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LIMITATION AMENDMENT (CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE ACTIONS) BILL 2015 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [9.57 am] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable — 
(1) debate on the question, “That the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2015 

be read a second time”, be resumed forthwith; and 
(2) if the debate is not concluded earlier, at the expiration of 60 minutes of such debate for the 

Chair to put the question without further debate or amendment. 
In addressing the chamber on this important motion to suspend standing orders I am cognisant of the fact that 
I must not seek to traverse the subject matter of the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 
itself, but to point out to the chamber why it is so urgent that standing orders be suspended to allow the debate on 
the bill to be brought forward now.  
In setting out my case and so that members can follow my argument and know that I will not be straying off 
course, I sent out a precis of my argument. The first part of my argument to demonstrate why it is necessary to 
suspend standing orders and return to the debate of this bill will be to give a history of the 
Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2015. The second part of my argument will explain to 
the chamber how the bill came before the chamber on the last occasion and why the bill was closed down, and 
why there was no debate on it. The third part of my argument will deal with the serious consequences of this for 
the victims of child sexual abuse, nearly 20 of whom have gathered in the Speaker’s gallery with your 
permission this morning, Madam Deputy Speaker. Finally, the fourth part of my argument will address 
individual members of the chamber on why they should support the suspension of standing orders this morning. 
So as not to traverse the subject matter of the bill, I have given members a precis of what has happened. 
I turn to the first part of my argument this morning, which is to do with the history of the bill itself. Last year, 
in September, the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse—I will pull up the 
findings on my iPad, if I may—handed down interim findings on redress. I now read recommendations 85 
through to 88, which state — 

85. State and territory governments should introduce legislation to remove any limitation period that 
applies to a claim for damages brought by a person where that claim is founded on the personal 
injury of the person resulting from sexual abuse of the person in an institutional context when the 
person is or was a child. 

86. State and territory governments should ensure that the limitation period is removed with 
retrospective effect and regardless of whether or not a claim was subject to a limitation period in 
the past. 

87. State and territory governments should expressly preserve the relevant courts’ existing jurisdictions 
and powers so that any jurisdiction or power to stay proceedings is not affected by the removal of 
the limitation period. 

88. State and territory governments should implement these recommendations to remove limitation 
periods — 

I emphasise that in the Premier’s presence — 
 as soon as possible, even if that requires that they be implemented before our recommendations in 

relation to the duty of institutions and identifying a proper defendant are implemented. 
They were the strong recommendations of the royal commission on 14 September 2014. 
Consequently, the Liberal member for Eyre prepared a private member’s bill, the Limitation Amendment 
(Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2015, and introduced it, firstly, into the Liberal party room and, secondly, into 
this Parliament, which he read in last year in September. That bill has been with the government for over 
12 months. At the time he introduced this bill, the member for Eyre proudly—I do not say that in any 
disparaging way; I welcome the member for Eyre to the chamber—told the media that the bill received 
unanimous support in the Liberal party room and that there was no vote of dissent against it. The Liberal Party 
decided to support Dr Jacobs so that he could report back to his community in Eyre that the government was 
making serious headway on the bill. 
What did the government do? Remember, this is not a private member’s bill; this was done in government time 
and the bill was introduced to Parliament by the member that the government had delegated to introduce it. It 
then let the bill languish. I compliment Dr Jacobs, the to-be erstwhile member for Eyre, and I promise him that it 
will all eventually happen. I promise members that the first bill I will introduce as an incoming Attorney General 
will be this bill. This will happen. The people who will have the credit, the people who will carry the chalice of 
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victory at the front of the column, will be Peter Watson, the member for Albany, who brought these dire 
circumstances to this chamber. This matter has bipartisan support. The person, like in the AFL grand final, who 
will have his hand on the other handle of the cup carrying the chalice of victory and justice high will be 
Dr Jacobs, the member for Eyre. We thank that member as well. Other members of this chamber will serve in the 
cause of justice, but those two members will lead the column. 
The bill languished. The member for Eyre, Dr Jacobs, was not to be put off forever; he kept on agitating and he 
brought victims to this Parliament last week. Whilst we were on other business last week, with this matter having 
sat all week as the last item on the orders of the day, the opposition and the leader of opposition business were 
approached by the leader of government business and told right here that because victims were present the 
government would like to interrupt the business of the chamber and bring on the bill for debate and that because 
there had been a speech by Dr Jacobs, the government would allow me as the shadow Attorney General to make 
a speech. At that time, it was also explained to me that the handcuffs would be applied by the government, 
because the government said that after I spoke, it would adjourn the debate; this matter would not go to a vote. In 
other words, it was a stunt to try to demonstrate to the few victims—there are more here today in the back of the 
chamber—that the government was advancing this. I was told before the start that I would be the only speaker. 
I said to the Leader of the House when he was standing right here, “If I don’t take up my full allocated time, can 
the member for Albany also have a few words?” It was not going to take up more time of the members of this 
august chamber because I was giving up some of my time to give it to the member for Albany to make some 
comments. But we were told, beyond that, the government would adjourn this debate. 
The next reason this matter should be considered urgent enough this morning to suspend standing orders is that 
the Premier has been dishonest with the public of Western Australia. He was dishonest with the public of 
Western Australia again this morning on the Geoff Hutchison show, which was about to give me a right of reply 
but I had to come in here. I will go back out there, but this will all come out. We were told there was not going to 
be a vote. The Premier went on radio this morning and said that the debate had to be closed down because of the 
disgraceful conduct of John Quigley and the member for Hillarys, Rob Johnson. I now have the Hansard in front 
of me that will bear out the truthfulness of that which I say to the chamber. The debate was called on. Not once 
during the course of the debate—if any government member wants to challenge me on this, here it all is—did the 
Chair call me to order. Not once during the course of the debate did the Chair reprimand me or caution me on my 
comments. There it all is. However, as I explained to Mr Hutchison’s producer, contrary to what the Premier 
said, the record shows that he was being dishonest on the radio this morning. He called me disgraceful during the 
debate. That was the only adverse comment I received, and it was from the Premier. Let me provide the context 
in which I was called disgraceful. I will read from page 2 of that morning’s Hansard, or, in the consolidated 
index, page 7117b to 7124a. I said — 

The Attorney General’s position — 
That is, of objecting to this legislation — 

locks these victims out of the legal system because they did not commence their action within six years 
of attaining the age of majority. It is disgraceful conduct by the Attorney General. In every other state, 
this legislation has passed. Victoria has passed this legislation; New South Wales has passed this 
legislation. The Attorney General is victimising Western Australian children. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s absolutely disgraceful. 

My disgraceful conduct was standing here telling the truth, and the response to that has been a totally dishonest 
response to the people of Western Australia, seeking to blame me for closing the debate down. Let me go further 
on, to page 2 of the daily Hansard, bearing in mind that we had been told in advance that we were going to be 
handcuffed, and there would not be a real debate that afternoon; this was just a display for the few victims who 
were here. During the debate I asked the Premier several times — 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Will the Premier support this legislation? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will speak on this at some stage. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Will the Premier support this legislation? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: When I choose to speak, I will speak. 

He was saying this knowing that he was not going to speak in the debate, because they had already whacked the 
handcuffs on me and put the muzzle in my mouth. We were told we would have limited time, and then the 
debate would be shut down. Is that an exaggeration? No, it is the honest truth, because on page 7 of the daily 
Hansard, during the debate, the Leader of the House stood up and moved the adjournment, as he told me he 
would do when he was standing here in front of me. He then went back to his seat and moved the adjournment. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I didn’t say that at all; you’re verballing me. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We can recover the position today, Leader of the House, by dealing with this legislation in 
the next hour, and then we can all be friends again, before lunchtime. We can recover this. We know, when it is 
a question of money, not victims’ rights, how swiftly the government can move. We know that during the 
High Court case to do with the Bell litigation, the government came in here on a Tuesday, during the hearing of 
a court case, and said that a bill needed to be passed urgently because of what was happening in the court case in 
Canberra. It gave us no time to think about it, and pushed it through the chamber in two hours. This was an 
attempt by the government to unlawfully seize creditors’ assets. We know it was to unlawfully seize, because 
that is the judgement of the High Court. When the government was about the business of unlawfully seizing 
citizens’ assets, it pushed a bill through this Parliament, as you recall, Mr Speaker, in less than two hours. It was 
passed by lunchtime, sent to the Legislative Council, and passed through the Legislative Council before sunset—
this is all on the one day—because the government wanted to seize someone’s money. When the sun came up 
the next day, the seven justices of the High Court laughed the government out of court. I only raise that to 
demonstrate that where there is a will there is a way. When the government has the will, it can do something, but 
it does not have the will to help the victims of child sexual abuse. 

For the next reason for suspension of standing orders to deal with this matter urgently today, I want to take the 
chamber somewhat into my confidence. After this disgraceful performance—this stunt—by the government last 
week, of bringing this matter on and allowing only a limited debate, we were told the matter was to be 
adjourned. The manager of opposition business was in the chamber when the government said it would shut 
down debate, and when it did shut down the debate. The Attorney General then went out and said that he was 
opposed to this bill because, firstly, it would open up retrospective litigation and, secondly, the claims would be 
frivolous. How would the victims like that? Their claims and what they have endured are regarded by the 
Attorney General as frivolous. 

If I may be permitted to speak metaphorically for a moment, the Attorney General has a particular penchant and 
predilection, metaphorically, for spitting in victims’ faces. Let us go back to “no body, no parole”. 
Margaret Dodd, whose dearly beloved daughter Hayley was murdered, started a public petition for no body, no 
parole laws. When she brought that petition to the department, the Attorney General would not see her, so she 
knocked on the door of the Leader of the Opposition, and we went and saw her. What did the Attorney General 
say about this grieving mother? She is just embarking on a political stunt; she is doing this at the behest of Labor 
as a political stunt. Mrs Dodd took great offence at that statement, and understandably so. Then we get to the 
matter of dangerous sex offenders legislation, in which the Attorney General refused to see the victims of 
dangerous sex offenders before the amendments came before this chamber. When the victims gathered to 
express their displeasure, he spat in their faces, metaphorically, by accusing them of embarking upon 
a Labor Party–organised stunt, and he was going to have no part of it. These are citizens who come to their 
Parliament. Finally, the government spits in the face of these victims by saying that the Attorney General is 
opposed to their cause, because all they have are frivolous matters. 

I want to refer now to another reason why these matters are not frivolous, and why it is urgent that this 
Parliament deals with them today. I said in my opening, Mr Speaker, that I would take you through these 
headings. You were not in the chair at the time, but your erstwhile colleague was. Not all the perpetrators are 
churches or state institutions, although they figure very highly in it. I feel saddened that the church into which 
I was baptised at birth—the Catholic Church—was, according to Justice McClellan, responsible for comprising 
25 per cent of the work of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. There are 
others as well. The issue goes beyond churches and state institutions, to private individuals. Let me tell the house 
about one of these. It demonstrates the real impact and the real damage that the government is doing to these 
victims. There is a very serious person—not a serious person; he is scum. It is a very serious case in which 
a private person, not an institution, abused multiple young children. 

He was a rich and powerful person in the community and the children were too scared to say anything. Last 
Christmas—40-something years after those events—one woman had an incredibly sad mental breakdown as 
those events came rushing back to her, probably precipitated by the royal commission. In part, these matters are 
before the court. However, I want members to consider what the government is doing. This person is very 
wealthy. The title deed searches have been done. We do not have Mareva injunctions any more, but under the 
rules of court, we have freezing orders. The Speaker would be well versed in Mareva injunctions from his legal 
practice. The lawyer acting for this woman is anxious to—as I am sure you would be, as a diligent lawyer, 
Mr Speaker—get a freezing order on the person’s assets, which is reasonable, so that this wealthy person cannot 
move his assets around before the legislation eventually passes when we become the government. When writs 
are introduced, he will be a man of straw. We know that if this legislation passes the Parliament today, which it 
can, the lawyers can issue a writ tomorrow morning to immediately seek a freezing order. That is another 
pressing reason that this ought to be dealt with as a matter of urgency today. 
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The Premier went on radio today and said that the government supports this legislation. That is what the 
government said in September last year. It said that it supported the legislation but that it would not happen now; 
it would happen some time in the future. Three questions arise from that. Does that expose the victims to further 
injustice? Yes, because the wealthy paedophile can move his assets. This is a hot issue right now and if any 
members of the government benches think that I am misleading them on this and exaggerating, I am happy to 
step behind your chair in the traditional way, Mr Speaker, and confidentially give them the name, address and all 
the details of this person. I am telling the truth. The first question is whether delaying this legislation any longer 
will expose these people to further injustice. The second question is: can the Premier be believed? And the third 
question is: does it make any difference anyway because will he be the Premier after March? Can the Premier be 
believed? As I said, the Premier was on the radio this morning with Mr Hutchison, who will have me back on his 
program soon to reply to this. After going on the record of Hansard dishonestly telling the public that this debate 
was shut down because of my comments and the comments of Mr Johnson, that was clearly not the case; it is 
page 7. Can the Premier be believed or is he just fobbing off the public and kicking the legislation into the long 
grass by saying that the government will support it at some time in the future? Every day that these people are 
locked out of court is painful for them. Mr Speaker, might I quote a longstanding legal maxim: justice delayed is 
justice denied. 

I now wish to go through why some members of this chamber, upon reflection, might want to and should vote 
for this suspension of standing orders. We know that everyone on this side of the house will vote for it. There 
will be a vote this morning and there will be a division—unless there is an indication that the government will 
support the bill, and then I will sit down and we can call it on, and get it out of here by midday. Any time that the 
Premier or the Deputy Premier want to close down this debate, they can just indicate that. Of course, the 
Deputy Premier is the Minister for Women’s Interests and many of the victims up there are women. When we 
vote, names will be taken and they are put into two columns—the ayes and the noes. As I said to an opinion 
piece writer today who will take up this issue, when we disseminate this—this is a big issue for all electorates—
we can argue about power poles, ports, the environment and bottles on the beach, but if we ask the public where 
they rate the suppression of paedophilia and action and justice for children who have suffered paedophilia in 
importance, it is number one. The government always talks about law and order. That is no more than a title. 
There is a book called Law and Order. If I open it to see what is in there, the first chapter in the Liberals’ book 
of law and order is “How to keep our money in order by shutting victims out of the legal system.” This can be 
remedied this morning as a result of this vote. As I said to the editorial writer today, those who vote yes to the 
suspension of standing orders—who vote for the discussion and debate on the bill proper today—will go in 
a column that will be renamed “Champions for victims”. Those members who vote no will be in the column 
“Protectors of the paedophiles”. The Deputy Premier, who is the Minister for Women’s Interests, may sit there 
with a scowl — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: And police minister. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: She is also the honourable police minister. She may sit there with a scowl but we do not 
get to write the theatre of our own lives. Things happen in our lives. I suggest that this is a seminal moment in 
this Parliament. Members have to make individual choices as to whether they will go down as members who use 
their votes to protect paedophiles or members who use their votes to champion the interests of the victims who 
have suffered at the hands of paedophiles. They are the two columns that will be distributed into every electorate 
and published, I understand, in an opinion piece. 

As I said, I would now like to address and plead with individual members of the chamber, as I am entitled to 
with this debate, as to why they should vote for this motion. Of course, I address the member for Eyre who has 
brought this bill so far. Member, government members have had you on a slow cook; they have been doing you 
slow. I suggest that by now you are alert to that—you must be. Not only did members opposite close down the 
debate last week, but they also refused to put it on the notice paper for this week, as the member knows. They 
have been pandering to you and giving you soft words—cooking you slow. They wanted you to be able to go 
back to Esperance and say that you and the Liberal Party are making headway, although their real agenda has 
been to close this down. I applaud what the member for Eyre has done so far, but now, as I said, you are at the 
crossroads—a seminal moment. The Premier has said often enough in this chamber that the difference between 
the Liberal Party and the Labor Party is that the Liberal Party is not bound by the Liberal party room. 
Liberal Party members can vote on matters of morality as they please. In fact, the Liberal party room voted 
unanimously for this bill. Is this a question of morality? 

I now address the members for Morley, Wanneroo and Ocean Reef. I do not want to be pious and bible-bashing, 
but for those people who have sought guidance from time to time from the gospel—which I have, and failed to 
follow its instruction, to my deep regret, time and time again, but I tried—I recall the wonderful lessons in 
Matthew in which he recounts Jesus’s teaching on children and our obligations to children. To paraphrase, at that 
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sermon, those gathered were pushing the children aside and our Lord paused and said, “Bring the children closer 
to me. Bring my children here.” Then he addressed the multitude and said, “It would be better to have 
a millstone tied around your neck and be cast into the ocean than offend against any one of these children.” That 
was Jesus’s teaching. 

This is a question of morality. I do not hold this as a banner of Christianity, as I say with great sadness that the 
church into which I was baptised and which I follow is involved in 25 per cent of these cases. It is shameful. 
However, we in this secular Parliament have hit the crossroads this morning. Do we follow the teaching or not? 
Do we see the perpetrators with the millstone tied around their neck cast into the ocean or will the 
Deputy Premier and Minister for Women’s Interests vote against this motion and have her name recorded in the 
list of protectors of paedophiles? Is the member for Scarborough, the Minister for Women’s Interests, going to 
take the occasion, metaphorically speaking, as the gospel sometimes was because it was written 80 years after 
our Lord’s teachings, to say, “Please pause, Jesus, before you cast that man with the millstone into the ocean. Do 
you realise that we are the establishment and we could get sued?”, as she leans forward and uses her 
Liberal Party membership to cut the tether and allow the paedophile to avoid his just deserts? This is a seminal 
moment. We see these only in reflection. There will come the day when she will reflect on this and ask, 
“Why was it that on that day I decided to vote to protect the paedophiles and not champion the victims?” 
Members opposite are not going to be able to go out in any phoney law-and-order-sloganed debate and say that 
they are tough on law and order, when by then all of Western Australia will know that certain amongst them 
voted to protect paedophiles. 

As I said, I have drawn that to the attention of those members. I have never said a critical word in any way by 
direct statement or implication against my friends at the Globalheart Church in Joondalup, but what are the 
representatives of the members of that congregation in this chamber going to say to their community—that they 
ignored the teachings of Jesus to protect the children at all costs and joined the column of people who were there 
to protect paedophiles? I have never said a word against the Globalheart Church, and nor will I, but I have said 
things against my own church, as I have this morning, because that is part of who I am. I do not criticise that 
church, but its congregation will know what their representatives did in this chamber this morning. Did they 
follow the Lord’s teaching and tie the millstone around the neck of the person who damaged the children or did 
they vote to protect paedophiles? 

This is a seminal moment. The Deputy Premier will be marked by which way she votes this morning—as either 
a protector of paedophiles or a champion of victims. She has an individual concern. I understand. I share 
something in common with the member for Scarborough. We understand something that the Attorney General 
does not understand. When people came to St John of God Hospital in 2000 to see my eldest child born, they 
told me that it would change me forever. I did not know what they meant. Did it mean that I could not go out to 
parties, that I would be changing nappies or that I would be getting up in the middle of the night to bottle-feed 
a baby? It is a seminal moment in a person’s life when they become a parent, because from that moment on, they 
look at the world and at life through the prism of parenthood. When they look at life through the prism of 
parenthood—the member for Nedlands knows what I am saying because he was privileged not that many years 
ago to have this very experience—their obligation to children becomes sharper. It is no longer an academic 
exercise. I do not mark down, I do not criticise and I cast no judgement on the Attorney General because he does 
not have that prism of parenthood through which to gaze at this problem. His approach to this is more academic 
and legalistically driven. He said that this is going to open up old claims and is going to be frivolous. No; he is 
not looking at this through the prism of parenthood. I appeal to the Deputy Premier, who is a mother of young 
children, the member for Nedlands, who is the father of young children, the member for Perth, whose young 
daughter was recently wed and will hopefully deliver grandchildren to the member for Perth soon, and all 
parents in this chamber to look on this bill not as a political exercise but through the prism of parenthood and 
ask, “What are we going to do for these victims?” Bring this bill on this afternoon. 

The National Party has self-interest in voting for this bill. The National Party sought to dislodge the member for 
Albany at the last election. There are a lot of Katanning victims down there and a deep well of sympathy for the 
child abuse victims in Albany, so all over Albany will be plastered the names of any people who vote to protect 
paedophiles this morning, and if those people are in the National Party, so be it. The National Party tried to 
dislodge the member for Eyre at the last election. If National Party members vote to protect paedophiles this 
morning, they will have absolutely no hope of dislodging the member for Eyre—absolutely zero. 
Mr R.F. Johnson: That’s where a lot of the abuse took place. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right; a lot of the abuse took place in regional areas. 
The Liberal party room may as well have the maintenance man come in and remove the doors, because 
everything that happens in there we are told out here, so it is just an inconvenience to have a door on the room! 
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As has been accurately reported to us out here, the National Party—God bless it—in principle agrees with this 
bill. But then it said that it did not want to have another fight with the government. National Party members are 
having a fight with the government over their proposed mining tax and they cannot have another fight with it 
over this issue, and that is why they will have to support the government. If that is their reason, as pretty thin as 
it is, to go on the list of politicians who vote this morning to protect paedophiles, that is their call. I am not going 
to make the accusation. People will go onto either list—those who protect the paedophile or those who want 
justice for the victim—by what they do at the end of this debate. 
Finally, it is normally the government’s trite response that this is a political stunt organised by the member for 
Butler. I remind you, Mr Speaker, that I had no hand in this. It is not my bill; it is the member for Eyre’s bill. It 
did not go through my party room; it went through the Liberal party room with full support. We welcome the 
member for Vasse, she is a mother too and she might want to decide whether she is going to vote to protect the 
paedophiles down there in Vasse or to champion victims. This is not a stunt; this was brought on by the 
government. When the bill came on last week, the only stunt was that the government was not bringing on a real 
debate; the government was telling us that we could have just one speaker and then it would return to the 
business of the house so it could fool the victims that it was doing something about this. The government then 
adjourned the debate and the Premier, unbelievably, went up to the victims and apologised for what they 
witnessed. The victims and the senior lawyer to whom the Premier offered his apology were not fooled. They 
were here watching. They saw that the Chair did not take any objection to anything I said during the debate—did 
not call me to order, did not name me, did not ask me to temper my remarks. I was blameless in the speech, as 
recorded by Hansard. The victims were not fooled by what the Premier told them. In fact, the victims went on 
radio afterwards and said that the only disgrace was the actions of the government in closing the bill down—that 
was the disgraceful part. 
As I say, I did not set this up, but this is a seminal moment. If the Deputy Premier is going to come across the 
chamber and vote against this bill, I challenge her to stand up and explain to Western Australia why she is 
exercising her vote this morning to protect paedophiles. When she goes home and this is on the news tonight, her 
own children will ask, “Mummy, why did you vote to protect paedophiles?” 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would ask that you ask the member for Butler to withdraw that comment. It is clearly 
unparliamentary. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have not made an unparliamentary comment. 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Clearly, the Premier does not like what the member for Butler is saying, but it does not 
make it unparliamentary. There is no point of order. 
The SPEAKER: Carry on, member for Butler. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Let the record show — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: That is enough. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Let the record show that the Speaker of this chamber had no quarrel or concern with my 
comment, but invited me to resume my comments. To other parents in this room—the member for Nedlands, the 
member for Perth, the member for Belmont—if you vote to protect paedophiles this morning, what are you 
telling your children? What are you telling your congregations from where you came when you vote to protect 
paedophiles? As much as we have business before the chamber of the house, the Premier said on radio this 
morning that he would support the legislation, but not now—he will kick it into the long grass—with the 
Premier’s support, but more particularly, with the support of the Minister for Women’s Interests. The 
Deputy Premier is looking at women victims up there in the Speaker’s gallery. The Deputy Premier is going to 
go into the election campaign spruiking law and order as the Minister for Police, and she will be branded as 
a protector of paedophiles should she vote against this motion this morning. Which column does she want to be 
in? Does she want to be in the column that champions victims or does she want to be in the column that protects 
paedophiles? We know that the Premier will not be in either column, because he is running out of the chamber 
now. He nodded to you, Mr Speaker. When he leaves, his name will not be — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, this has all to do with the urgency. You have had a long run now and you 
tend to be going back to points that you have covered. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: For those reasons, I am sitting down here in anxious anticipation to see who is going to 
join the line to protect paedophiles and who is going to vote here to — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would ask that you rule that the Premier remain in his seat and not interfere with 
witnesses and victims of sexual assault. 

The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Can I just make this observation: the Premier left his seat to approach the victims—and 
this is why this matter is urgent—and I witnessed the victims pushing him away. They were waving him away; 
they did not want to talk to him. At the end of this vote all of Western Australia is going to know who is voting 
to protect the paedophiles and who is voting to champion the interests of the victims, as urged by the royal 
commission of Australia. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [10.46 am]: I rise to support the motion 
moved by the member for Butler. In doing so I want to say to the people in the gallery here today that there is 
often a lot of talk in this place and a lot of it is difficult to understand. I want to explain to you what we are trying 
to do here today. By this motion we are trying to ensure that the bill introduced by the member for Eyre to allow 
for the removal of the limitation period for the victims of child sexual abuse can be debated today. We want to 
ensure it is debated, we want to ensure it is completed and we hope that it goes to the upper house quickly and 
expeditiously so that you can have comfort that you can take legal action outside the existing limitation period. 
That is all we are trying to do here today, Mr Speaker. I want to thank the victims at the back of the chamber for 
coming along, because I have had experience with some of the men who were involved in the events at the 
Katanning hostel and other people throughout my life who have been victims of child sexual abuse. It is difficult 
to face and confront, and sometimes some people find it embarrassing, so I thank you for coming along. If we do 
not deal with this issue today, the first issue on the agenda that we are going to deal with in the house today is the 
School Boarding Facilities Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2015. To me, this issue, your issue, that of 
victims of child sexual abuse, is more important and I would hope that all members of this Parliament would see 
the wisdom of that and that this issue of making sure that people can take legal action outside the existing 
six-year limitation period is more important, because it is a fundamental issue of justice. 

Members opposite, people who suffered child sexual abuse often have some difficulty coming to terms with 
what occurred to them. It is often done by people who are trusted by them and their families. Often when they 
brought it to the attention of their parents or to people in a position of authority, they were not believed. They 
were disparaged; their claims were not accepted. They were often treated as a person in the wrong and in their 
own minds they had trouble coming to terms with it. It was often people in authority who did it to them, whether 
it is in church organisations, the military, boarding facilities or community groups of various types—they were 
people in positions of authority who did it to them. We have seen some shocking examples, nationally and 
internationally, of that. So, the victims have had trouble coming to terms with it. Under existing law they are 
required to have taken their legal action by the age of 24. The evidence shows that most people do not come to 
terms with what happened to them for 22 years. If a young girl or boy is sexually abused at the age of 15 years, 
on average it takes 22 years before they come to terms with that and are prepared to do something about it, 
which is way outside the limitation period for them to take any sort of action against the organisation or the 
individual who did it. Is that fair? I understand the arguments being run by the Attorney General and the like, but 
I do not believe they are fair. The opposition is saying that it is important that justice and fairness prevail, and 
members in this place can send a demonstration of that today. The Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse 
Actions) Bill 2015 could be passed by this house today. It can go to the upper house today and be passed there 
and everything can be resolved. That is what the Parliament has done on numerous occasions when matters are 
important and require urgent decision-making. The Parliament can do that. It is in the hands of the 59 people in 
this house to agree to that. There are 21 votes in favour of that. The question is what do the remaining votes say? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There are 22 votes in favour of that. What do the remaining votes in this house say? The 
opposition says: let us deal with it today; let us ensure justice for the victims of child sexual abuse today. If 
this Parliament wants to be magnificent, decent and to set an example for everyone, let us deal with this today 
in both houses. 
The issue of the limitation period for child sexual abuse actions has been around for a long time. Indeed, 
I committed to supporting this in July 2014 when the opposition acknowledged that this was a major issue 
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confronting people and that Parliament should fix this problem. To his credit, the member for Eyre has brought 
in legislation that will allow us to do that today. That is what the opposition wants to happen. 
I have been appalled by some of the examples that have come forward from the Royal Commission into 
Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse; I think we all have. There was a drumbeat in the community of 
people coming forward with cases against a range of organisations. It happened in this country, the United States 
of America, Great Britain and the Republic of Ireland. People have come forward with cases in which authority 
figures in institutions and religious organisations have appeared to tolerate appalling and shocking things 
occurring. Eventually a royal commission was called and the floodgates are opening with examples of 
institutions in which this has happened. 
I have met a few people who have been appallingly treated. I want to talk about the now men, former boys, from 
Katanning, who were the victims of Dennis McKenna. The member for Albany took up their case. I have met 
them in this building on a couple of occasions. They are now men of my age or slightly younger who were 
abused at St Andrew’s Hostel, Katanning. They told me that they were sent off to the hostel from regional 
communities to be educated; they were sent to school. The person running the hostel sexually abused them and 
their stories were not believed. They now have the courage to come forward, having come to terms with what 
occurred to them; however, they do not have the capacity to take legal action because the law is an ass in this 
instance. They should have that capacity. That is why the opposition stated in 2014 that they should have that 
capacity. We should let the courts decide whether the institutions that permitted this abuse will be held 
responsible financially. We should not let them escape their responsibilities. We should not let them hide behind 
a fictional or artificial creation of the law that prevents them from being held accountable. The Katanning boys 
deserve it. 
I will give members another example. Members will have heard about HMAS Leeuwin naval base. I know a bit 
about HMAS Leeuwin, and I have met a number of the now men who went through HMAS Leeuwin as boys and 
into the care of men. Some of those men were harsh. These were boys who went to HMAS Leeuwin at the age of 
14 or 15. We have heard some of the cases of abuse. Currently they cannot take any action, even though it may 
have taken them 30 years to come to terms with what occurred to them because of their shame and 
embarrassment—their unjustified shame and embarrassment. By the age of 24, their opportunity to take legal 
action had expired. Now, at the age of 50, they are excluded from taking legal action. 
I want to talk about one other example. I was driving along one day a few years ago and I turned on ABC radio 
and I heard Eoin Cameron, who has now gone, unfortunately, tell his story. It was one of the most stunning 
pieces of radio I had ever heard. Eoin Cameron, former Liberal federal member of Parliament, respected radio 
announcer, quite an interesting personality and a Western Australian icon, was on radio telling the story of what 
happened to him in exacting detail when an authority figure from the church abused him. I remember him telling 
the story of being called to the office, his pants being taken down and the pain that he felt when he was being 
abused. It happened to Eoin Cameron, federal MP and respected radio presenter. If it happened to him, how 
many other people has it happened to across the community? I think it has been rife in some organisations. It is 
something that we are now coming to terms with. Individuals who have suffered as a consequence deserve the 
right to enforce their rights. Eoin Cameron was a boy when it happened to him. I do not know whether he ever 
expressed wanting to take action, but when I heard his story, I wondered how many people it had happened to 
and how many were only now coming to terms with it. 
Why is this motion urgent? One example is the whole bunch of people in the public gallery today wanting it to 
happen. I think that 90 per cent of the public want it to happen. We have seen what happens when these matters 
are not dealt with quickly. We saw examples with victims of asbestos companies. For every day that the 
government delays, people pass away, give up the fight, lose hope or get more depressed. We saw the examples 
with the asbestos companies whereby people who were delayed in taking action died. We saw as people were 
delayed in taking action that the asbestos companies were able to avoid liability. Every day there is delay, justice 
is denied. We know that for a fact because we saw it with the asbestos companies. It is not imaginary. That is 
what happened. That is what could potentially happen here to victims of child sexual abuse. Other states have 
dealt with this. They have not had to fluff around talking about this. 
I have read the bill put forward by the member for Eyre. I congratulate him. It is simple, straightforward and well 
drafted. Basically, it says that the court can determine what sexual abuse is and that any limitation period that 
applies to that is thereby abolished. It is straightforward, simple and it deals with the problem. We can deal with 
it today.  

I will give the government this assurance: if it allows this bill to come on, we will support its passage today in 
this house and the other house—and it will be done. We will not hold the government up; we will have two 
speakers in each house. We will have quick efficient legislation dealing with the issue in the way the public 
wants it to be dealt with. I guarantee by five o’clock today that this bill will be passed in both houses. I give the 
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government that rock-solid guarantee if it allows this bill to come on today. It is dealing with the fundamental 
issue of justice and it is solving it in the right way. 

If the government does not allow it to come on today, and if it does not allow it to be dealt with today or in the next 
two weeks of sitting, April or May will be the first opportunity—perhaps beyond. Who knows what will happen in 
that time? Who knows what lobbying will go on? Who knows the actions that will go on by the organisations that 
might be subject to these legal actions? Who knows the pressure that will take place? The atmosphere, the mood 
and the capacity is here today. Let us deal with it today and we can do it today. As I said, we have had this policy 
position since July 2014—for nearly three years. We are fixed. This is our position. It is now up to the government 
as to what it wants to do. The ball is in its court. Will it allow the bill to be debated or does it want to deal with the 
School Boarding Facilities Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2015 followed by the Oil Refinery (Kwinana) 
Agreement Amendment Bill 2016? I might add that the Oil Refinery (Kwinana) Agreement Amendment Bill 
expires in 2019, yet we are dealing with it now before such time as we deal with this. 

All I would say to the Premier and to members of the government is that they have an assurance from Labor that 
we will pass this through both houses today. I urge the government not to do something tricky. I urge it to not 
vote this down and that if it allows the second reading debate, let all stages go through today—no trickiness here. 
Once the legislation has been through all stages today and gone through the upper house today, we can take it 
straight down to the Governor and get royal assent, and the right thing will have been done by the men and 
women who have been the victims in relation to these issues. Put yourselves in the victims’ shoes for one 
moment. They are not members of Parliament. From their point of view, what goes on here is probably a bit of 
mystery and all a bit strange, so put yourselves in their shoes. If you were one of them sitting out there, what 
would you want us to do? You would say, “Why are they delaying on such an important issue?” That is what 
you would say if you were one of them. Why is the government listening to Michael Mischin of all people—the 
master of delay and the master of do-nothing? That is what they would say. I say to the government, let us pass it 
today and let us pass it through both houses. Let us be magnificent; let us do what is right. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [11.03 am]: Thank you for the opportunity to address the private member’s bill that 
I have put to this Parliament. I want to give an explanation to Parliament. Why me? Did I want my name on 
a private member’s bill? Did I want to be seen as a reformist or did I want some political glory out of this? The 
origins of this and why it is me goes back to four sets of parents who walked into my electorate office. One of 
those sets of parents had two girls, now women, who were abused when they were at a primary school in an 
outlying area in my electorate. These parents implored me to find out whether there was any way we could 
change the legislation to allow these girls, now women, to bring a civil action for damages. I understand that 
money is not everything and I must say to members that it is not actually about the money—it is important in one 
way—but what is important is the ability to have a civil action in court if they desire. I often say, I have said it so 
many times and I have said it to the party room: it is not a privilege for them to have a successful civil action, but 
for the privilege and right to bring an action. 

I woke this morning in some despondency, I must say. I know members might say, “He’s got too close to it. He’s 
got too emotional about it.” With three of these girls, now women—this does not just apply to girls and women; 
it applies to boys as well—who it has affected, one of the women did not know how much this had affected her 
until she found out that her child going to school for the first time would have a male teacher. She was absolutely 
beside herself that her child, her girl, would have this male teacher. She moved heaven and earth to make sure 
that that girl did not join that class with the male teacher. It is important because although there is ability in the 
state of Western Australia for some redress—criminal injuries compensation or indeed ex-gratia payments under 
redress programs—there is still no ability in the state of Western Australia for individuals to have, if you like, 
their day in court. 

I will deal with some of the political issues. My colleagues and friends in the Liberal Party may think that I put 
the Labor Party up to this. I tell members honestly from my heart that I was in a key seats meeting when this 
debate came on. I had no discussion with the Labor Party that it should bring this on because I can see that my 
bill, the private member’s bill, is going out the door. The sad thing about that is it is not me; it is those parents 
sitting in my office. It even dawned on me that three of the girls, when they were 10 years old, and their family, 
were patients of mine in 1985. The memories flooded back to me of Kirsty having problems with school 
avoidance, and her grades falling away. She was a brilliant student and doing very well. One had anxiety; 
another had enuresis or bedwetting. What was all that about? There, 20-something years later, it all flooded back 
to me what was happening in the dynamics of those girls and their families. It was their not being able to say 
something. Years later this came out. I have heard, “Why the latency? Why does it take so long?” It takes so 
long because of guilt or fear of the perpetrator; fear that they will be considered part of the event, not even 
realising in some cases until their girl was to go to school. As one person in the royal commission said, 
“Statutes  of limitations are okay if you stub your toe in Kmart, but it doesn’t work for child sexual abuse.” It 
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does not work for asbestosis, either. I keep saying this is the elephant in the room, and people say, no, it is not 
the elephant in the room. I will tell members about the despondency I had in the garage this morning. I said, 
“None of that despondency led to my putting them up to it.” I was just reflecting on the attempt, and it is still an 
attempt, but if there is one thing, I am going to walk out of this place—I do not care whether I win or lose 
Katanning—knowing it is important to say, “Okay, what did I do, and did I stand up?” 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The SPEAKER: Members of the public are quite entitled to sit in the gallery and listen, but you are not entitled 
to clap or shout out. Member for Eyre, you have explained yourself well now for seven minutes. Can you tell us 
why this is now urgent? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: This is urgent, Mr Speaker, because it has been so long. Other jurisdictions in Australia have 
done it. The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse’s “Redress and Civil 
Litigation Report”—a report on foot—recommended that all jurisdictions in Australia remove the statute of 
limitations immediately. That does not mean that we will have exemptions, we will have a long stop or we will 
fiddle with it and say that 20 years is okay. Remove it completely! In my despondency in the garage while I was 
doing some sit-ups to try to stay reasonably fit and sane in this place, I was thinking, “Where is the opposition?” 
It came to me that the opposition was very big and I thought, “You idiot! You’re never going to roll the 
insurance industry and insurance agencies. That’s a big one!” I have heard all the arguments. I have worked for 
nine months. This is not some ill-conceived thing that I did on the back of an envelope. I worked with the 
State Solicitor’s Office, Parliamentary Counsel, and private lawyers who act for victims. On the issue of liability, 
I have heard it all: “You’re creating a situation here that adjusts the legislation so that the lawyers have a picnic. 
There will be a flood of retrospective claims that will break the bank. It will break the insurance industry. It will 
break government. The liability is too great.” I have always said it and I say it again today: it is the elephant in 
the room. I thought to myself this morning that I have not done enough work actuarially. How do we get 
a handle on the magnitude of that liability and the impact on insurance? The royal commission has said that from 
what it has done and from the investigations it has made—understanding that it is not its core business—that the 
impact on the insurance industry is not great. The sky is not going to fall in. 

Victoria introduced a removal of statute of limitations on child abuse totally. I have been around and around this, 
and what has been said to me is, “Graham, why isn’t it child abuse? Why have you just picked on child sexual 
abuse?” There are two answers. One is that I can reflect on the parents and the girls before me in my office. As 
a medical practitioner, I understand the latency period. In an ideal world, yes, maybe we can change it to that 
definition as Victoria has done, but for me as a practitioner, child abuse, with bruising or serial fractures of bones 
or a story that does not fit, becomes evident much sooner. Child sexual abuse is inherently latent. 

The other argument has been that the impact will be too great. What did we do when we faced as legislators both 
here and in other places asbestosis and the latency between the exposure—it can be a little bit of exposure or it 
can be a great bit of exposure, but it does not have to be much—and the advent and diagnosis of mesothelioma? 
It is a long latency period. What did we say then? Did we say, “This is going to break the bank. The insurance 
industry won’t be able to cope with this. You’ve moved the goalposts. Actuarially, they won’t be able to factor 
this in. This is not fair”? You have to do what is right, and if there is a relationship between an exposure and 
a poor event, we have to recognise it. 

As I said, I did not just wake up and write this legislation on the back of an envelope by myself. 

The SPEAKER: Sorry, member for Eyre, I want to bring you back again to the urgency of the matter. Why 
should it be dealt with today? Thank you. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The reason it should be dealt with today is not only that this has been around in our 
consciousness for some time, but also that it has been a very long time for the victims—a very long time. For the 
girls who came to see me, it has been nearly 30 years. How long do we say, “Oh, well; we will do this next 
year”? I do not think it is a matter of if; it is just a matter of when. This will happen. This has to happen. Why do 
we not have the when now? 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [11.17 am]: I will not take too long on this because I do not want to subject the 
victims in the gallery to an undue amount of time in this place. I am sure they have probably had enough of a lot 
of the stuff that has been said. I know they agree with every part of it. I will come to why this is an urgent action 
that needs to be taken. 

Some of the same people, the victims of child sex abuse, who saw the member for Eyre came and saw me. 
I know for a fact that they went and saw the member for Butler and, of course, the member for Albany. They 
may well have gone to see other members; I do not know. Those are the only members I know they went to see. 
I had a woman come into my electorate office on a completely different matter last Friday. When she heard 
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about what was going on on Friday and the disgraceful action that was taken in this place—she was not referring 
to mine; she was referring to someone else’s, and I will come to that in a moment—she said, “I was actually 
sexually abused when I was a child.” I said, “Really? You’re telling me this now?” She said, “Well, yeah.” 
I asked whether she wanted to join the other people who have been contacted? She said, “No. It happened a long 
time ago, but I have never, ever got over it. I have children of my own but it is something that you have for life.” 
I am sure that the people in the gallery who have suffered this dreadful, wicked, vile act by paedophiles will 
suffer it for life. What I and other members want to do is give them some justice. That is what the 
Minister for Police should be doing. That is part of her duty—to give justice to people who have been sexually 
abused, in particular when they were children. That is also part of her duty as Minister for Women’s Interests. 
Men who were sexually abused as children have contacted me as well. We should be doing it for them. 

Why is it urgent that we need to deal with the bill today? I will tell you why, Mr Speaker. It is urgent because the 
government has no intention of bringing the bill on of its own volition. It wants to bury it; it wants it to go out 
into the ether and never come back, all the while its members are in government. Members opposite know they 
are probably going to lose government in March. That is what all the polls say, and they probably will. However, 
I want to encourage government backbenchers, because I know the Premier and Deputy Premier dictate what 
goes on in cabinet. I know that the Premier said last week that the bill had the full support of the party room, but 
it is not fully supported by the government. Members should read “Colin Barnett” for the government, because 
the government is a one-man band. I know for a fact that in the party room last week, members voted 
unanimously for the bill. I say “unanimously” because nobody voted against the bill being dealt with and the 
Liberal party room supported that the bill be brought on. I urge any decent member on the other side of the house 
to cross the floor; I know one or two of them will come across anyway. They have every right to cross the floor 
on this matter because the bill is party room policy. 

I have just seen a tweet from Josh Jerga that says that the Premier is now saying it is Liberal Party policy. I think 
he is a bit under pressure and he has changed his mind, but he will not bring it in here. I do not believe for one 
minute that he will get up and support this motion, which is what he and the Deputy Premier who sits next to him 
should do. Frankly, that is a disgrace. 

I urge members: you have the right to cross the floor. That is the beauty of being in the Liberal Party. I did it 
once or twice when I was a member of the Liberal Party. I urge you to use your consciences and cross the floor 
and come to this side of the house and vote for this bill to be dealt with so that the victims who are sitting in the 
Speaker’s gallery today, and the many others who are not here, the dozens of others who are not here, receive 
justice in this state. They need to get the bill through this Parliament. The opposition is asking for the right to 
have it go through this house and the other place. I do not think the bill will get through the other house today, 
but if the government gives a commitment to get it through this house today, it can then be dealt with in the first 
week Parliament comes back in November. That would be the normal practice. Members opposite could deal 
with it in an hour if they wanted to. 

The Premier is shaking his head; he knows what I am saying is true. I know this man. I have known him for 
25 years, and I have no respect for him. Mr Speaker, I saw what the Premier said about the debacle last week, 
when I was excluded from the chamber for using unparliamentary language. I accept that, and I apologise that 
I used unparliamentary language—but I do not apologise to the Premier; I apologise to the chamber for using 
unparliamentary language. A story came out. This Premier went out and said that the debate was basically 
gagged because of my comments and disgraceful behaviour. I went off to speak to, I think, Rebecca at 
Australian Associated Press and said, “I’ve seen the stories you are putting out. The trouble is you’re putting out 
an incorrect story. Your stories go to PerthNow and The West online and all the others.” She asked me why 
I would say that. I said that I was thrown out after the debate was gagged and that it was not me who caused the 
debate to be gagged. As I spoke to her, she looked up Hansard. She said, “You’re right, Rob. I do apologise to 
you.” I said that I was not worried about an apology but I asked her to please correct it, because the Premier was 
saying that that was the reason debate was curtailed. He knows it was not true. He was untruthful to the people of 
Western Australia—not for the first time, I might add. She said that she would correct it immediately. I asked 
that she make sure that she sent the correction through to all the other news agencies so that they correct 
PerthNow and the other online agencies that had been running the wrong story. I do not mind taking the blame 
for anything. I have no regrets about what I did last week—none whatsoever. I have been inundated with emails 
and phone calls from some people in the gallery and other people for standing up for the rights of, and for justice 
for, the people in the gallery today. I will do so till my dying day. They deserve justice, and they will not get it 
from this government or while that Premier sits there. 

I want to say to the National Party: please show some guts on this issue and show some compassion. A lot of 
these vile attacks, these sexual assaults, took place in their electorates. A lot of these people are the 
National Party’s people. They are not all the member for Eyre’s people—a lot of them are the National Party’s 
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people. The National Party does not have to worry about the other agreements it has with the Liberal Party. This 
is a matter of absolute conscience. I urge all Liberal members to stand up for the rights of the children, the 
victims, who were abused by these vile people and to cross the floor on this one. That is because not only it is the 
right thing to do—that is the reason they should cross the floor—but also they have the right to do it as Liberal 
members. They know that they have the right to cross the floor anytime they wish if they think something is 
being done on this side of the house that needs their support. I urge Liberal members to do that. I know the bully 
boys have been going around trying to persuade them not to, and they are probably going to bring up stuff that 
the Labor Party did years ago. We are today trying to give the member for Eyre the right to progress his private 
member’s bill, which everybody, not just me and the Labor Party on this side of the house, supports. I believe 
that there might be some people on the other side of the house who might actually come across here. 

The Premier seems to have had a change of heart—or so Josh Jerga says. Josh, I hope you are right, mate. I do 
not know whether he is right, because the Premier flip-flops from one thing to the other. He tried to intimidate 
the public gallery a little while ago. 

The SPEAKER: You are making an impassioned speech, but can you tell us about the urgency, member for 
Hillarys? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Speaker, I will definitely tell you about the urgency of this bill. If this bill does not go 
through this house today, there are only six more sitting days for this house. That is two weeks, and we sit only 
three days a week. The government has loads of other business it wants to get through. If it wants to get this bill 
through, the urgency is to get the bill through today so that it has a chance of survival. It can go to the upper 
house today, and it could be dealt with in the first week it comes back, because the bill will have laid on the 
Legislative Council’s table for long enough. I believe that if it is passed in this house, it will be passed in the 
other place. That is the urgency. It is time that the people in the gallery today and the dozens of other victims of 
sexual abuse as children get justice. That should be a priority for the government. That is why this matter is 
urgent. Everybody in this chamber knows it is urgent—not just me and members on this side; members on the 
other side know it is urgent. I know some of them are very angry that the debate was gagged last week. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: It was not; it was adjourned. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It was gagged, and it was gagged by you, sunshine! 

What happened in the party room this week? I know exactly what goes on in the party room because lots of 
people talk to me. The Premier does not, but lots of other people do. The poor old member for Eyre was berated 
by the Attorney General. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: Poor, but not old. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am sorry—the poor. It is my very good friend—a true Christian. Anyone in this house 
who purports to be a Christian should vote with this side of the house for the suspension of standing orders so 
that the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2015 can be progressed. 

The Attorney General accused the member for Eyre of telling untruths and criticised him in the media. The 
member for Eyre said the Attorney General has had his foot on the hose—and he has had his foot on the hose on 
this matter for ages and ages. The bill has been on the table of this house for the last year. Mr Speaker asks why 
it is urgent. I tell him why it is urgent. It is urgent because this bill needs be dealt with before everybody leaves 
this place after six more sitting days and before we say, “Happy Christmas, everybody. We wish you all a happy 
Christmas and a lovely new year and we will see you next year—we hope.” Mr Speaker, the urgency is that 
some members may not be here after March next year. They need to stand up and be counted now. If they want 
a chance to do that now, they need to speak up for their electorates. It is the people who put members in this 
house. I am pretty sure we will find that no minister will speak on the bill. I think they have been gagged. It will 
be interesting to see whether any backbencher speaks on it. I hope they have the guts to do so because they have 
the right to; they have an absolute duty to. It is for those reasons that this matter is urgent. The people in the 
Speaker’s gallery need justice. Good luck to them. 

MS W.M. DUNCAN (Kalgoorlie — Deputy Speaker) [11.18 am]: I also have had contact with the same 
people who have spoken to the member for Eyre. As a member for Agricultural Region, I had a very harrowing 
time when I assisted a fellow who was at the Katanning hostel. What I am witnessing here today is one of the 
reasons I am retiring from this place. It breaks my heart to see people who are so wounded and so in need of 
bipartisan support being used as a political football. I implore the house not to force us down this path. We know 
that the Liberal Party supports the sentiment of the member for Eyre’s Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual 
Abuse Actions) Bill 2015. We know that it is urgent. 
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I am reminded of the situation we found ourselves in when we debated the Constitution Amendment 
(Recognition of Aboriginal People) Bill 2015. This is a similar situation. We really should not force the house to 
divide on the matter. This is a matter that is very important to the people in the Speaker’s gallery and it is 
a matter we need to show some maturity about. This matter should not be about politics, but that is what is 
happening here this morning. It is outrageous that we should be forced into this position, because people on both 
sides of this house absolutely support what the member for Eyre is endeavouring to achieve. I think that perhaps 
we should do a similar thing to what we did with the constitutional recognition bill and put a bipartisan 
committee together to make sure that this legislation — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Thank you, members. 
Ms W.M. DUNCAN: I understand the need for time. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members, this sheet of mine is empty because debate from people here has been heard in 
silence. Let us have the same courtesy extended the other way. 
Ms W.M. DUNCAN: I understand the urgency, which is why I am speaking now. I am just a lowly 
backbencher; I cannot influence the outcome today, but I would just say that I find this morning’s performance 
heartbreaking. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [11.31 am]: This motion is to suspend standing orders as a matter 
of urgency. That is what the motion is about. The bill introduced by the member for Eyre is a private member’s 
bill that he introduced into the Parliament over a year ago. Where has the urgency been? It is a private member’s 
bill; it is not a government bill. Every single week that this Parliament sits, three hours of private members’ 
business are allocated. Why did the bill not come on in one of those weeks? Why has the opposition, for a year, 
not allowed the member for Eyre’s bill to be debated? 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members, let us hear the argument. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why has the opposition not offered some of that time to the member for Eyre? It has not 
done so, yet today it is a matter of urgency. The antics in the Parliament have been shameful, but that is 
Parliament. It is not the issue that should concern people sitting in the gallery. 
I want to talk about the issue itself—that is, the abuse of young and vulnerable children, often by people in 
authority. I want to make some comments about that. The statute of limitations is unfair for those victims. It is 
true that often people will only later in life gather the courage or the time in their life to correct an injustice and 
seek the right to take civil action and have their day in court, and pursue the perpetrator or perhaps the institution 
that failed to protect them as children. That is proper. I commend the member for Eyre for bringing this bill 
before the house and bringing this issue to the public forum. It is long overdue. The member for Eyre chose to 
pursue this as a private member’s bill, as is his right and entitlement as a member of Parliament. The position in 
the Liberal party room was to provide support for the member for Eyre to introduce the bill, although he did not 
need it. Indeed, I do not think there is a single person in the Liberal party room, and there would be very few 
people in the community, who would not support what the victims of crime are now seeking. It was discussed 
again following the events of last week, which I think were incredibly shameful and regrettable. It was probably 
the worst day I have witnessed in my long term in Parliament. 
Mr P. Papalia: You think you are a victim as well. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not a victim at all—in no sense at all. This is not the issue, but I am going to 
mention it. Unfortunately, today we heard again the member for Butler describe members on this side of the 
house as protectors of paedophiles. The Leader of the Opposition did not have the dignity to withdraw that 
comment or to apologise for it. 
Mr M. McGowan: Is that what you’re worried about? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not. I am just making — 
Mr P.B. Watson: Why are you worried about the words used? 
The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, member for Albany, I am not worried about the words used. Insofar as I am 
concerned, I am not. To come into the Parliament and accuse people of being protectors of paedophiles is totally 
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improper. I will not go back and talk about who did what over the years. That is not the issue, and it is not the 
issue for the people in the gallery, or indeed the many thousands of other people who may have been abused. 
As I was about to say, following the events of last week, the Liberal party room had a long discussion about the 
issue and the bill. Again, I stress that it is a private member’s bill that would normally have been debated in 
private members’ time at any time over the past year. The member for Eyre chose to pursue the issue by 
introducing his own legislation, as he is entitled to do, but it is not a piece of government legislation. I moved 
a motion in the Liberal party room — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why is it that people will not treat this issue with respect? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I never heard exactly what you said, but give the Premier a chance. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If nothing else, the victims of child sexual abuse deserve to be treated with respect by 
members of Parliament. Whatever the point of view and how an issue might be handled in a parliamentary or 
legal sense, they certainly deserve our respect, and they have not been given that, in my view. 

I moved a motion in the party room, after a long discussion, that the government will adopt the correction of the 
statute of limitations as government policy and government legislation in due course, and that is what we will do. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, in due course; I am not talking about an extended period. The legislation needs to be 
drafted carefully. Affected people have the right to have input into the preparation of that legislation. Groups 
such as the Law Reform Commission should be consulted and should have an input. 

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As the Premier of Western Australia, with my colleagues, we will treat the victims with 
respect. We will correct an injustice that has been there for decades. It is perhaps to the shame of all members of 
Parliament that we have not acted as a Parliament on this before. The government will adopt this as a policy. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite snigger and continue to fail to show respect for the situation. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Nobody is sniggering; you’re making it up. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Albany, I do not want 
to hear from you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The government will adopt this as a policy. We will make a cabinet decision. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is tantamount to the point I am making. When will there be respect in this chamber 
for these victims? 

The Liberal party room has made a decision. It will go to cabinet, and I am sure that cabinet will make a decision 
to proceed to the drafting of government legislation to give people who have been victims of abuse as children 
the right to pursue justice through the legal system through civil action. We will draft that legislation, and we 
will consult with the various interested parties, such as the Law Reform Commission. It will not be a drawn-out, 
extended process, but it will not make passage through this Parliament before this Parliament adjourns. 

Mr M.P. Murray: You’re lying.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Don’t say that, mate; you know better. 

Mr M.P. Murray: You’re weak. 

The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Legislation will be drafted. If this government is returned following the election, it will 
bring legislation into Parliament for victims of child sexual abuse, and perhaps wider abuse, who knows; that is 
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one of the issues to be looked at. I hope that the legislation will be passed and an injustice that has been there for 
decades will finally be corrected.  

The SPEAKER: Further speakers—Member for Southern River. 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The SPEAKER: Sorry, just hold it; that person in the red tie there — 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The SPEAKER: Okay, thank you. Either you sit down and listen quietly, or else you can leave; all right? It is up 
to you.  
MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [11.40 am]: Many members would be aware that, prior to entering this place, 
I was involved in counselling people who had been sexually abused in childhood. Sexual abuse of children is one 
of the most horrendous crimes that anyone can commit. 
Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 
The SPEAKER: The member for Albany is pulling me up about you addressing the urgency of the matter. I will 
give you some lead-in time, but we now want to hear about the urgency, all right? 
Mr P. ABETZ: Yes, absolutely. I will not speak for very long.  
People who I have counselled have said to me in the counselling room things like, “I wish they’d chopped off 
my arm rather than sexually abusing me” because it is a lifelong thing that they carry with them. It is 
exceedingly difficult to recover from childhood sexual abuse. We need to recognise that, for a person who has 
been abused, they feel an ongoing sense of being abused when they feel they are not being heard. For people 
who have been abused, applying the six-year statute of limitation continues to convey to them the sense that the 
legal system does not understand the very nature of sexual abuse. For a child who is abused, it is often not until 
they are in their 30s, 40s or even 50s before they are actually able to grapple with what has happened to them 
and be able to talk about it. Therefore, by continuing to have this six-year statute of limitation, in a sense, the 
victims are very much feeling that the legal system still does not get it—does not get the nature of childhood 
sexual abuse. Every year longer that this statute of limitation stays on the statute book continues to be another 
year that the abuse victims will sense that the legal system does not get it. I believe that the sooner we can rectify 
the situation, the better it will be for the victims of childhood sexual abuse. Thank you. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [11.43 am] — in reply: Firstly, I would like to address the Premier’s comments. 
Once again, he misled this Parliament. He said that I stood here and accused people of being friends of 
paedophiles or that I accused people of being protectors of paedophiles. Hansard will show that I did no such 
thing. I said that people would be judged by their actions. Those who vote against this motion and allow this to 
happen, by their actions, will cast themselves as protectors of paedophiles. The member for Scarborough — 
Mr J.H.D. Day: That’s not true.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: You will not be the one judging; it will be the people out in the electorate, member. The 
Leader of the House said that it is not true. I can assure members that victims will join the Labor Party in 
circulating third-party notices in all the electorates of those members who voted against this to point out that, by 
their vote — 
Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: By their vote — 
Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: You will not miss out, member for Swan Hills! 
Mr F.A. Alban interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Swan Hills, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Butler, I will give 
you some lead-in time, but again, the urgency is the germane point here.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am doing it now. The actions of which vote members take will determine which column 
they will fit in—“Protectors of the paedophiles” or “Champions of the victims”. That will go out—not by the 
Labor Party, but by the victims—to all the electorates of members who choose to protect paedophiles.  
Mr J.H.D. Day: That’s your opinion, not a matter of fact.  
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The SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It will be the electors’ opinions, not my opinion, Leader of the House. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Okay; that is enough! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Premier said that this will pass in due course. The Premier has form — 
Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, you are drowning people out.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Premier has said that this will happen in due course. He makes these promises before 
elections, such as that Metro Area Express light rail would happen in due course, to be dumped after the election.  
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Due course is here in the people’s Parliament today. As I have said, law and order is 
a slogan. Those members who espouse protection of victims will vote for this motion and bring the bill on. 
Those members who want to offer further protection, or if they do not intend to offer further protection but 
nevertheless do offer further protection to paedophiles, will vote against this motion. Members will be 
charged not by the words of the member for Butler, but by where they sit after you call for the vote, 
Mr Speaker. It will be written down and their names will go in the list of either “Protectors of the 
paedophiles” or “Champions of the victims”. Let this be done now and let this legislation pass through the 
people’s Parliament today.  

The SPEAKER: As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute majority 
in order to succeed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (23) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr R.F. Johnson Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms W.M. Duncan Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  

 

Noes (29) 

Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.C. Blayney Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Mr N.W. Morton Ms L. Mettam (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan  
Ms M.J. Davies Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.S. Love Mr J. Norberger  

            

Pairs 

 Ms J. Farrer Ms E. Evangel 
 Ms L.L. Baker Mr A. Krsticevic 
 Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs G.J. Godfrey 

Absolute majority not achieved; question thus negatived. 
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