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REDRESS WA 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [10.15 am] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its heartless cuts to the Redress WA 
scheme and the impact this has had on many Western Australians, including Michelle Stubbs, 
who has today returned her letter of apology to the Premier in protest.  

This is a sensational development in the whole Redress WA issue. One of the Liberal Party’s own has exposed 
the government as cruel, heartless, and mean-spirited. This is a development that, in my view, requires a 
suspension of standing orders and a debate. I can go on to elaborate on the reasons why an urgent debate is 
required, and I can give much more information; however, I would be interested to know whether the 
government will allow a debate to occur on the substance of the issue, rather than simply on the need for a 
suspension.  

While the government thinks about this, let me remind the house that Michelle Stubbs is a former member of the 
Liberal Party—not only a former member, but also a former candidate for the Liberal Party. She is outraged; she 
is incensed at the treatment she has received under the Redress scheme, and members of the Liberal Party are not 
going to be able to escape this issue because she will send to each of them a copy of her letter to the Premier.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I have not seen it yet.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Oh, well — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: She gave it to you first, did she? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: — let me lay on the table a copy of Michelle Stubbs’ letter to the Premier.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Point of order!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition—just one at a time! Before I make a ruling on that, I call 
the Premier on a point of order.  

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The motion before the house is to suspend standing orders. That is not an opportunity for 
the Leader of the Opposition to start laying documents on the table. If we agree to the suspension, he can 
certainly do that, but he is engaging in debate and starting to table documents. It is totally inappropriate.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to the point of order, I think that what the Leader of the Opposition is doing, to 
convince the government that it should permit the suspension of standing orders, is giving the government the 
evidence, which is the letter to the Premier himself, so that the Premier can read it. I do not think it is entirely 
unreasonable for the Leader of the Opposition to make that offer to the house.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): I am going to make a ruling on that now. I am going to allow the 
Leader of the Opposition to lay that document on the table for the duration of today’s sitting. You are not entitled 
to table that document.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That gives the government and the Premier an opportunity to understand why this is such a 
sensational development and why there is a need for an urgent debate. The government has been exposed by one 
of its own for its arrogance and its meanness with its administration and policy decisions on the Redress scheme. 
She has written to every single Liberal member in this place; I wonder who will have the courage to reply to her 
letter; I wonder what Liberal members will say. 

Let me say, as well, that she is so angry that she has asked for Western Australia Labor, through Hon Sue Ellery, 
to return to the Premier the Premier’s letter of apology to her issued under the Redress scheme. She has asked 
Hon Sue Ellery, who has asked me, to return this letter of apology to the Premier. She is throwing back the letter 
of apology that she received from the Premier under the Redress scheme because she is so angry and so incensed 
at the policy decisions the government has taken, and at the way in which the scheme has been administered. As 
further evidence — 

Point of Order 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Again, the Leader of the Opposition is not talking about the suspension of standing orders; 
he is arguing his substantive case.  

A member interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Of course he is! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I do not need anybody else providing any advice to anyone in this place about a point of order. 
I have given the Premier an opportunity to make the point of order; I do not know whether the Premier wants to 
further continue with that. On that point of order, Leader of the House, I do insist that you return to the substance 
of this suspension—Leader of the Opposition; sorry.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Please do not confuse us, Mr Speaker! It would be extremely embarrassing if I were to be 
confused with that man. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One reason that it is essential to suspend standing orders and have this debate is that a former 
Liberal candidate has approached the Labor Party to facilitate the public return of the letter of apology that the 
Premier sent her. That is a pretty strong action. Surely that requires a public response from the Premier. Publicly, 
she has asked the Labor Party to hand back this letter of apology. I would like to lay it on the table so that the 
Premier has further evidence of the need for the suspension of standing orders. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s not the original letter you’re tabling. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am handing back the Premier a copy of the letter. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s a photocopy; it’s not the original letter at all. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I am going to give you the call on a point of order, Leader of the House. I would 
like the house to observe that I had previously given the call to the Leader of the Opposition. It is him, and only 
him, I want to hear from. I believe the Leader of the House has a point of order. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, Mr Speaker. When the Leader of the Opposition sought to lay on the table of the 
house for the balance of this day’s sitting a letter that had other attachments to it, he was allowed to lay it on the 
table, and now he has retrieved that letter and put there a photocopy of only one page. I believe that the Leader 
of the Opposition should table the original one that he was given permission to table. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: There are two letters. The first letter is from Michelle Stubbs to the Premier. It contains quite 
a number of pages. It is a heartbreaking letter, and I have laid that on the table. The second letter is a copy of a 
letter of apology that the Premier sent to Michelle Stubbs pursuant to the Redress WA scheme, which letter she 
wants publicly returned to the Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s a photocopy. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is a copy of the letter, yes. 

The SPEAKER: Quite simply, members, the first document that the Leader of the Opposition referred to will 
remain on the table for the remainder of this day’s sitting. The second document, which he has indicated is a 
copy of another letter, will also remain on the table for the remainder of this day’s sitting. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is disappointing to me that we need to make the case for why this issue is important. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you don’t need to make the case. Allow me to stand. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the Leader of the House will say by way of interjection that the suspension motion will be 
agreed to — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: We are prepared to allow standing orders to be suspended, but, obviously, with an 
amendment to the motion. It’s not simply to be debated ad nauseam, but under time constraints. If you seriously 
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want to discuss this, let me get up and make my comments. You can carry on talking; you don’t have to agree to 
anything. 

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition has allowed you to interject, Leader of the House. I am not quite 
sure where that process is going at this point. I am simply going to give the call back to the Leader of the 
Opposition to make the original case for this suspension of standing orders. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I can continue to make the case for the suspension of standing orders in an effort to persuade 
the government to have a debate of substance on this issue. The Leader of the House has indicated, with some 
degree of vagueness, that the government will allow some sort of debate on this issue. I can discontinue putting 
my case if I can understand the detail of his offer. If, on the other hand, he is not going to provide that 
information to the house, I am compelled to continue to put my case so that I can get a satisfactory response 
from the government. If the Leader of the House is saying that the debate will be done under matter of public 
interest rules, I will sit down and we will have the debate on the substantive motion. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What I’m saying is that we would be prepared to agree to the suspension of standing orders 
along the lines of so much time for the government, so much time for the opposition and so much time for an 
Independent member should they so want it. You’ve already explained to me that you wouldn’t take up all the 
time of an MPI. So I have come up with a proposition of 15 minutes for each side, which I think is adequate. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Fifteen minutes is not adequate. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: That’s what we’re prepared to do. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If that is the case, I will continue to put the case. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: If you don’t want to debate it, so be it. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think the house needs to understand the seriousness of the issue being put before it. People 
need to know what Michelle Stubbs has said. She has said in her letter to the Premier — 

Your government’s decision to slash the maximum Redress payment was wrong and grossly 
inappropriate. How you could look into the faces of all those damaged souls that rallied for a fair go at 
Parliament House and not do everything in your power to fix such a wrong, is beyond me. 

With that sort of information before the house, why has the government tried to restrict the opposition to a mere 
15 minutes? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Because it’s not an MPI; you’ve had your MPI for the week. It’s as simple as that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The government is so arrogant, mean-spirited and hard-hearted. Let me give another reason 
why there should be a suspension of standing orders. Michelle Stubbs says — 

To change the goal posts once the application period had closed was simply unfair, improper and totally 
ignorant of the costs (both financially and emotionally) so many applicants had already incurred during 
the process. 

The letter is heartbreaking. When members get a chance to read it, they will see that it is absolutely 
heartbreaking. The experiences of Michelle Stubbs as a child were terrible. Her experiences under the Redress 
scheme have compounded the pain that she felt at that time. Therefore, in my view, there needs to be a 
suspension of standing orders. At the very least we need MPI rules. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You told me that you wouldn’t be speaking that long. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do not think we will use the entire time, but 15 minutes is a ridiculous time for a debate on a 
topic such as this. Just agree to MPI rules and the government can have its response and it will all be done. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Fifteen minutes either side; take it or leave it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Fifteen minutes either side; take it or leave it! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s a good deal; it’s a better deal than you ever gave in government. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: This woman was — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Leader of the Opposition, I am 
going to instruct you to speak to the suspension motion. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: We need this suspension of standing orders. This woman was sexually abused as a child in 
her home, was taken into care, was forced to have unsupervised visits with the person who abused her, ran away, 
was raped twice, was put into six different schools in eight months, was locked up in Nyandi having committed 
no crime, and was punished outside the rules of Nyandi by a horrendous time-out procedure. She has a very 
strong set of arguments to put to this house. That is the reason that we need a decent debate—at least an MPI-
style debate—on this issue. She has publicly repudiated the apology given by the Premier under the Redress 
scheme. She has written to every Liberal member of Parliament. She has raised this issue today out of her deep 
hurt at what, I think, she would characterise as the further abuse she suffered by this government’s policy 
decisions and administration of the Redress scheme. Surely we need at least an MPI debate to deal with those 
issues. This is what she says, and this is why we need a debate.  

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, you have 10 minutes to put the case for the suspension at this 
point—10 minutes. I do not want to spend any more time on the case being put. If we agree to the motion, there 
is some substance in what you have to say and an opportunity. All I want to hear from you, Leader of the 
Opposition, is the case to suspend standing orders.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The case to suspend standing orders is the significance of this issue—the damage that has 
been done to Michelle Stubbs and the unprecedented circumstance in which a former member and former 
candidate of the governing party has publicly repudiated a formal apology offered by the Premier, the leader of 
that governing party. Those circumstances require an urgent and immediate debate. The Premier will have to 
publicly respond to Michelle Stubbs today in any case. What better place for the Premier to respond than in a 
formal debate in this house? The house is a better place for a response than out in the media. The government 
cannot run away from this issue. The government will have to deal with this issue publicly, and the best way to 
deal with it is in the house. I can see what will happen. The government has the numbers and so it will restrict us 
all to a 15-minute debate. I have done my best, I think, to persuade —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You might not get that. We have not finished the debate yet.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: “You might not get that”—what arrogance! How can we possibly deal with this man when he 
makes an offer across the chamber and then withdraws it?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: You rejected it, my friend!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I will continue to put the case. That is my right. I have 48 minutes to put the case. As long as 
I stay within the terms of the motion, I will use those 48 minutes to put the case. Members will spend 48 minutes 
listening to the case and I will stay precisely within the terms of the motion to suspend standing orders.  

The argument for the suspension is the public importance and urgency of the issue. I will demonstrate and 
provide even more evidence of the public importance and significance of the issue. Michelle Stubbs says that the 
administration of the Redress WA scheme was very, very hurtful to her. She writes — 

For me the process of going through the Redress WA scheme made me feel belittled, threatened, 
humiliated, blamed, ignored, isolated, scapegoated, rejected and tormented.  

That is a direct quote.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Have you spoken to Michelle Stubbs?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Hon Sue Ellery has spoken to her and asked me to raise this issue. We do not want to put 
Michelle Stubbs through numerous conversations. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Many people wish to contribute at this point. There is only one person I want to hear 
contributing and that is the Leader of the Opposition.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One other issue makes it absolutely important that we have a public debate—that is, what 
Michelle Stubbs revealed about the actions of Minister Robyn McSweeney. She says that Minister Robyn 
McSweeney phoned her on the day of the government’s announcement and asked her to “let this one go through 
to the keeper”. We have evidence of the government trying to muzzle and manipulate one of its supporters to 
allow a government decision to go through without public objection. That is an issue of standards in the 
government and requires an urgent debate.  

There are three reasons for an urgent debate: firstly, the government’s policy decision to slash the maximum 
Redress payments in half; secondly, the humiliating treatment that Michelle Stubbs received at the hands of the 
people administering the Redress scheme; and, thirdly, the poor standards displayed by the relevant minister. All 
those things require an urgent debate. The arguments for an urgent debate are compounded when we know of the 
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public and political role that Michelle Stubbs has played in the Liberal Party and on this very set of issues over a 
very long time in our community. All those things compel the government to have an urgent debate. I have made 
my case.  

I hope that I am not making a political error, but I hope that the government will stand by the offer that the 
Leader of the House has made. If the government cannot abide by that and have some debate on the substance of 
the matter, there will be an immense price to pay in the conduct of the business of this house. If we cannot trust 
some sort of agreement to be reached on this sort of matter, there will be an immense price to pay.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.36 am]: I will speak briefly. I want to explain why this matter is 
urgent. This letter is dated 8 September. I saw it for the first time only today. All I am saying to the government 
is that the letter has been tabled and government members should read it. This is a letter from a woman who was 
sexually abused, whose mother was murdered, and who went into state care—into a prison, in effect, without 
ever having committed a crime—and who has suffered for the rest of her life. All these things happened around 
the age of 13 years. According to my calculations, she is now in her early to mid–forties. She will suffer for the 
rest of her life as a consequence of those activities. She has taken the time to construct a seven-page letter.  

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member of the opposition is putting the substance of the motion that the opposition 
wants to move. He is not giving the reasons that we should suspend standing orders.  

The SPEAKER: The Leader of the House has raised a point of order. Member for Rockingham, I believe that 
you should stick very strictly to the reasons that you believe standing orders should be suspended. I do not want 
to hear any further detail on the case you might want to put afterwards. I simply want to hear your reasons for the 
suspension of standing orders. I think you understand that fairly well, member for Rockingham.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I was not going into a great deal of detail, but I take everyone’s point. I will make the final 
case. The reason the suspension is urgent is that this matter came to our attention today. The letter is dated today 
and it has gone to the Premier. The Premier has a copy and all government members now have a copy of this 
letter.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Whether members do or do not have a copy is not of a great deal of interest to me at the 
moment. I suggest to members who do not have a copy that there is the possibility and the opportunity to obtain 
a copy in this house at this very moment.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The simple point I am trying to make to government members is that a copy of the 
document was laid on the table of the house and they can have copies. Once members read this letter, they will 
understand the urgency of the matter. If members take the time to read this letter, they will understand the 
urgency of the matter.  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! If I hear anybody talking about this copy, anybody apart from the 
member for Rockingham, who has the call at the moment, I am going to formally call them to order. I do not 
need any further interruption. I do not think anyone wants any further interruptions. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, once you read a copy of this letter, you will understand the urgency of this 
matter. I will just briefly put the case for members as to why it is urgent. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No; we are prepared to suspend. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Will the Leader of the House let met speak, because I will keep making the point as to 
why it is urgent? I want to say just one thing about why it is urgent, and I would like you — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I instruct members on both sides of this place to remain silent while the member for 
Rockingham makes his very short case. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The reason it is urgent is that Ms Stubbs has written this letter, and I think her letter is a 
letter that is representative of thousands of Western Australians and how they feel about the way they have been 
treated post the establishment of this scheme. It is a letter that is representative of thousands of Western 
Australians, and if we cannot take the time in this Parliament to give the opposition half an hour to at least 
examine the issues of little girls who have been raped, well shame on you! 
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Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [10.40 am]: I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 

, and for the debate to proceed with 15 minutes available for government members, 15 minutes 
for opposition members and three minutes for Independent members 

Amendment put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I formally call you to order for the first time today—the member for 
West Swan as well, and the member for Wanneroo for the first time today. I give the call to the Leader of the 
Opposition on a point of order. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Speaker, I seek your clarification on the question that is before the house. 

The SPEAKER: The question before the house is the amendment moved by the Leader of the House. That is the 
question before the house and that is what we are dividing on. 

Division Resumed 

The division resulted as follows — 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr T.R. Buswell Mr J.N. Hyde 

Amendment thus passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [10.45 am]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for its heartless cuts to the Redress WA scheme and 
the impact this has had on many Western Australians, including Michelle Stubbs, who has today 
returned her letter of apology to the Premier in protest. 

Let me deal firstly with a couple of side issues raised by the Premier. The Premier objected that I returned to him 
a copy of the original letter of apology that he sent to Michelle Stubbs. I can rectify that; I can lay on the table 
the original letter that was sent by the Premier to Michelle Stubbs pursuant to the formal apology provisions of 
the Redress WA scheme. She has asked Hon Sue Ellery to arrange for this to be returned to the Premier publicly. 
As Hon Sue Ellery does not sit in the same house as the Premier, Hon Sue Ellery has asked me to return to the 
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Premier this formal apology to Michelle Stubbs. I therefore do that by seeking to lay it on the table for the 
duration of this day’s sitting. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So, Premier — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Is that the original? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is the original. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: How do you know? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Listen! That is the original. The Premier objected to a copy being returned to him, so I have 
arranged for the original to be returned to him. The second red herring raised by the Premier was: had I spoken 
to Michelle Stubbs. My understanding is that Michelle Stubbs now lives in another state, and her discussions 
have been with Hon Sue Ellery. However, Hon Sue Ellery does not have the capacity to debate in this chamber 
because she is a member of the other place, so we here, as members of the Legislative Assembly, are taking up 
the case that Michelle Stubbs asked Hon Sue Ellery, for WA Labor, to take up. 

Michelle Stubbs is seriously disillusioned with the way in which the Liberal Party has handled this issue. She 
says in her letter — 

I believed that my rather unique life experiences could be an asset to the people of Western Australia. 

That dream is over, thanks largely to your government’s decision to cut the maximum amount payable 
to Redress WA applicants from $80,000 to $45,000. 

She further goes on to say — 

I became politically disillusioned. It became apparent to me that I could never again stand as a Liberal 
Party state candidate, as I had during the state election in 2005. 

Someone the Premier trusted, someone the Liberal Party trusted and someone the Liberal Party made a Liberal 
Party candidate in the 2005 state election has thrown back her letter of apology from the Premier under the 
Redress scheme, has accused the Minister for Child Protection of improper behaviour and has poured out her 
heart about the mean way in which the Redress WA scheme has been administered in her case.  

I repeat what I said earlier. Read this letter; it is heartbreaking! The experiences that she had are terrible. This is 
a person who was not looked after well in the first place—who was terribly neglected in the first place. She was 
abused in her own home, taken into care and forced to have unsupervised visits with the person who abused her. 
She ran away. She was unprotected and defenceless on the streets at age 13. She was raped twice during that 
time. And then, because she had run away, because she was forced to have unsupervised visits with her abuser, 
she was put into Nyandi. She was locked up, despite not having committed an offence. And then, in Nyandi, she 
was punished again. She was punished, according to her observations, outside the rules of the time. The letter 
also contains some disturbing information about the connection between the lobbying of the then minister, one 
Bill Hassell, and her ultimate detention in Nyandi. This is a very, very disturbing matter, and it reveals this 
government as being so hard-hearted and so mean-spirited. She has, in my view, been further damaged by what 
has happened as result of the policy decision to slash the payment amount and by the way that she has been 
treated by Redress WA. I have already quoted some bits from her letter. Let me give members another quote on 
this matter — 

To learn that Redress WA did not accept that what happened with my education was wrong. That 
Redress WA did not accept even part responsibility for me being on the streets of Perth at the age of 
13 and to suffer two more rapes. That Redress WA was not sorry that I was locked up in a maximum 
security facility when I was simply a victim of child sex abuse. And, finally to refuse to acknowledge 
that my experiences in ‘time-out’ caused me harm. Then, to make matters worse when I asked Redress 
WA for this information in writing they flat out refused to give it. They cited a lack of resources and the 
fact that no other applicants had requested such detail. 

Michelle Stubbs has a series of complaints, including the policy decision—the heartless, mean policy decision in 
a rich state—to slash the maximum payments in half. Then she has complaints about the administration of the 
scheme and how she was made to feel, including how quite significant parts of her experiences were not 
acknowledged in the Redress WA scheme. Finally, she has complaints about the behaviour of the minister, 
Hon Robyn McSweeney. She states in her letter — 

For the record, I would also like to express my contempt for Minister McSweeney who, the morning of 
your government’s announcement to slash Redress WA payouts called me at home to ask if I would, 
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and I quote, “let this one go through to the keeper”. My response was no and I found the suggestion 
highly offensive. 

Someone who has been so badly treated by the state was given the final insult of a call from her Liberal 
colleague, the Liberal minister responsible, asking her to stay silent. Think about abuse, and think about what it 
means when people are threatened and told not to talk. It adds to the abuse when someone is told not to talk 
about it—to stay silent. This is a political element to the long history of abuse that Michelle Stubbs says that she 
has suffered.  

The Premier should apologise to Redress WA applicants for the way his government has behaved. The Premier 
should revisit the decision. We are a rich state. We can, apparently, afford to pay $300 million more than we 
need to for a football stadium. We can spend $27 million on a “Premier’s Palace”, but we cannot look after 
people who have suffered probably the most serious disadvantage of any group of people in our community. 
Remember, these people were, as little children, vulnerable. They were not properly looked after in their families 
of origin. They were taken into state care. The state failed absolutely in its responsibility for those people. They 
were further abused in state care. The Redress WA scheme is not full compensation. The Redress WA scheme is 
a measure of apology. It is only a measure of compensation for these people. For the government to slash it in 
half, for the government to maladminister the scheme, and for the minister to pressure people to stay silent is 
absolutely appalling, wrong, mean, arrogant and uncaring. The Premier needs to address this issue. He needs to 
apologise to the Redress WA applicants, and he needs to review his government’s decisions on this issue and to 
review his government’s administration of the scheme. Finally, the Premier needs to stand up for standards in his 
government. It is just not right for Robyn McSweeney to have done that. And Robyn McSweeney needs to have 
some sort of action taken against her by the Premier for that abusive action against Michelle Stubbs. That action 
needs to be seen by the people of Western Australia; it should not be a behind-closed-doors reprimand of a 
political nature in which the Premier says, “You got that one wrong; you shouldn’t do it.” We need a 
demonstration of the standards of behaviour this Premier has for ministers in his government. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.56 am]: I think that it was reasonable for the government to 
agree to a 15-minute debate on this issue. This issue has been debated a number of times and it is important; I do 
not recoil from that at all. However, first let me comment with regard to Michelle Stubbs. I have not seen her for 
several years, but I do know her. I obviously got to know Michelle in the lead-up to and during the 2005 election 
campaign. She is now a young lady who had a horrific childhood, and she is a very brave spokesperson for those 
who have suffered. I respect her; I like her company, and I have great admiration for her courage. I take some 
exception with the comments made by members opposite, who probably do not even know Michelle but who 
have chosen to hurl insults across the chamber. Michelle is a fine young woman who has suffered abuse and who 
has had the courage to speak out.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: We treat her with respect. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I actually know her. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: I do, too! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Well, the member can get up and speak, too. 

With respect to the motion, I want to retrace the history. A parliamentary committee examined and reported on 
this issue with bipartisan support. The Labor Party in government initiated the Redress WA scheme. A change of 
government occurred and this government implemented the Redress scheme. Yes, we did make a change—a 
significant change—to that scheme. However, the payments that have been made have all been made under the 
Liberal–National government. I would have thought that that at least would have continuing bipartisan support. 
It is true that, early in our time in government, we made a decision to reduce the maximum payable amount from 
$80 000 to $45 000. One of the difficulties—I think this was very wrong—was that many of the people who had 
suffered, and who had suffered quite severely, had an expectation that they would receive $80 000. That was 
never, ever going to be the case. The Labor Party, in its own forward estimates, budgeted $90 million for 
payments. The Labor Party in government was told that, at a maximum payment of $80 000, the value of 
payments would probably total $200 million. The Labor Party was told that. The minister of the day, Hon Sue 
Ellery, was told that the scheme would cost $200 million. The Labor Party did not acknowledge that prior to the 
election. It let people have the expectation that they would receive $80 000, but did not allocate the funding; it 
allocated only $90 million. To this point, 4 963 people, including Michelle Stubbs, have received and accepted 
an ex gratia payment. It is not compensation and it is never described as that. It is simply an ex gratia payment in 
recognition that they were in the care of the state—be they state-run or religious institutions—and suffered harm. 
I can say, although it is no big deal, that the responsible minister, Hon Robyn McSweeney, and I personally 
signed every single one of those 4 963 letters.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 

 p7083b-7096a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Christian Porter; 

Mr John Day 

 [9] 

I refer to the third last paragraph of the letter, which states, “On behalf of the state government, we extend to you 
our sincere apology.” That is a personal letter, personally signed, to 4 963 people to this point. Another 187 
offers and payments will go out this week. It is a continuing process and in the next couple of months will 
probably get to its conclusion. I remind members that Labor allocated $90 million to the process, ignoring the 
advice that it would cost $200 million. Under this government, so far $117.9 million has been spent in payments; 
not in administration, just in direct payments—that is, $117 million. The government has also allocated a further 
$30 million to finish the program. Therefore, this government will have basically spent $148 million—that is, the 
estimate of the cost of the payment—and we continue to make those payments. Members opposite hurled 
insults — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They did, and I will not forget what the member for Joondalup said; I have a long memory 
and I will not forget it. I will not forget what he said across the chamber.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We will continue to administer the program. Hon Robyn McSweeney and I will continue 
to personally sign an apology letter to every single person and over the coming months the program will be 
completed. The current estimate is that the cost of direct payments will be $148 million; a lot more than the 
$90 million that the Labor Party planned for. It is not compensation; it is an ex gratia payment. That is what it is 
and that is what is being delivered.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: But they have to sign away their rights. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They do not.  

Mr C.C. Porter: They would have had to under your scheme.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, that is an interesting point once again. I will let the Attorney General explain that 
point, because the Labor Party’s scheme required them to give up their rights; under the Liberal–National 
government, they do not. But I will let the Attorney General — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You don’t know the scheme’s operation. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I hope the opportunity is available for you to stand and get to your 
feet. I will I advise you to do it at this stage, member for Cannington.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, no — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Your arrogance is disgraceful. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No amount of money — 

Mr P.B. Watson: You are heartless. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You did not even have the courage to repeat it, did you? Mr Speaker — 

Mr P.B. Watson: You are heartless.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was not what was said. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is exactly what he said. 

Mr P.B. Watson: That is exactly what I said. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, member for Albany and member for West Swan! Member for 
Albany, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No amount of payment, whether it is $45 000 or $13 000 or $80 000, can make up for the 
abuse that these children suffered, but the apology is there and an ex gratia payment has been made. I also note 
that although this issue is dealt with appropriately through the committee report and we also had apologies and 
the like at the national level, to this point only Western Australia, Queensland and Tasmania have made any 
attempt to make ex gratia payments. The commonwealth has not put a dollar in. If we include forgotten children, 
migrants and the like, again, there was a great apology that was appropriate, but not a dollar was spent.  
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Mr D.A. Templeman: Your minister should apologise to Michelle Stubbs. What about your comments to the 
minister?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: What about the phone call she had to Ms Michelle Stubbs; why don’t you respond to 
that? It is outrageous what she did. 

The SPEAKER: Member of Mandurah, I provide you with the same advice that I provided to the member for 
Cannington very recently. You know what that advice is. I also formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will conclude my comments. I also make the point that there are many people in our 
community, in different circumstances, who suffer for all sorts of reasons. I stand by the decisions that this 
government has made and I stand by our commitment to spend the current estimate of $148 million on this 
program. There are also people, for example, in the disability sector. This morning I opened the Asia Pacific 
Autism Conference. Remember, just in the recent budget handed down by the Treasurer, this government—the 
Liberal–National government—increased funding for disability contracts by 25 per cent across the board. That is 
$600 million of additional money going in to support the 400 000 people in this state with a disability. The point 
I made is that governments have to meet differing and competing needs in our community. We have met the 
needs, we have responded in terms of the disability sector and we have committed $148 million so far to do the 
Redress WA program. I think that is an appropriate balance. It cannot undo the harm done to those children.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: The phone call from the minister was not appropriate; you haven’t made any comment 
about that. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My final comment is — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: You really need to address it, Premier; what about that phone call?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My final — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: You do need to address it; what about that phone call? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My final comment, if I may make it — 

Several members interjected. 

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

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My final comment is that I have not received the letter from Michelle Stubbs. I have now 
received a copy of this letter; it is dated today. How could I have received it today by normal postal methods? It 
was not given to me. It was handed to the opposition and the opposition has come into this place and made this 
play of putting it on the table. I simply say to Michelle Stubbs that I know and like her, and I respect her, and I 
will write to her and make the point that if she wants me to read the letter and understand her circumstances she 
should please write to me and send the letter to me. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Treasurer) [11.07 am]: Mr Speaker — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Here we go—the tin man. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is interesting, is it not? I listened earnestly to a speech that the member for Mandurah 
made not that long ago. It was quite a passionate speech and it pricked my ears up because it was sensible and he 
said in effect that the quality of debate in this place is diminished when people throw across the epithet, “You 
don’t care”, and it becomes a competition about who cares the most. I would have thought that most people in 
this place genuinely care about people like Michelle Stubbs and the other people who eventually became 
recipients of payments under the Redress WA scheme. Constantly having this concept thrown in someone’s face 
that they do not care or are a nasty person, I do not think, stands any of us in particularly good stead in the 
public’s eye, should they have the misfortune to watch debates like this. Unfortunately, we seem to end up being 
measured as to how much we care by the amount of money we allocate. Perhaps that is just one of the brute 
realities of political life, that it does not often go much further than that concept of how much money — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Get used to it, Treasurer. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It is a sad thing, but if that is the measure in this place, I think something of an injustice is 
being done to the government in this matter, because the fact is that the previous government allocated 
$90 million for this program and at the same time announced that there would be two tiers of payments of 
$10 000 and $80 000. The first point I make is that that was, in my view, a particularly unsophisticated way to 
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approach a problem in which the gradients of harm that had been done to people over a long time were not 
reflected by two simple structures of $10 000 and $80 000. The second problem — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: What about the phone call from Minister McSweeney to Ms Stubbs? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The member can talk about that, I will talk about something else.  

The second problem was — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I would hope that this particular debate receives the respect it deserves from people on both 
sides of this house. There could be questions that are still unresolved at the end of this period of time, I think we 
all understand that. I simply want people to have a chance to put their perspective and I have given the 
opportunity at this point to the Treasurer. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Thank you, Mr Speaker.  

The fact is—there is always silence in this place when this point is mentioned—$90 million was allocated. A 
public announcement was made, either with information or without it. If it was made without information, it was 
outrageous to do so. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! I do not know whether you have been listening; I presume you have 
been, though. I formally call you to order for the first time.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: An announcement was made that the maximum payment would be $80 000 — 

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Attorney General is making the point that silence in the house is recognition of the 
strength of his argument, and it seems that in effect he is inviting interjections, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order, member. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The announcement was made that the maximum payment would be $80 000. It appears that 
that announcement was made concurrent with the previous government having advice that the $90 million that it 
had allocated would not be able to stretch the funds, given the maximum, and that what it would require was a 
budget somewhere near twice that much. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Although the 
point of order that the Leader of the Opposition was attempting to make was not in fact a point of order, and 
members in this place know that I tolerate interjections on a continuing basis, quite often unnecessary yelling 
across the chamber, member for Warnbro, is going to lead to a formal call to order. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: An amount of $90 million was allocated by the previous government. We have gone 
through that $90 million. The Premier has given an indication as to what the total amount will be—I do not know 
whether his maths was perfect—but an extra $30 million has been added to that $90 million, in fact in a very 
recent decision of this cabinet, so that the allocation of direct ex gratia payments to these individuals will be 
$120 million. So if we are, unfortunately, measured on how much we allocate, this government can stand by that 
figure of $120 million. What we chose to do was to spend more money, and spread it further, by having a lower 
maximum amount available, and having a more tiered system than the other government was prepared to do. 
That is simply the fact of this matter. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: We had a tiered system of $5 000, $13 000, $28 000 and $45 000 that actually recognised 
different gradients of harm. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: You don’t like it, do you! 

The SPEAKER: Members, I do not want to see the 15 minutes provided to both sides, plus three minutes for 
Independents, turn into the rest of the day. I do not want to have to continually get to my feet so that I can 
understand what members in this place are trying to say. 
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Mr C.C. PORTER: Also, four major changes were made to the guidelines. I will read from the ministerial 
statement, “Another equally as important a decision was to remove the requirement for all applicants to sign a 
waiver when accepting an ex gratia payment”. Many applicants did not lose their right to seek compensation 
through the court system if they were eligible.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I know that was the case, member for Cannington, because I provided the advice that that 
was the right thing to do—the right thing to do—and we did that.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for 
Cannington, I have given you some leniency. I am not going to give you any leniency in this instance, and I 
formally call you to order for the second time today. Attorney General, might I instruct you that yelling across 
the chamber is going to invoke a particular response in this place, and I formally call you to order for the first 
time today. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: You are quite right, Mr Speaker. It should be said gently. 

The member for Cannington was on the side of politics that would have removed the right of people to take legal 
action, and he is not brave enough to tell them that. That is it. That is the fact. There are other changes that were 
made to the guidelines. This government paid money to persons — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: As well as getting rid of that terrible consequence of people not being able to take legal 
action, this government ensured that there was an independent review panel. This government took away the 
requirement for a psychological assessment for those people in the uppermost categories, which many of them 
said would have re-victimised them. This government took that away. These are difficult schemes. The 
administration of this scheme stands up against any scheme in Australia. The generosity of this scheme stands up 
against any scheme in Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the third time today; and member for 
West Swan, for the second time today. You are formally called to order. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: I might just finish by reading another one of the letters that have come in, because there 
have been a great number. The letter says, according to my notes — 

I have just finished spending the money that has been allocated to me and I just wanted to thank you for 
blessing me with this money. It was a difficult time reading through my childhood records, and after, to 
help with my application due to memory difficulties, but it was worth it in the end. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [11.16 am]: I want to bring this debate back to the original subject matter; 
that is, the people who were the victims. The victim we have identified in this matter is Michelle Stubbs. I do not 
want to get into a petty accountant’s argument, which is what the Treasurer has engaged in during this debate. I 
do not want to get into that. I want to talk about Michelle Stubbs, and her correspondence to this Premier, and to 
the house, in which she has thrown back the letter of apology, because of the government’s behaviour. I think it 
is a matter of seriousness. It is a matter of compassion. We are judged by the choices we make. This government 
has made a choice to cut the maximum amount available to these people, who were raped, who were abused, as 
little children in this state, in the care of the state. The government has a continuing responsibility to those 
people, and for the behaviours and the outcomes that were forced upon them when they were defenceless 
children. The government makes the choices about what it will do, and it has made that choice, and it needs to be 
held accountable for that.  

Michelle Stubbs received a payment of $13 000, and because she had engaged a lawyer prior to the 
commencement of the government’s halving of the scheme, she ended up with $8 500. The Leader of the 
Opposition has already outlined to the house what occurred to her. She was raped as a child, put into prison, 
without having ever committed an offence, and her mother was murdered—a whole range of shocking things 
that should never happen to anyone in any society anywhere in the world occurred to her. She received, as an 
outcome of all that, $8 500.  
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She has written a letter, which is obviously from the heart, about all of those events and about how harsh all of 
that was to her. All we are doing in this Parliament is raising that matter and asking the government why it does 
not review what it has done in light of what Michelle Stubbs has said. Why does the government not review what 
it has done, rather than come up with these petty accountant’s defences of these matters?  

Furthermore, now that we have this letter, and now that we have seen what has gone on, I want to raise the issue 
of the behaviour of the Minister for Community Development, Hon Robyn McSweeney. I want to read out to the 
house exactly what this letter says — 

For the record, I would also like to express my contempt for Minister McSweeney who, the morning of 
your government’s announcement to slash Redress WA payouts called me at home to ask if I would, 
and I quote, “let this one go through to the keeper”. My response was no and I found the suggestion 
highly offensive. 

What we know from that letter—I believe her—is that on the morning of the announcement to halve the 
maximum payment under the scheme, the government would have worked out what its strategy was going to be 
to neutralise the opposition.  

The government would have identified this woman, with what has gone on in her life and her position as a 
former Liberal Party candidate and Liberal Party member, as someone who might be an obstacle or someone 
who might go to the press about this, and it undertook jointly, I expect—jointly; I cannot imagine Minister 
McSweeney did it off her own bat—to heavy that woman. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is an appalling accusation! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is what that is! 

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You have heavied and you have pressured that woman about using — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I do not think the member for Rockingham needs any assistance to make his points at this 
point, and I am going to ask members of both sides to stop interjecting.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Government members have sat around and worked out their strategy, and they have 
decided to heavy and pressure that woman, using her political loyalties —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is untrue—untrue.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: — to try to stop her from speaking publicly in relation to their decision. That is what they 
have done. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is a totally false accusation.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You would not answer the question. During the debate, we asked you on numerous 
occasions what you did in relation to this matter—if Minister McSweeney heavied this woman—and you would 
not answer that question! Well, you need to now review this situation and come into this house and explain to us: 
did you and your minister decide deliberately, and who was involved in the pressuring of a woman who was 
raped as a child, to stop her speaking about those matters! You come in this house and explain it!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Untrue; you’re better than this, member for Rockingham. You do not need to go down in the 
gutter like your mates; you are better than this. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You come in and explain who in your office—which of the political apparatchiks in your 
office—came up with this little dirty strategy. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Who did it? And Minister McSweeney needs to go out, stand in front of the house and 
explain exactly what she did! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the third time today. Can I once again 
inform members on both sides that the member for Rockingham has the call, and he does not need any 
assistance.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I want to conclude with the final paragraph of Michelle Stubbs’ letter. This is what she has 
written to the Premier — 
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Finally, I ask of you and your members of government…when you step back from political life and 
reflect on your good works, remember me. Remember what I gave to Western Australia, and remember 
what it gave me. 

Sincerely 

Michelle Stubbs  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [11.22 am]: I think there is one minute 
left — 

Mr M. McGowan: No, there isn’t. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: No; there is not? There is one minute left. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGowan: That’s mine. You should have given us half an hour. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mrs C.A. Martin Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.G. Stephens Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr T.R. Buswell 

Question thus negatived. 
 


