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COMMONWEALTH REDRESS SCHEME 

134. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Attorney General: 

I refer to the letter of 21 December that the Attorney General sent to the federal Minister for Social Services, 
Hon Dan Tehan, regarding outstanding issues with the commonwealth redress scheme for child sexual abuse 
survivors. Can the Attorney General advise the house whether he has received a response to that letter; and, if so, 
does the response address all the concerns raised? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY replied: 

Thank you, very much, member, for that question. As revealed during question time yesterday, we did receive 
a response from the commonwealth. It was received during question time yesterday, after a wait of nearly three 
months. No, it does not deal with all the issues, member, raised in our letter of 21 December to the commonwealth. 
I note that the federal Attorney-General, Hon Christian Porter, disingenuously advised the public of 
Western Australia that all the information we were seeking was already in the public domain. We got 
a four-and-a-half-page letter back from the commonwealth, and I wish to assure members that all this information is 
not in the public domain. 

I want to refer to one area—that is, the issue of child migrants. I go specifically to this area because the former 
Premier and member for Cottesloe, Hon Colin Barnett, whilst he was still a member of this chamber, took me to 
the back of the chamber and said, “Hey, Quigs, when this redress issue comes up, they’re going to try to snow you 
on their responsibility to child migrants. Don’t let them do it, Quigs.” I have researched this area of child migrants 
and as the federal Attorney-General, Hon Christian Porter, knows, because it is a commonwealth law, but he has 
not revealed it to the people of Western Australia, nor to the redress conferences, the Immigration (Guardianship 
of Children) Act 1946 deals with the commonwealth’s scheme of bringing children from the United Kingdom and 
placing them in Western Australia. That act specifically statutorily provides that the commonwealth will be the 
legal guardian of those children and as such, as the legal guardian of those children, has a non-delegable duty of 
care to those children. Now, it has sought to avoid this from time to time, but as recently as 2015, in relation to 
some of these child migrants, a class action was brought in New South Wales against, in part, the Commonwealth 
of Australia for failing to look after and protect the child migrants the commonwealth brought out. That class 
action claimed $24 million in compensation. The commonwealth, together with another defendant, settled it out 
of court because it did not want a judgement. The commonwealth knew what its responsibilities were to these 
children. It knew that it had a moral and legal obligation to these children. The commonwealth had been joined in 
the class action. Now the commonwealth says, “As you’re aware, we wash our hands. As you’re aware, the 
commonwealth accepts no responsibility.” As the chamber is aware, I will be travelling to a redress conference in 
Melbourne on Monday, and I will be telling them, “You haven’t even got the rules of the scheme settled yet and 
you’re trying to avoid your legal—not your moral—responsibility.” Until a set of rules is published that clearly sets 
out the commonwealth’s liability in this matter, we are very reluctant to agree to anything the commonwealth says. 

I will just conclude by saying that the commonwealth calls it a national redress scheme, but it is intent on not 
putting a dollar into it, apart from for servicemen and Indigenous children in the Northern Territory. The 
commonwealth does not want to put a dollar into it, but it wants to beat its chest and call it a national scheme. If it 
is going to be a national scheme, the commonwealth has to honour its legal obligations to the children whom it 
was guardian of. 
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