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some way. We will never be able to make right what happened to those people no matter how hard we try. We 
can show our sympathy or our empathy for them, and we can certainly send the message that we understand that 
what they went through was abominable and a disgrace. The individuals that perpetrated those acts on them 
ultimately have to be held accountable, but as a state we also have some responsibility to do what we can to send 
the message that we understand and that we want to help. We also need to make sure that we conduct the debate 
in that spirit. I also want to talk about the motion and the amendment, which does not seek to do that in any way, 
shape or form.  

I have been in this chamber long enough to know that political parties from both sides will come into this place 
and seek to make political points from time to time. Even on a matter like this, in light of the comments I just 
made, we need to put some various viewpoints on the public record.  

I do not want to underplay the significance of the events that we are now talking about, but I will talk about a 
simple analogy from my transport portfolio. I get told that the overcrowding on trains today is a problem because 
the previous Labor government did not order enough trains. That is a legitimate political point to make, and I 
will rebut that political point. The simple fact is that no matter whether that is right or wrong, the incumbent 
government’s role is to fix the problems when they arise. If there was fault under the previous Labor 
government—I will make some comments about that—then make that political point in the chamber; that is a 
legitimate thing for the government to do. The former minister will take that criticism if it is due or she will rebut 
that criticism if she believes it is unfairly put, but at the end of the day there is only one group that can resolve 
the problem; that is the group that has control of the public purse strings. It is the group that can make the final 
decision on how we respond to that. If Labor did get it wrong, make the political point but it still comes back to 
who has the ability to fix the problem. Who has that ability, under Redress, to make sure that we do not do 
further damage or harm to the people who have already suffered enough? Where are our priorities?  

In his comments, Hon Nick Goiran made the point that he believed that the scheme had always been 
underfunded. The interesting thing is that if that is the case and his analogy is right and it was always 
underfunded—I do not know that that is actually correct—when we look at the complexities of the actuarial 
process that we would need to have gone through to arrive at a figure of this amount, it was always 
acknowledged that it may require more money in future because it is only an actuarial figure. If Hon Nick 
Goiran is correct in saying that the service was always underfunded, why did the government not address that 
issue when it first came into office? Why did it wait until the right to put in applications had closed before 
making the announcement that the maximum was being reduced? I understand that the applications closed in 
May 2009 and that it was not until July 2009 that the government made that decision. I would have thought the 
minister would have been informed in the earliest briefings she received—in fact I am not even sure when she 
received this email she talks about and whether it was before or after May 2009. The fact of the matter is that if 
she got a briefing before May 2009, why did she not make those changes before putting people through the 
trauma of the application process? We cannot forget that that is one of the things about this debate: there was a 
trauma in just applying. It was also cleansing—I do not know if that is the right word—and certainly an 
important part of a journey for those people to go through that process, but it was not an easy path to go down. I 
do not know whether that would have changed their decision to make an application. I suspect for most people 
who made the application that whilst money is a part of the process, it is not the prime motivation for going 
down that path. They were looking for something far more internal than money could ever provide to them. It 
was about looking for that acknowledgement from the state.  

That is why those other decisions become so terrible. When I use those words, I am not saying that the minister 
is terrible; the actions are. Maybe they were not thought about—I do not know. The outcome as a result of those 
decisions was terrible for those people; it had an impact. I have to say that when I go through and read some of 
the stories that very courageous people have put in the public light in the newspapers, I find that they are always 
moving. I have to be honest, I always find those stories very hard to read. I do not like reading them, but I always 
come back to the thought that if I do not like reading them, imagine how hard it must be to tell that story. 
However, the decisions are the issue and I believe that there is still some capacity in this debate to try to make 
amends for those choices. If the government is right in its view that Redress was always underfunded, the 
questions the minister needs to answer are: Why did she not earlier in the process make it clear to people the 
changes that the government brought in? Why did the government wait until that point? At the end of the day, 
we can debate this for days, but the issue is: is there something more that we can do today to try to resolve that 
matter? I think that is what Hon Sue Ellery was looking for when she moved this motion. Even the Premier has 
acknowledged in his comments in the paper that the government was probably “a bit too tough”, and that is 
included in the motion. The Premier recognised that some decisions are seen as a bit too tough in some areas, 
such as Redress. I think those were the words the Premier used in The West Australian in 2010. Therefore, it is 
about whether there is that opportunity to go back.  
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Having said all that, I do not accept the argument that it was always known that the Redress scheme was 
underfunded because I understand—although I was not a member of cabinet—that the previous government got 
actuarial advice. The main places to find actuarial advice in Western Australia are the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia or RiskCover, and I understand that is where the government went to get that actuarial advice 
about what the implications would be. Fundamentally, decisions are made every day. I do not think there would 
be a government in Western Australia that came in and picked up the job of being in government and not had 
issues presented to it whereby the amounts provided in the budget were not sufficient for the job. Interestingly, I 
noticed the other day in the budget that this government was able to find $11.5 million to settle a thing called the 
Bold Park agreement. The Bold Park agreement is not a problem that goes back to the previous Labor 
government; it goes back to the Court government in the 1990s and an issue that arose about some land in a 
dispute with the Town of Cambridge. People have argued for years about whether the Town of Cambridge was 
entitled to that money. The Premier and the previous Minister for Lands in the Court government argued back in 
the 1990s about whether the Town of Cambridge was entitled to that money. This government has been able to 
find the money to resolve that dispute. Whether that decision is right or wrong is not the point today; the point is 
that governments need to find money to solve problems that are carried over from previous governments. That 
will go on into the future. Government members have a right to come into this place and make their political 
points about whether it is their fault or the other side’s fault, but having made their political points, at the end of 
the day, when we are dealing with a matter such as this, they have to come back to the key question of how they 
resolve the issue. That was when the government had a critical decision to make. I suspect that government 
members did not know the true level of funding that would be required until after the Redress applications closed 
in May 2009. I think that is when the government would have genuinely found out that the money budgeted was 
not sufficient to meet the task, and that is why the government then made its announcement in July 2009. I 
acknowledge that the government used an early opportunity to make that decision; the government did not let it 
drag on. But the government had that choice. That was the point at which this government had a choice and it 
has had opportunities since that time to make choices about whether it redesigns the priorities of government to 
fund Redress.  

When we go back and look at the 2009 midyear review, which would have come out after July 2009, we find 
that a range of projects received funding at that time that had not been budgeted for. One such project, which 
commenced under the previous Labor government, was Oakajee. I am pretty sure it was in the 2009 midyear 
review that the Barnett government added $339 million as a contribution towards the construction of Oakajee. 
The Oakajee project commenced under the previous Labor government in a process that did not require any 
government money. However, this government made a decision, which is its choice, that it wanted to put money 
into that project. This government was able to find the money to do that. Therefore, this government made 
choices about priorities, and its priorities did not reach the point of continuing to maintain the maximum Redress 
payment at $80 000. The key point that needs to be acknowledged is that when we take away all the politics and 
the point-scoring on this issue, that was the choice that was there to be made and the decision was taken. It is for 
the government to defend that position. If the government believes that it made the right decision in all the 
circumstances, it is entitled and has a right to come out and defend that position. I think the Premier himself has 
since acknowledged that that was probably the wrong decision, and I ask the government to think about going 
that next step to see whether it could address that decision to come up with a better example. I could go through 
a whole range of other projects that were funded in the 2009 midyear review.  

I have not found in any of the documentation the amount that the scheme was estimated to be underfunded by if 
the full $80 000 had been paid, so I would welcome an interjection from the minister. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Excuse me, are you talking to me? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I’m not making interjections. It’s all been out there; every single thing’s been out in 
the open. You should’ve read it before you stood to speak. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am just asking — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And I’ve just given you my answer, so keep speaking. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think this debate has not been held in the way in which many debates in this chamber 
are held. That was a genuine question, minister; I am not trying to point-score on this. I am genuinely interested 
to know what amount would have been required to maintain the payments at $80 000. I welcome the interjection, 
minister, and it does not have to be a long interjection. Do we know the amount? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I’ve said it’s out there in the public many, many times. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have tried to find it and that is why I am asking the minister to give me some 
assistance on this. 
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Hon Robyn McSweeney: Go back and find it, Mr Travers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: What? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Go and find it for yourself, Mr Travers, because everything about Redress has been 
put out there in the open. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Look — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Obviously, you haven’t done your research. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have to be honest, I sat and listened to Hon Nick Goiran make his points. I thought he 
made — 

An opposition member: In silence. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It was not just in silence; I actually listened to him with genuine interest. I did not make 
interjections because I found his contribution interesting. I thought it appropriate that we have a level of 
responsibility in this debate that is different from the way in which we normally conduct our debates. I thought 
he made some interesting points, which I absorbed, and I think I even responded to and acknowledged some of 
them at the commencement of this debate. I do not know why on this particular occasion we cannot get a simple 
answer from the minister on such a simple matter. At the end of the day, if I am an idiot and I cannot find it, that 
is fine. I would have thought that it would not be that hard to put forward a response to that question. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You do the maths, Mr Travers; I’ll have a bit of fun here. The number of level 1 
payments is 859, so you times that by $80 000 and tell me how much that is; go on—times that by $80 000. Tell 
me how much 859 times $80 000 would be. I think it is something like $68 million. Level 2 payments: there 
were 1 813; you were going to pay them $60 000 for level 2. You were going to go $80 000, $60 000, $40 000 
and $20 000. How much is $60 000 times 1 813? You tell me and then add it back to the $68 million. Then for 
level 3, you were going to pay $40 000. The amount of level 3 payments was 1 477. You times that by $40 000 
and tell me how many millions that is. Then for level 4, the last payment, you were going to do was $20 000. 
The number of level 4 payments was 1 063. You add all of those up and then you tell me how short you were. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Please, minister, relax. I aim to make sure we do not get into a heated debate on this 
matter. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Thank you, Mr Travers; I have given you the numbers, you add the figures. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Now that the minister has given me those numbers, I will go away and work it out. One 
thing I was doing was listening to Hon Nick Goiran, who I thought very eloquently pointed out to us that people 
who got the maximum payment of $45 000 under the government’s new scheme made the assumption that they 
would have received $80 000. I think Hon Nick Goiran gave us a very clear explanation of how that does not 
actually work, and I was appreciative of that explanation and understood the problems and difficulties he had 
encountered. Again, I think he was very constructive in pointing out that it was not the fault of anyone, whether 
it was the previous minister or the current minister, that those sorts of expectations were raised by people, and 
that even when people applied they would have believed that they were going to get the full $80 000, but there 
was a process that had to be gone through. Again I might be wrong, but certainly listening to Hon Nick Goiran I 
thought my view about how the scheme worked was confirmed; that is, that those simple calculations cannot be 
done to say that if someone got a level 2 payment under this scheme, as re-devised, it means that under the 
previous scheme a person would have got a payment of X. Clearly, from what the minister tells us—again I may 
have misunderstood what Hon Nick Goiran was saying to me during his contribution and I can go and do those 
mathematics as the minister has invited me to—I am left in stunned amazement, because I did not think it was 
the case. I might have a chat to Hon Nick Goiran behind the Chair to see whether I misunderstood his comments 
today and to know whether that simple mathematics can occur.  

We have gone through all those issues and I briefly turn to the specifics of the amendment. The minister has a 
right, as I have made the point, to politicise this debate and to be critical of the former minister, and the former 
minister has a right to respond to those criticisms, as long as they fit within the bounds of the rules of this 
Parliament, which include telling the truth; that goes for both of them. The issue, though, is the use of language 
in the amendment and I think Hon Alison Xamon picked up this point. The argument about congratulating the 
government on delivering payments to all eligible Redress applicants has the nonsense in it effectively being a 
direct negative. I know over time in our process of motions in this place that we have reached a point where in 
any common sense of the process, what would not be an acceptable amendment becomes one.  

Again, one of the things I learnt when I first arrived in this place was that one standing order is often the most 
important—in those days it was called “standing order 17–16”; today it would probably be called “standing 
order 18–17”. If there are 18 votes, it applies; if there are only 17 votes, it does not apply. I understand that and I 
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live with that particular application of the standing orders. However, firstly, the amendment is, for all intents and 
purposes, a direct negative on the motion that was immediately moved. If the government does not like the 
motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery, it is its right to vote it down. But please, do not seek to bring in an amendment 
that talks about congratulating the government on this issue when, at the very least, we should all be 
acknowledging this process, whoever’s fault the situation is. It is not about congratulations; it is about 
acknowledgement of what happened to those people. It is about an acknowledgement, and even if it was the evil 
Labor Party’s fault in the minds of the government that these people did not get their full payments, that is still 
not an argument for the government to be congratulating itself; it is about acknowledging what has happened to 
these people on behalf of the institution of the Parliament and on behalf of the institution of the government. 
That institution survives—this very same institution that perpetuated this, in part, or put those people in a 
position in which those abuses were perpetuated upon them. For that, as the custodians of those institutions, we 
have to be out there putting forward that response. Therefore, I urge the government to really go away and think 
about this amendment before it comes to a vote, and withdraw it. Let us not get into that game of negatives and 
use words like “congratulate”.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: If the minister wants to laugh, that is fine. 

Hon Norman Moore: That is the funniest thing you have ever said. You have never played politics since you 
have been here? Come on! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is fine if members on the other side want to go down that path. I know and accept I 
play politics hard in this place, but I think there is a time and a place for it.  

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Members on the other side and the minister can feel free to have a little chuckle if that is 
what — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Excuse me; I was laughing looking down at what I was reading. Did I look you in the 
eye when I was laughing? No, I did not. This is no laughing matter. 

Several members interjected. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I genuinely hoped that we would have a better debate about this this afternoon, but 
clearly — 

Hon Norman Moore: We were going pretty well until you stood up! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: One of the interesting things about this debate, Hon Norman Moore, is that I suspect that 
a lot of people out there will read the transcript of this debate. Although this issue does not affect many people, 
those it does affect, it affects substantially, and they will follow this matter. I guess the only thing I get in 
consolation from the last five minutes of this debate is the knowledge that people will read the Hansard and 
make their own judgements about these last five minutes. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Did you know that many of them come up to me to hug me, thank me and tell me 
what they have done with their money, and I give them a cuddle as well. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is fine. I have tried to make sure that I do not use some of my usual language today 
in terms of being critical about the minister as an individual, or about her government in fact, but I have outlined 
the issues as I saw them, without trying to get into that. I have no doubt that for many people, this process has 
been positive. They have been able to get some benefit out of it and they have been able to move on, which is an 
important part of what Redress was attempting to do at the very beginning. I have no doubt that people will 
approach the minister in that way, and I have no doubt that people will approach Hon Sue Ellery to express their 
emotion in the same way because this is an issue around which there is great emotion. That will not surprise me. 
I do not for a moment doubt that many feel that way towards the minister about the Redress scheme. But this is 
one of those debates in which we need to be cognisant of the fact that whilst that may be the case for some, there 
will be an opposite position for others. It is those people we need to be considerate of in this issue and think of 
the language and processes we use in this Parliament that may or may not affect those people. That is the issue 
we need to think about rather than reflecting on our own glory. We need to acknowledge and try to understand 
their situations and make sure we do not take any action that has a negative impact on those for whom this has 
not been resolved. That is the issue. If in this debate people want to criticise the way in which Labor has 
conducted itself, that is fine, they can do it, but let us all try to do it in the framework of making sure we know 
the goal—the point of this debate. What is the point of any of these debates? I do not think “closure” is the right 
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word because I suspect many people will never get closure until, unfortunately, they pass away and leave this 
world. But it is about trying to help them to find a pathway through it.  

After going through what many of these people have gone through and those who would have been eligible for 
the highest payment, I cannot imagine that at the end of the day the money will make a great deal of difference to 
them. It is nice to receive; it is a part of an acknowledgement and recognition of what happened to them, and that 
is all part of the process for them. To put it in the simplest terms, not one of them would want to go through 
again what they went through to get that money. It is not about winning lotto; it is not about any of those sorts of 
things. That is the issue that, as a Parliament, we need to realise in this debate in the way we conduct ourselves. I 
think Hon Nick Goiran did that this afternoon. He criticised the former minister. There is a bit of a point at which 
I think he probably strayed a little, and even he acknowledged that, and that is to his credit. I think he 
demonstrated clearly that his motivation in his contribution was about his previous connection with and his 
previous understanding of the issues affecting the people we are talking about here. It is people we are talking 
about, not political concepts or anything else. Anyone who reads his speech will recognise that. Along the way 
he made some political points that I acknowledge were legitimate.  

With those comments, I will conclude my remarks. I have to say in summary that, for me, this whole process has 
been fairly positive in that we as a Parliament and as a state have been doing something to try to assist in 
allowing people to move through a process to deal with some horrible things that happened to them in the past. It 
is unfortunate that in that process, things have occurred that I believe could have been done differently that may 
have minimised it. I conclude by urging: let us not finish that by accepting the amendment; let the amendment 
go. If the government does not support the motion moved by Labor, by all means vote it down, and that is the 
way this house will make an expression. But to move the amendment and have the motion stand as amended, 
will continue the process we are all trying to move on from.  

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral) [3.53 pm]: I listened with interest, and some despair in fact, to the 
argument about Labor underfunding the program. If ever there was a semantic argument, that is a good example. 
I would accept that as genuine criticism if the government had come to power and said what Hon Nick Goiran 
said. I personally would have paid a lot more money than $80 000 to each person; I would have capped it a lot 
higher. If the government said it was underfunded because these people were worth $150 000, $200 000 or 
$250 000 and argued that we had significantly underestimated the trauma and, therefore, the state’s liability, I 
would accept that argument. During this debate we have heard where the government’s priorities are. It is not 
about underfunding—Hon Ken Travers and Hon Nick Goiran talked about it—it is the messages we send people. 
Here is a group of very, very traumatised people. The one thing we all agree on is that the state must accept some 
responsibility for the trauma they have suffered in their lives; after all, they were abused while they were in the 
care of the state. On coming to power, the first thing the government did was almost halve the payments. 
Suddenly we are having a debate about a waterfront development, a stadium, and the amount of money that is 
available to people and opportunities from the boom, so automatically these victims of very unfortunate 
experiences have a very clear message about where they sit in the scheme of things. It is worse than having the 
rug pulled out from under them; it is a message that tells them clearly that their compensation is just tokenism. 
That is not what they want to hear. It seems to me that in most of these cases we could have argued for a 
reconciliation process such as the one held in Africa, where people could get up and openly talk about the abuses 
they had suffered and put it to the people who abused them and let them respond. A lot of those people would 
not be asking for money; that process would be redress in itself.  

The essence of this motion is the clear question: do we, as the representatives of this state, understand the gravity 
of the situation from the victims’ perspective? We started with a maximum payment of $80 000. As Hon Nick 
Goiran said, $80 000 to the average person is a lot of money. They would obviously think, “The bar is that high, 
it is being seen as a very serious event; thank God for that. At least the government is recognising it.” The 
process goes on from there. A lot of those people understood that they would not receive the full amount of 
money. But for the government of the day—it does not matter to them whether it is Labor or Liberal; it is the 
government—to all of a sudden say, “Sorry; we will cut it back to $45 000”, will make them think, “Hang on a 
second, all that trauma I have had in my life has now been reduced by about 50 per cent in the eyes of the people 
who are supposed to have been protecting me, but failed to protect me.” It is very much about the clear message; 
it is not about how much money they get in the end. It is about their perception of what the government of the 
day thinks.  
I am glad people come up to the minister and give her a cuddle and a thank you, but I can tell members that it is 
not limited to that side of the house; people who are absolutely traumatised come up to many of us. The trauma 
they suffered years ago and continue to suffer from is gelled around the fact that all of a sudden their government 
does not recognise the importance of it in their lives; in fact, places nearly a 50 per cent discount on it. In the 
context of the millions of dollars that is being spent on the waterfront development and the new footy stadium, 
and all the largesse that we are seeing as a result of the fortunate situation we have in the state, the issue faced by 
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these people is not so big. The fact is that this government is in office now, and it could have made that decision. 
There has never been a better time in which a government could afford to do that. Yes, we had the global 
financial crisis but, luckily, we are now in the middle of a mining boom. I know that the Premier does not talk 
about that. But this state is in actual fact in the best position it has been in for a long time to maintain that level 
of payment. All the government had to do was maintain it. But the government chose not to do that, and that is 
the message.  

So I do not support the amendment, because I do not think the government should be congratulated. The 
government should be condemned for sending a very clear message to these people about where they sit in the 
scheme of things. They have already been let down by the state and now are being let down again.  

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm] — in reply: I rise to 
oppose the amendment and to give my right of reply. I turn first to the issue that was raised by Hon Nick 
Goiran—namely, that I needed to make some kind of concession. The honourable member may well have 
missed it, but at the first rally that was held, which was attended by hundreds of people on the steps of 
Parliament, the speech that I gave to those people then, and one that I have made in this place since and have 
made in other forums, was this: we did the best possible estimation that we could. We got advice from actuaries. 
We seconded an actuary from RiskCover. We looked at other schemes, in Queensland and in Tasmania in 
particular, and also at what had been done in Ireland and Canada, and on the best advice that was available to us, 
and having had the figures checked by Treasury, we took to cabinet the allocation of $114 million. I told my 
colleagues at that time that we had done the best possible estimation, but, if it was wrong, I would be back to ask 
for more money, and I had the support of then Premier, Alan Carpenter, to do that. So if that is the concession 
that the honourable member needed, I made it back in July 2009, and I have been making it ever since. 
Nevertheless, what I do not have is the information that was made available to the government, obviously after I 
left government.  

The line that the previous government either deliberately, which is the minister’s line, or unknowingly, which is 
the version that Hon Nick Goiran suggested might be the case, misled applicants, does not have traction in the 
community. 
Hon Robyn McSweeney: Read your press statement! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister can keep saying that — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Read your press statement! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: — but it does not have traction in the community, and it certainly does not have traction 
within the Redress community. 

I cannot support the amendment for several reasons, but primarily because it removes the third component of the 
motion, which calls on the government to revisit the decision. In my comments when I introduced this motion, I 
deliberately did not provide a prescriptive direction that the government needed to reinstate the full payment—
although that remains an option—but I did make the point that it is a bit hard to unscramble an egg. What the 
amendment does is eliminate the call for the government to take action to fix the hurt that it caused when it 
changed the rules after the applications had closed, and cut the maximum payment, after many applicants had 
spent money on lawyers like, for example, Hon Nick Goiran, who made the point about the cases that he had 
taken on. The government has had a choice in every budget since 2009 to remove this blot, and it has chosen not 
to. I gave some concrete examples of things that I think this government could do practically to demonstrate to 
those people, who were feeling betrayed a second time by the state, that the government acknowledged that the 
decision was indeed, to use the Premier words, “a bit too tough”. So we will not support the amendment. We 
urge the house to reject it and to support the substantive motion.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): The question is that the amendment be agreed to. 

Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) casting his vote with 
the noes, with the following result — 
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Ayes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pair 
 Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Chapple 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm) casting his vote with the 
noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Phil Edman Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pair 
 Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Chapple 

Question thus passed.  

Sitting suspended from 4.12 to 4.30 pm 
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