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PAEDOPHILE 
Grievance 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [9.18 am]:  My grievance is to the Minister for Police and Emergency Services 
but I notice she is not in the Chamber.  I wonder who will take my grievance. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Read the paper. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The member was told that the minister would not be here; I will take the grievance. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  The member for Swan Hills is not only out of her seat, but she made a comment about 
the member for Nedlands in a most unparliamentary way. 

The SPEAKER:  I heard some comments coming from the back of the Chamber.  The member for Swan Hills 
knows the rules but I did not hear what she said.  As I understand it from my list, the grievance from the member 
for Nedlands is going to the Leader of the House.   

Debate Resumed 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Swan Hills called me stupid, but when she hears what my grievance is 
about it will be very embarrassing for those in her community. 

Three months ago I asked for help from the Minister for Police following contact by a constituent of mine called 
Alice who found herself homeless because the Public Trustee had sold her house from under her.  The minister 
said, “Of course I will help.”  Three months later I am still waiting to hear anything from this minister.  Having 
said that, I was very reluctant last night to approach this minister again for some help on a serious issue in my 
community.  This morning I find that the minister is too scared to show up.  She is not paired.  The Minister for 
Community Development is not here and is not paired.  I am going to speak on behalf of my constituents. 

A young man has been charged with allegedly committing three sexual offences against three children from the 
same school on the same day in December last year.  Two of those offences were for indecent dealing and one 
was for sexual penetration. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!  Will the member please take a seat for a second.  Before we go any further into the 
debate, your being a solicitor, I am sure you are aware of the rules in relation to sub judice.  I remind members 
that matters that are going before a court are in fact sub judice.  In some circumstances it is possible for a limited 
debate to proceed on a matter provided reference is not made to a particular case that is before the court.  It 
should also be kept in mind that it is disorderly in the debate to presume the guilt of a party who is about to 
appear in a criminal court. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not intend to make any reference to the offender’s name.  This is already out in the 
public arena via television. 

Point of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, your guidance relating to Standing Order No 91 is something that most 
members understand and usually follow.  However, the member who is seeking to make a grievance 
immediately responded to your remarks by saying that she would not mention a name.  To proceed with issues 
that relate to the case does not necessarily mean that she is not breaching the sub judice rule.  If the member 
continues speaking about a case that we know is before the courts, although not mentioning the name of the 
person who has been charged and who has pleaded not guilty, that still amounts to a breach of Standing Order 
No 91. 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  Further to that point of order, the member on her feet is a lawyer.  She does have some 
understanding of the sub judice rule and, therefore, she is very concerned not to touch on the case, because she 
would not want to have somebody let loose following inappropriate comments made in this place.  However, 
strong community protection issues are involved and that is why the grievance was to the Minister for Police.  
What is the Minister for Police doing to protect the community? 

The SPEAKER:  I got to my feet almost immediately the member commenced her grievance because she 
identified a school and particular charges that occurred in relation to that school.  That in itself may well breach 
the rules of sub judice.  I warn the member for Nedlands that if she wishes to get some information before the 
House it must comply with the sub judice rules.  If there is a broader matter that does not identify an individual 
or individual victims, then she can proceed, but the fact that a name is not mentioned does not preclude the 
member from obeying the rules relating to sub judice. 
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Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  Further to the point of order, I notice that the media has been naming the area where the 
alleged paedophile has been living or acting in a business.  I do not see a lot of difference between what is being 
said now by the member for Nedlands and what has been in the media.  I have not heard anybody from the 
judiciary say that what the media has been doing is against the sub judice rule.  I do not see a lot of difference 
between what has been said today and media reports.  Indeed, we have not really had a chance to hear what is 
being said about the matter here, nor in the public arena.   
The SPEAKER:  What the Press does is its business.  In this place we will not prejudice the trial of an individual 
by breaching Parliament’s sub judice rule.   

Debate Resumed 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I never mentioned the name of any school when I began my grievance.   
The offender in question was given bail in the Court of Petty Sessions.  After receiving a statement recently, the 
Director of Public Prosecutions applied to have that revoked.  As a matter of public concern, the DPP made that 
application -  

Point of Order 
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, the member for Nedlands is blatantly refusing to accept your ruling on 
Standing Order No 91.  
Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Why don’t you give the Speaker a chance to listen to what is being said? 

The SPEAKER:  It is exceptionally disorderly to interject on a member during a point of order.  The member for 
Kingsley has been in this place long enough to know that.  I call her to order for the first time.   
Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  In terms of the earlier point of order, comments made by members opposite totally failed to 
recognise that sub judice rules in the laws of this land are applied by the courts.  However, there is also Standing 
Order No 91.  What applies to today’s debate -  
Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you interested in the children in our community or not?   
The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Nedlands!  I do not know whether the member for Nedlands heard what I 
said to the member for Kingsley.  However, I call her to order for the first time.  I do not need any more direction 
on Standing Order No 91.  The fact that in her grievance the member for Nedlands referred to a particular action 
in a court gives me even greater concern about where this debate is heading in relation to the rule of sub judice.  
The member for Nedlands has five and a half minutes left in which to complete her grievance.  I propose that her 
grievance be put to the end of the grievance list so that she and the member for Kingsley can ensure that what is 
said later does not breach the rule of sub judice.  I intend to move on to the next grievance and to come back to 
this grievance after we have heard the other three grievances.   
[Continued on page 5965.] 
 


