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LIMITATION AMENDMENT (CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE ACTIONS) BILL 2015 

Order of Business — Motion 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [12.36 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That private members’ business order of the day 18, Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse 
Actions) Bill 2015, be now taken. 

The opposition considers the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 2015 to be the most 
important bill before the house and one that needs to be dealt with as a matter of priority and in a timely fashion. 
This morning we saw an attempt by the opposition to offer to bring that bill on and deal with it in an hour. The 
government, in its intransigence, decided to waste over an hour and a half on discussion about whether to bring 
the bill on and deal with it promptly in the course of an hour. The government should show the courage of its 
convictions and vote on this bill. We should have the debate once and for all. 

We saw a contrivance in this house last week, which started before last Thursday, when the government listed 
the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill as one of seven bills it wanted to debate. When it 
got to Thursday, the government listed that bill at the end of the daily business program and listed ahead of it 
two bills that the house had not even commenced debate on—the house had not even commenced the second 
reading, let alone the consideration in detail stage. The government knew full well it was a con. It had really 
conned the member for Eyre, because he had been told that the bill that he sponsored would be dealt with that 
week. The government moved to be able to deal with the bill in government time, but then it relegated the bill to 
the end of the week. Indeed, it relegated it on the Thursday behind two bills that the house had not even 
commenced debate on. 

Embarrassed by that, and embarrassed by the fact that the member for Eyre had advised victims that he was 
attempting to bring this bill forward, the Leader of the House said that he would allow for the opposition to have 
one speaker on the bill and would then adjourn it. Our lead speaker for that bill is the member for Butler, 
John Quigley. I advised the Leader of the House that the member for Butler would not want to delay the bill and 
that although he was entitled to speak for an hour as the lead speaker for the opposition, he would speak for only 
a brief amount of time, probably 10 or 15 minutes, and that if the government was willing to bring it on for one 
speaker, we would rather assist the smooth passage of the bill and have two speakers in a short amount of time. 
The other speaker I knew who was very keen to speak on the bill and assist its passage in this house was the 
member for Albany. That is what we did. 

We then had, as the member for Hillarys has already said in this house today, the spectacle of the fib put forward 
by the Premier in which he suggested that it was because of the nature of the debate—in fact, no-one interjected 
or was more unruly than the Premier—that somehow the government had to adjourn debate on the bill. That was 
prearranged. The Leader of the House said the government was prepared to devote only a short amount of time 
and to have one speaker. He then conceded that if we had two very brief speeches, he would allow that and then 
move on and that the debate would then be adjourned for other business. 

Another nonsense perpetrated by the Premier, or maybe the Premier’s spin doctors, is that somehow the 
government had to adjourn debate on the bill because of the aggressive nature of the debate and the comments 
that were made. That is quite simply not true. The member for Kalamunda, as Leader of the House, is someone 
whose word I accept. He knows what occurred here, and I know he will verify what was outlined by me if he is 
questioned about it. The government said that, given that there were victims in the gallery, it would allow the 
debate to come on, initially for one speaker and, after some persuasion by me, it agreed to two speakers. That is 
why the member for Butler and the member for Albany spoke. The government then moved to shut the debate 
down. I am guessing that the member for Hillarys and others were not party to that. The member for Hillarys 
then sought and got the call to speak, because both those other members had spoken fairly briefly. 

Other legislation is being delayed because the government will not bring this bill on. It can be dealt with 
promptly, and if we can get some agreement from members opposite, we can bring it on now. As the Leader of 
the Opposition outlined, we are prepared to allow just two opposition speakers, and we could hear from the 
government about why it does not support this bill. I can only assume the government does not support it, 
because it will not bring it on. The Premier now says that the government has adopted a policy. As the Leader of 
the Opposition said, we adopted a policy a couple of years ago. It is over a year since the member for Eyre 
brought the bill into the house. The government has had all the time in the world to suggest amendments to this 
bill, or indeed to come up with its own bill. What has been exposed here, and I am sure the government 
backbenchers all know it, is that the government does not actually support the bill. 

In referring to the government, who are we talking about? We are talking about the Premier, because he made 
the call today, that we would spend over an hour and a half in this house debating the need to bring the bill on or 
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not, and ultimately we had the vote that took place. In half that time, the bill could have been voted on. At no 
point have we actually heard from the government about why the member for Eyre’s bill is flawed. At no 
point have we heard what the flaws are. It is not sufficient for the government to simply put up a wall and say, 
“The bill is flawed; we have now adopted the policy. Watch this space—maybe it will be fixed in a year or 
two.” 

I am not going to turn to the substance of the issue here, because a number of people have spoken on that last 
week and again today—the plight of victims, the urgency and the need for this to be put in place at the earliest 
opportunity. In the meantime, there may well be deaths from a range of causes. As we know, many victims of 
sexual assault commit suicide, as the member for Albany said last week. Indeed some of the victims met at 
funerals and got together. This is a most serious matter, and the opposition will not let go of it. We want to see 
this bill passed this year. We do not think that it is acceptable that it wait another year. The government 
should step forward and, in my view, support the bill. If the government does not think it can support the bill 
because it is somehow flawed, it should explain what those flaws are, because on my reading it is a very 
simple bill. The other option the government has, and it is had it for over a year, is to amend the bill—put 
some amendments on the notice paper to fix these mysterious flaws that it does not actually outline. 

I said a moment ago that the government is actually really opposed to this bill, but there is a contradiction 
here because we are also being told that the Liberal party room supports the bill put forward by the member 
for Eyre. We have this situation in which the party room—that is, most of the members of the party—
allegedly, as has been reported, support the bill. What is going on here? I have dealt with the Premier. He has 
made the call today. He has made a very sad and wrong call today. However, the other person who is a big 
sticking point, as I am confident a lot of members opposite will know, is the Attorney General. The Attorney 
General does not support this bill. He does not support the victims, and he does not support the issues. We do 
not really have to be too clever to work that out. A good, caring Attorney General who gave a damn about the 
victims would have brought in a government bill. Similar legislation has been in place in Victoria and other 
places, as my colleagues have already outlined. It is just wrong. 

We have had the case made over and over again. I would really like not to have to keep making the case for 
the victims, and not to have to keep making the case, as I am doing now, to move to this item of business. 
I consider private members’ business item 18, the Limitation Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Bill 
2015, to be the most important item on the notice paper. We should deal with it promptly; we should deal with 
it now. The opposition would have, at most, a couple of very brief speeches. When I say that we can deal with 
it in an hour, I am saying that the opposition time on this bill could be as little as 10 minutes. We could have 
two speakers allocated five minutes each. We could go into consideration in detail where we could find out 
whether there really are any flaws or issues, and what they are. It is not as though the government can claim 
that it has somehow been caught on the hop by bringing this forward. The government put in a letter to me 
last week that it was prepared to deal with the bill. When push came to shove the bill was not brought on for 
enough debate for it to be actually dealt with. It could have been dealt with in an hour or less. 

I do not want to delay the business of the house, because there are other important pieces of legislation here. 
However, I want to yet again give the government this opportunity. If the government took as long as the 
opposition intends to take, the bill could be dealt with in 20 minutes. There is still that opportunity. I cannot 
believe that people on the other side of the house are prepared to see a further delay in this bill being brought 
forward for debate and dealt with. Let people vote on the issues. I heard the Premier on the radio this morning 
saying that euthanasia was a conscience matter and that members of Parliament should be able to vote 
according to their consciences. Why will he not afford members of his own party that same opportunity, when 
it comes to this legislation? I urge members to support this. Let us bring forward item 18 and let it be dealt 
with promptly. The government is often complaining that it wants to get through more legislation, and here is 
a bill that it can get through very quickly. Let us hear the government’s explanation. What is the problem? 
The government listed the bill last week in its correspondence to me, and put it on the daily business program. 
It was too far down the list to actually get to it, but it showed a preparedness to bring the bill on if we got 
through all the other legislation. Do not use it as some tool to get through other legislation; assess it on its 
merits, and debate it on its merits. Do it quickly, and bring it on. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.49 pm]: The government will not be supporting 
this motion. The substance of the issue was well canvassed earlier this morning in the attempt by the 
opposition to suspend standing orders. All the issues were well canvassed. There was no opposition from the 
government to some time being used for that, although I cannot say that we welcomed it. There was 
a respectful approach by government members to the motion that was moved, and the issues were well and 
truly canvassed. The substance of the issue needs to be dealt with in a considered manner. The Premier 
indicated that that will occur. I suggest that members who are interested in this issue read his comments. The 
issue will be considered in a careful and respectful manner, so that appropriate legislation is prepared in 
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consultation with the Law Reform Commission and others. We do not support this motion; it is an abuse of 
the processes of Parliament. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (20) 

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

 

Noes (34) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.D. Hatton 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr A. Krsticevic 

Question thus negatived. 
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