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PARENTAL SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 September. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [11.39 am]:  The opposition will support this legislation, although 
I have my doubts about the rationale behind it.  I note that in the other house every member who has produced 
children spoke on the bill.  It was almost as though that was the prerequisite for making a speech on it.  They all 
got very excited.  The reason for their enthusiasm is that parenting is like no other experience.  It is an individual 
and very personal experience.  People like to talk about parenting.  Invariably somebody among a group of 
people will talk about their child or children. 

I would have hated and resented having had outside interference in the way I acted as a parent.  The difficulty I 
have with this bill is how far the government goes.  How many children are already coming into contact with the 
justice system?  There are many of them.  Another level of interference will be added to the Department for 
Community Development.  That will now consist of two levels of interference and a third person.  How much 
good will this legislation do?  Does the practicality of the intention of the bill really work? 

In 1994, some 11 years ago, the commonwealth Attorney General’s department conducted a survey into 
parenting.  It examined attitudes to core responsibilities of parenting and family conditions, as well as parental 
responsibility.  The survey was conducted among the general married population as well as divorcees.  Based on 
that survey, Australians in the general married population and divorcees had solid, homogenous views on what 
were the core parental responsibilities.  The aspects of parental responsibility that were overwhelmingly 
endorsed were the provision of love and emotional support, which received 98 per cent support; teaching 
children right and wrong, which received 97 per cent support; and looking after a child’s education, which 
received 95 per cent support.  I believe that the same figures would be achieved today if a similar survey were 
conducted.  The survey showed that most parents care most of the time about their children.  Even people who 
do not know how to parent want what is best for their children.  Usually they do not know how to parent because 
of their own upbringing.  Although they want to parent properly, they do not have the skills to do it.  That is well 
documented throughout the world.  People who are not brought up in a nice way will mostly continue that trend 
in the next generation. 

During the 1990s I served on a state juvenile justice board.  Research then showed that the justice system could 
profile a couple and tell whether their unborn child would end up in the justice system.  That is quite remarkable.  
That research has been done.  In light of that, prevention should be a high priority for any government.  Sadly, 
money is thrown at the problems encountered at a later stage of a child’s life, which is far too late, rather than at 
intervention.  That is nothing new.  We know why certain things happen, and we must prevent them from 
happening.  Early intervention is a preventive measure.  This bill is not about early intervention, which should 
begin even before a child is born and should continue in the education system when the child is in preschool.  
Although I acknowledge that children under the age of 10 and up to the age of 15 are catered for in this bill, 
realistically the government can hope to catch only the 10 to 15-year-old age group.  That is because of the lack 
of resources that most government departments suffer from. 

This bill acknowledges and supports the primary role of parents in safeguarding and promoting the wellbeing of 
children and reinforces the roles and responsibilities of parents to exercise appropriate control over the behaviour 
of their children.  It gets back to what is meant by the word “reinforce”.  As I said before, I have a problem with 
government interference in parenting and what the government considers to be appropriate.  More to the point, 
what does an officer of a government department consider appropriate, given that the DCD is coming under 
heavy fire because of alleged interference in certain cases and in the way it considers some families parent. 

The legislation says that government agencies will work together collaboratively and cooperatively.  I have 
heard about sharing information before, especially with regard to the Department of Justice and the DCD.  
Working collaboratively is nothing new; the Department of Justice had a whole section on working 
collaboratively with other departments.  The Department of Justice realised a long time ago that it needed to 
share information. 

This bill sets out a scheme that will require agencies to obtain the voluntary engagement of a parent or parents in 
addressing issues of their parental responsibility prior to bringing an application for a responsible parenting 
order.  Parents will be supported in working to better manage their child’s behaviour.  I believe that this bill is 
probably unnecessary and will double up on administrative procedures.  I refer to the Killara Youth Support 
Service.  Most people even before they enter the justice system know about Killara.  It is an outreach support 
service for young people and their families who are having problems that are attracting or may attract the 
attention of the police.  The service is free and confidential and it operates seven days a week.  The volunteers of 
the service visit young people and their families to help sort out conflicts and difficulties.  Killara can help 
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teenagers and families who are dealing with youth problems such as minors offending, parent-child conflict, 
involvement in drug and alcohol abuse, school problems such as truanting, rebelling against normal family and 
social rules, running away from home, or mixing with the wrong crowd.  Killara acts as a link between young 
people, families and police.  It aims to help teenagers get back on track and tackle problems before they become 
serious.  Case workers look at all police cautions issued to young people in the metropolitan area and contact 
families to offer assistance if they are having trouble managing a teenager’s behaviour.  Families and police 
officers can contact Killara if they are worried about the behaviour of a young person.  I note that 
recommendation 90 of the Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies to Complaints of Family Violence 
and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities states that the inquiry endorses the work of the Killara Youth 
Support Service and recommends that the Department of Justice provide additional funding to address issues 
identified by the service. 

I wonder about the rationale behind this bill and why it is necessary.  I do not think it will do any good.  Children 
will continue to re-offend.  This legislation will catch only one section of the community: white, middle-class 
children.  If that is not an appropriate politically correct thing to say, I apologise.  I will address that issue later. 

The bill states that a responsible parenting agreement does not create obligations on the parents that are 
enforceable by law.  However, it is intended that an agreement may form part of the evidence put before the 
court, should a responsible parenting order be sought at a future point.  I thought this clause conflicted with a 
further clause.  I am still not sure about that.  I think an agreement is voluntary and an order is mandatory and 
that is where the conflict lies. 

Applications for a responsible parenting order are restricted to the CEOs of community development, education 
and justice.  That may be a danger instead of a help because these CEOs do not see the child.  They see the 
casework notes.  If they were going to make an order against the parents and a child, I hope they would 
physically meet the parents and child.  I do not know whether that is set out in the bill very clearly.  The duration 
of the order must not extend beyond 12 months and ceases if the child reaches 15 years of age.  I ask the 
parliamentary secretary why the age of 15 years is specified. 

I do not like the following requirement at all.  A parent who does not comply with a responsible parenting order, 
commits an offence and may be fined up to $2 000.  Fine infringement notices under the Fines, Penalties and 
Infringement Notices Enforcement Act 1994 apply.  I do not see how the government can say this is voluntary.  
It may be in the first instance, but it soon becomes mandatory.  A default on payment of a fine may result in the 
seizure of household goods.  So there is provision for a fine of $2 000 and someone can go into a person’s house 
and seize his or her goods.  That is not good enough; I think it is dreadful, actually. 

A lot of emphasis is placed on the word “voluntary”, yet there is provision for a $2 000 fine.  Does that mean 
that many parents in certain sections of the community obviously will not comply with these orders, and what is 
the point of fining them $2 000?  What is the point of going into their homes and seizing household goods to that 
value?  They do not have household goods to that value.  Why attract middle class Australia, because they will 
pay their $2 000 fines and, if not, they will have the goods to seize, but certain sections of our community will 
not.  I do not think that has been thought through properly.  The government says this is voluntary.  However, we 
soon see that it is mandatory.  I know there is a difference between an agreement and an order, but one follows 
the other and it is legally binding that certain steps are not followed. 

What about people who are struggling, experiencing financial hardship and living in poverty?  Poverty spans 
generations.  We have had three or four generations of families who have not worked.  It is well documented in 
the justice, health and welfare systems that people who do not work have more difficulty with their children than 
those who are better off.  I return to this $2 000 fine.  We know we have a target group of kids who offend, who 
will reoffend and whose parents do not look after them.  They will keep on going through the justice system.  It 
is absolutely ridiculous and totally unnecessary to impose a fine on these people.  I will be watching closely to 
see if anyone is fined. 

This bill is a feelgood exercise on the government’s part.  When I was involved in juvenile justice about 200 
families needed intensive resources.  The government knows that and it knows that those resources cut across 
health, justice and welfare.  It is a pity that I do not have the research with me now, but I know that 200 families 
need intensive support from all agencies.  The kids of these families are the same kids who will come into 
contact with the justice system again and again.  They will have little brothers and sisters coming through the 
system too.  We know that, without intensive supervision and intervention, they will go into the justice system. 

While the introduction of this legislation is a noble intention of the government, I do not think it will work.  The 
government agencies have all the data and statistics that indicate that kids will offend and reoffend.  We can 
even point to unborn babies who will end up in the justice system in later years if we do not intervene. 
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That is why I say it is a feelgood exercise on the government’s part.  It will not achieve anything.  The only thing 
it will do is take $2 000, or an equivalent amount in household goods, off parents who do not comply.  I hope 
that the legislation will do some good along the way, but I doubt it because other programs are in operation.  As I 
said, the government agencies already know who these kids are.  Why has nothing been done about them?  Why 
has nothing been done about those kids and their brothers and sisters who are coming up through the system?  
Nothing changes. 

I could probably look up the kids that I dealt with years ago and find that their brothers and sisters are in the 
juvenile justice system now.  That is happening in the Aboriginal population.  That is another issue.  
Consideration should be given in the Parental Support and Responsibility Bill to how it can work for the 
Aboriginal population.  I think it will work against them, not for them.  I do not think it will work for any 
population.  It is just a feelgood exercise. 

This bill will not apply to parents who are doing the right thing by their children.  Why do we have this bill in the 
first place?  I have a paper from the Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice in San Francisco entitled “Widening 
the Net in Juvenile Justice and the Dangers of Prevention and Early Intervention.  It states - 

Policy makers have devoted more resources to delinquency prevention programs.  These programs are 
generally based on the premise that early intervention reduces the likelihood that youths will later end 
up in the juvenile or criminal justice system.  However, as prevention programs expand, policy makers 
are confronted with the issue of how to target precious resources in the most effective way.  Many 
policy advocates assert that delinquency prevention resources should target youths who are 
experiencing early warning signs of chronic problems.  Absent early intervention these potential 
chronic problems will result in future delinquent behavior. 

Prevention and intervention policies are based on the notion that it is cheaper and more effective to 
intervene early into a child’s life.  In the case of youths arrested for the first time it is widely accepted 
that the imposition of immediate consequences deters later delinquency and reduces future justice 
system exposure.  These assumptions have driven youth and juvenile justice policy for much of the past 
30 years. 

However, despite the promise of prevention and early intervention programs, research has shown that 
these policies rarely produce the expected results and more often have the opposite effect.  Instead of 
reducing the number of youth formally processed through the juvenile justice system, these prevention 
and early intervention policies actually subject more youths to formal justice system intervention.  
Criminologists refer to this phenomenon as “net widening” and it is a growing trend.  The implications 
of net widening are serious because the process results in the diversion of resources from youth most in 
need of intervention to youths who may require no intervention.  The process depletes the system’s 
resources and impairs its ability to properly intervene with appropriate youth.  Instead of improving 
public safety, these early intervention and prevention strategies promote net widening by shifting 
resources from youth most in need to youth least in need.   

That is what I fear will happen here.  I go back to the 200 families that the government knows about.  Most kids 
will make one mistake, and they learn from it and get on with their lives.  However, this bill will mean that kids 
who make one mistake will now have a third person intervene, and their parents will go into this voluntary 
system, when that is not what they need.  What these kids need is for their parents to give them a damn good 
talking to so that they will not do it again.  I am not saying that just for the sake of saying it.  There is 
documented research on this matter.  However, the government advisers who wrote this Parental Support and 
Responsibility Bill appear not to have taken this research into account.   

Intervention should start from the moment the child is born.  It should not take place only between the ages of 10 
and 15.  That is far too late.  It should start before the child reaches 10 years of age.  However, the resources of 
government departments are never enough, so we are really looking at a target age of between 10 and 15.  As I 
have said, Western Australia already has a brilliant diversionary centre - the Killara Youth Support Service.  The 
police send to Killara the names of all the young offenders in the extended metropolitan Perth region who have 
received a caution, and Killara in turn writes to the parents of each of those offenders and informs them that its 
services are available.  That service is open seven days a week.  However, it shuts at 1.00 pm.  It would be far 
better to put additional resources into that service to enable it to stay open until at least 5.00 pm and have the 
phones manned after that time.  Actually, I hate it when government departments and non-government agencies 
that are dealing with families and children close at 5.00 pm, because most of us know that in families most 
things happen after 5.00 pm.  The resources should be put into the programs that already exist rather than into 
this feelgood parental responsibility bill that will do no-one any good at any time.   

In 2003-04 the Department for Community Development dealt with 6 500 reports relating to family relationship 
and child management issues.  In 2003 there were 12 124 suspensions from government schools involving 7 885 
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students, and more than 8 200 young people were cautioned by the police.  Between 2003 and July 2004 a 
further 2 981 young people were referred to the juvenile justice teams for offences such as burglary, stealing, 
damage, assault and dangerous driving.  Western Australia in the 1990s - I say the 1990s because I am not sure 
about the period between 2000 and 2005 - was recognised as having one of the best juvenile justice policies in 
the world.  That was the Young Offenders Act, which I believe Hon Peter Foss had a great deal to do with.  That 
is a very good piece of legislation, and it works extremely well.   

The bill amends section 20 of the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988 to extend the exclusive 
jurisdiction of the court to the making of responsible parenting orders.  The bill also inserts a new section 24 to 
give the Children’s Court of Western Australia exclusive jurisdiction to deal with parents who do not comply 
with a responsible parenting order.  That is what I have had trouble with all along.  The bill provides that a 
parent under the age of 18 who fails to comply with a responsible parenting order will be dealt with in 
accordance with section 19 of the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act 1988.  I would like the 
parliamentary secretary to explain that further.  The bill also amends the Young Offenders Act 1994 with regard 
to the disclosure of personal information relating to young offenders, and makes amendments consequential 
upon the commencement of the Children and Community Services Act 2004.  I would also like the 
parliamentary secretary to point out to me at some stage, probably in committee, whether the information sharing 
will be just between government departments or also with non-government agencies, and whether there is 
anything in the bill to cover non-government agencies, because, as I have said, Killara does a lot of very good 
work with young children.   

This bill is about more government control in families.  The opposition supports parental responsibility.  
However, I hope the government will act responsibly towards parents, young people and babies and not send 
parents down the path of always having to have a third party in their private dwelling when all they need is a bit 
of help.  As I have said, that help is clearly available now.  The reason I have referred to a person’s private 
dwelling is that it is well documented that what one person may believe is appropriate parenting someone else 
may believe is not appropriate parenting.  It is like smacking a child on the bottom with a short, sharp smack.  I 
have allowed that in my parenting.  However, someone else would think that was child abuse, because they 
would like a different outcome.  I have never been opposed to giving a child a short, sharp smack on the bottom.  
That is the way I parented my children, and I would have hated it if someone had told me that I needed some sort 
of voluntary parenting order, and perhaps a bit of intervention, in the way I parented my children.  However, my 
children might have a different view, of course!  It really gets down to parental privacy and responsibilities.   

We support the bill.  However, I have not been as proactive as I could have been in supporting the bill, because 
having come from the background that I do, and knowing what I do about the Department for Community 
Development and juvenile justice, I have a great deal of difficulty coming to terms with the rationale behind the 
bill and why the bill is necessary. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.08 pm]:  The Greens (WA) will not support the Parental 
Support and Responsibility Bill.  We believe for a range of reasons that the bill is unnecessary.  I have had the 
opportunity to be briefed on the bill - I think yesterday or the day before; however, the concerns that I have 
raised about the philosophy behind this bill have not been addressed.  The second reading speech makes 
interesting reading.  It contains a lot of broad statements that we do not disagree with and that I think most 
people would not take offence at.  According to the second reading speech, the bill will allegedly - 

. . . support parents to exercise their responsibility to safeguard and promote the wellbeing of their 
children and to exercise appropriate control over the behaviour of their children.  

The bill will allegedly support and improve the skills of parents.  The second reading speech further states - 

The bill breaks new ground, opening the way for government agencies to share information, permitting 
them to work together and to provide real assistance to parents.  

No-one can object to those things.  However, such provisions are already contained in other legislation.  For 
example, a penalty can be imposed on parents who do not ensure that their children go to school, which I believe 
is a fine of up to $1 000.  Quite frankly, we find it offensive for the government to propose the introduction of 
compulsory parenting orders, which, if not met, would incur a fine.  We do not have a problem with the notion of 
a more coordinated approach to dealing with families that are experiencing difficulties with their children.  I note 
that one objective of the bill is to try to deal with children under the age of 10 who do not fall within the 
jurisdiction of criminal charges, but who might engage in antisocial behaviour or whose behaviour would be 
regarded as criminal if they were over the age of 10.  However, we do not agree with making these things 
compulsory and punishable by fines.  The second reading speech also states - 
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The legislation will mean that parents of children aged up to 15 years who are offending, engaging in 
antisocial behaviour or failing to attend school will be provided with specialist and supervised support 
to help them take responsibility for their children.  

This legislation will require that in some cases.  That is a big difference.  We obviously have no objection to 
assistance being provided, and we do not object to a substantial part of the bill on information sharing.   

The Children and Community Services Act, which was passed last year, is a rewrite of the Child Welfare Act 
1947.  It is a substantial piece of legislation that basically updates child welfare legislation, which this bill also 
relates to.  This is not an area that should be driven, as it is in this bill, by the crime prevention unit.  Ensuring 
that children go to school and that their antisocial behaviour is addressed is adequately dealt with under the 
Children and Community Services Act.  From memory, it is quite prescriptive - it is almost like a practice 
manual - and more appropriately deals with the issues that this bill attempts to deal with.  Having said that, there 
are parts of this bill that we do not find offensive; that is, those on information sharing.  I must confess that I 
have not had time to compare the Children and Community Services Act with this bill, but from my memory of 
the debate on that legislation a lot of its provisions deal with the welfare of children and young people.  We 
debated that legislation only last year.  The need for this bill is highly questionable.   

I have consulted at least two organisations that I believe are well positioned to comment on the bill.  One was the 
Aboriginal Legal Service, from which I have received communication that it is very concerned about the bill and 
does not support it.  It believes that the bill lacks cultural sensitivity and natural justice principles, as neither 
parents nor children are much consulted in the processes that the bill outlines.  The ALS also argues that the 
voluntary orders are not really voluntary, as non-compliance with them is sufficient evidence for a court order.  I 
have not had the opportunity to get an extensive response from the ALS, but this bill will inevitably have a 
significant impact on Aboriginal families.  It is a tragic and shameful fact that many parenting problems occur in 
indigenous families.  That is a result of 200 years of colonisation and dislocation, of the stolen generations and of 
a whole lot of government policy over the years that has intervened in, and disrupted, the pre-existing family 
structures of indigenous Western Australians.  We strongly argue that the introduction of compulsory parenting 
orders is absolutely the wrong approach to working with indigenous families.  I am aware that the indigenous 
community has a range of views on approaches to parenting.  I put on the record that the ALS has very strong 
views about this bill.   

I have also taken the opportunity to consult the Youth Legal Service, particularly its manager, Cheryl Cassidy-
Vernon, who also has concerns about the bill.  The Youth Legal Service has submitted a response to the proposal 
for parental responsibility orders, which I will refer to in a minute.  Ms Cassidy-Vernon wrote in an e-mail to my 
office that much of what is in this bill is already covered and provided for in the Child Welfare Act and School 
Education Act.  That is true, because I believe that the Children and Community Services Act has not yet been 
proclaimed and the Child Welfare Act is still in force, as it has not yet been repealed.  I understand that the Child 
Welfare Act will not be finally repealed until January next year.  The e-mail further states - 

Furthermore this section proposes no solutions only blaming parents who are already struggling with 
poverty etc.  Additionally, The Young Offenders Act 1994 allows for young people to pass through a 
series of gateways in order to screen out minor offenders and one assumes welfare issues.   

The Youth Legal Service included some issues of concern in its response to the proposed parental responsibility 
orders.  Page 3 of its submission, dated February 2004, states - 

Whilst we support interventions to assist parents to understand their parental responsibilities, the 
proposed Parental Responsibility Orders have the capacity to increase pressure on families that are 
experiencing a range of social problems, not the least of which is poverty.  The imposition of monetary 
penalties for non compliance is therefore undesirable and can lead to further difficulties should a fine 
default situation arise.  Furthermore, such interventions potentially over-ride the rights and obligations 
of parents to set boundaries and directions for their children, and as such contravene our international 
human rights obligations as outlined in CROC.  That is, the . . . Convention of the Rights of the Child 
states that State parties shall respect the rights and duties of parents to provide direction to their child 
consistent with the evolving capacities of the child.   

I think that Hon Robyn McSweeney, to an extent, made the same comment.  At what point do we, as a 
Parliament and law-makers, decide that it is appropriate for the state to intervene in parenting matters?  
Obviously, the provision of services and assistance is one level of offered intervention or offered support.  It is 
quite a different thing when the state will now say that if parents do not do this, they will be subject to a parental 
responsibility order, and if they do not comply with that, it will fine them, and if they do not pay the fine, it will 
confiscate their property.  That is a much more significant potential for intervention by the state.  The Greens 
(WA) argue that it is totally inappropriate.  It is interesting to note that a similar program has been in operation in 
New South Wales, and similar concerns have been raised with human rights issues.   
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At page 10 of the discussion paper on parental responsibility orders produced by the Office of Crime Prevention 
in July 2004, which is the document to which the Youth Legal Service was responding, it states -  

A review of the New South Wales Children (Protection and Parental Responsibility) Act 1997 found 
that there were grave concerns about the Act contravening both the United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of the Child and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.   

I suggest that, as we are proposing to go down the same track, the Western Australian legislation raises the same 
concerns.  The Greens believe that this is a continuation of the approach to the issues to do with children and 
young people that we find highly offensive and inappropriate, such as the three-strikes provision for home 
burglaries by young offenders, which remains on the books, and the Northbridge curfew.  The Youth Legal 
Service goes on to raise these matters in its response.  At page 3, it states -  

Interventions such as Parental Responsibility Orders and Curfews . . . interfere in the parents’ roles.  
Granted every effort needs to be made to assist parents to understand their responsibilities in relation to 
the care and protection of their children and for setting and enforcing behavioural boundaries, the 
preference is for therapeutic and counselling interventions rather than court driven interventions.   

That is exactly the position taken by the Greens.  The Youth Legal Service goes on to state -  

Given the existing legislation of the Young Offenders Act 1994 and the Child Welfare Act 1947 it is 
anticipated that a joined up approach to managing young people at risk would already exist.  However, 
as an organization that works daily with young people at risk, such an approach is clearly not evident.   

The Young Offenders Act 1994 allows for young people to pass through a series of gateways in order to 
screen out minor offenders and one assumes welfare issues.  In fact the Act specifically outlines a 
number of objectives related to the rehabilitation of offenders, the development of responsible 
citizenship, the recognition that the bulk of juvenile offending is transitory and therefore will not lead to 
adult offending, the participation of victims in crime management and finally that need to strengthen 
families as a means to discourage offending.  Such a notion presupposes that families have strengths 
and capacities, yet there is daily evidence in our Children’s Court that suggests otherwise.  What 
alternatives will be offered for young people whose primary support networks reside outside of their 
families?   

Nonetheless, the Young Offenders Act 1994 is on the face of it a positive response to juvenile justice 
despite the fact that its tenure has co-existed against a background of strident crime control methods 
including Operation Sweep, Zero Tolerance, Boot Camps, youth curfews and Mandatory Sentencing, 
thus not allowing the Act to reach its fullest potential rather it has left many young people and their 
families alienated and disengaged.   

Any governmental response to juvenile offending must not lose sight of the fact that juvenile crime is 
different to adult crime and therefore, young people need to be treated differently at a level consistent 
with their developmental capacities.  Such a notion seems at odds with an emphasis on promoting well 
being by being tough on crime and tough on the causes of crime.  On one hand it is saying that young 
people are not responsible for their own welfare needs, on the other is it saying that there is a link 
between welfare issues and crime so we are going to crack down on crime.   

In respect of Parental Responsibility Orders forming apart of a broad policy framework, the opportunity 
is taken to express our concern that the current State Government Northbridge Strategy - Young People 
in Northbridge Policy - is a misused interpretation of the prevailing legislation of this time - the Child 
Welfare Act 1947.  Our premise is that the provisions of the Child Welfare Act are being utilized to 
round up children under the guise of cracking down on crime rather than being used to protect 
vulnerable children, which is the intention of the Act.  For your information we have included as an 
attachment our position paper on Youth Curfews.   

The report into Violence in Indigenous Communities, Crime Prevention Branch of the Attorney-
General’s Department, Commonwealth of Australia, January 2001 stated that a culture of alcohol and 
violence was prevalent in Aboriginal families as a result of historical dispossession and that targeted 
casework with families and the delivery of parenting information via culturally sensitive programs was 
of the utmost importance.  The Inquiry no way endorsed such strategies being delivered via court 
sanctions, nor did the Gordon Inquiry.  Rather, the Gordon Inquiry recommended better resourcing for 
the Department of Community Development in order for it to give priority to families with children in 
heightened states of vulnerability, and the implementation of healing centres for Aboriginal families.  
Such centres should play a pivotal role in the delivery of parenting information and interventions 
without the need to resort to court sanctions.   
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Furthermore, what guarantees will be given to ensure that those who are the subjects of Parental 
Responsibility Orders will receive legal advice and representation at court proceedings?   

Given the questions I asked yesterday about legal aid, it is highly unlikely that they will receive that either.  It 
continues -  

Parental Responsibility Orders represent a simplistic response to deep seated social issues such as 
economic deprivation and history of poor school performance.  The discussion paper alludes to 
conditions that contribute to anti-social and offending behaviour, namely sub standard housing, health 
problems, poor education, absenteeism from school, and the lack of employment opportunities, yet 
poses no strategies for overcoming such conditions.  Parenting Responsibility Orders will not change 
the conditions for these families, and leaves the Government open to the accusation that it is using law 
and order as a political vote winning tool rather than tackling the tougher issues facing families with 
children at risk.   

The social issues impacting upon children and young people and the resulting behavioural problems 
require a holistic understanding and response.  What is required is a response that takes into account the 
complex social problems such as; homelessness, family breakdown, unemployment, mental illness, 
physical and sexual abuse, sexual identity issues, unplanned pregnancies, substance abuse, and 
offending behaviour.  Accordingly, Youth Legal Service in recognising that legal problems exist in 
conjunction with other legal problems, has sought to diversify its service delivery to adequately meet 
the needs of young people accessing the Service.   

I will read one further part of the response of the Youth Legal Service.  The critical points need to be brought to 
the attention of the house, because, in my view, the Youth Legal Service is well positioned to understand the 
complexities of the issues to do with young offenders and has a very good knowledge of the range of services 
and legislation that exist in this area.  It goes on to state -  

How will Parental Responsibility Orders deal with separated parents when things are best described as 
acrimonious?  It is our experience that in families that have separated the interests of the children are 
mostly ignored.  What efforts will be made to ensure that the children of such families have an 
understanding of their legal rights and responsibilities?  Additionally, how will Parental Responsibility 
Orders work for families with separated parents?  It is our opinion that both parents have joint parenting 
responsibilities.  Furthermore, in some cases a child may not want the support of one or both parents for 
reasons such as violence.  In such a scenario, a Parental Responsibility Order may be exposing the child 
to unacceptable risks.  That is, rather than improving parenting, Orders may cause parents to retaliate 
against their child(ren).   

The document later discusses service coordination.  That is something we all agree is problematic.  It is the root 
of a lot of failure to intervene early enough and to provide appropriate services to children and parents.  To that 
extent, we do not have a problem with strengthening and clarifying the need to share information and to 
coordinate between departments such as the Department of Education and Training, the Department for 
Community Development and the Department of Justice.  However, we argue that this bill goes way beyond 
those provisions.  The document from the Youth Legal Service goes on to state - 

Our history is littered with examples of the abuse of children’s rights as indicated in the Gordon Inquiry 
(2002), the Commission of Inquiry into Abuse of Children in Queensland Institutions, the National 
Inquiry into the Separation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island Children from Their Families (1997), 
and so on.  What is clearly evident from these inquiries is the lack of processes, and an agency to 
coordinate policy development and service delivery for children and young people, and to advocate for 
children and young people.  We do not believe that Parental Responsibility Orders are an appropriate 
tool for coordinating policy development and service delivery rather we urge the Government to better 
resource existing services and to: 

•  Promote CROC in Western Australia as a means of improving the status of children and young 
people via increased understanding of the rights and needs of children and young people. 

•  Promote the interests of children and young people to ensure government and non-government 
accountability in regards to monitoring and reviewing the adequacy and standards of children’s 
services. 

It is worth commenting that it is our expectation and hope that the other legislation that we will deal with shortly 
in this house, which deals with the establishment of a commissioner for children and young people, will also 
play a part in ensuring there is an improvement in the status of children and young people and an understanding 
of their rights and needs in Western Australia. 
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I will draw my comments on this to a conclusion because there not a lot more that the Greens (WA) want to say 
other than that we argue that this bill is not needed.  We have no problem with attempts by the government and 
government agencies to improve coordination and information sharing and the provision of services to children, 
young people, parents and families.   

I refer to the consequences of parental responsibility orders, which is what the Greens find most offensive about 
this bill.  The bill provides for a maximum penalty of a fine of $2 000 if a parent does not comply with a parental 
responsibility order.  If a parent defaults on the payment of the fine, it may result in the seizure of non-essential 
household goods or a work and development order.  That is the wrong approach to require parents to parent well.  
This government comes up with some real beauties.  This is the sort of legislation I would expect to come from 
the federal Howard government rather than from what is, by and large, a progressive state government.  In the 
view of the Greens, it is in the area of youth legal matters that we see some of the worst legislation.  I was 
interested to listen to the comments of Hon Robyn McSweeney because I thought she was almost persuading 
herself that there was not a lot of merit in supporting this bill either.  I found a lot of commonality in what she 
said about existing provisions and service providers.  She expressed concern about intruding into an area that is 
very controversial.  We probably come from a slightly different philosophical point of view about whether the 
state should intervene in parenting.  The risk with the approach in the bill is that it will further marginalise and 
potentially stigmatise people who are struggling in being parents.  They are people who were probably not 
parented well themselves.  It is likely that their grandparents were not parented well because they were probably 
removed several thousand kilometres from their homes and from one end of the state to the other.  That is 
exactly the experience of many indigenous families.  That is why the Aboriginal Legal Service is expressing its 
fierce opposition to this bill.  I had this debate when I took a briefing on this bill.  Which families are expected to 
be impacted on by this bill?  People might argue that parents who live in Peppermint Grove, who are too 
preoccupied with being lawyers or company directors, might not give their full attention and quality parenting to 
their children.  Are they the sort of people who will be given parenting orders? 
Hon Peter Collier:  Just because they live in Peppermint Grove does not mean that they are bad parents. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am talking about wealthy people.  I am just using that as an example.  Does the member 
live in Peppermint Grove? 
Hon Peter Collier:  No.  I have taught in schools where children have come from that area and I do not see any 
correlation. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I do not think that there are any particularly bad parents in Peppermint Grove.  Perhaps I 
should explain my comments more simply.  There are parents who, to all intents and purposes, are wealthy and 
well educated and who should be capable of being good parents.  However, it is not necessarily always the case.  
Poor parenting can occur for a range of circumstances.  Many of the cases in which this bill will have a role will 
involve people who are marginalised and poor and who have addictive behaviour and a disrupted family 
experience.  I do not know how much other members have read, understood or experienced of the lives of so 
many Aboriginal people who described what their experience of growing up was.  It is absolutely appalling.  It is 
more often the case than not in indigenous families.  I am amazed that those people have the capacity to be 
parents at all in many cases because their own experiences as children were so disrupted and, in a lot of cases, 
abusive.  I think they are doing extraordinarily well given their circumstances.  This bill concerns what we 
should do with a small number of families who, despite the services offered, have children who are antisocial 
and heading towards criminal behaviour.  It is admirable to try to address that.  However, the way to address it is 
not through punishing parents.  I am pleased that some members opposite agree.  Perhaps they would like to 
support the amendment that I will move, which is to remove part 5.  All the issues concerned with sharing 
information and facilitating cooperation so that the services work together for the best interests of a child are 
great; I do not have a problem with that.  However, part 5 deals with responsible parenting orders.  The initiative 
has come from the crime prevention unit.  It has not come from the Department for Community Development or 
the Department of Education and Training.  It is being driven by the policy unit within the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet.   
It is a good idea to reduce crime, but the issuing of compulsory parenting orders is not an appropriate response to 
a crime prevention objective.  It is muddling a philosophy and objective in an area that should rightly be about 
children’s welfare, the provision of community services and education.  This area of justice should not intrude 
into parenting, because every effort has to be made to support parents.  I firmly believe, with few exceptions, that 
people fail for a whole range of reasons, and I find it highly offensive to put in place fines if they fail to comply 
with parental responsibility orders.  What kind of cooperative and positive outcome will come from those parents 
being placed by a court under a parental responsibility order?  Will they enthusiastically embrace the parenting 
classes and the other provisions that the order will require?  I would suggest not, because they will feel resentful, 
ashamed and stigmatised.  We need to do everything we can to encourage, support and address the issues that 
currently prevent parents from doing a good job and ensure that their children are adequately supervised and go 
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to school and all the sorts of things that we want for the kids, but not require them by law to do that.  I think it is 
offensive and I will be moving to delete that part of the bill that deals with parental responsibility orders.  If that 
amendment is supported, we do not have a problem with the remainder of the bill.  
Hon Murray Criddle:  Would you please go over that again. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Part 5 of the bill deals with responsible parenting orders.  We think that part goes too far 
and that it is offensive and counterproductive.  We do not have a problem with responsible parenting agreements 
and information sharing etc.  New South Wales has reviewed its legislation in this area and has grave concerns 
about its act contravening the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child and the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  Even if members do not hold a lot of store by those things, this 
legislation is unlikely to achieve what it is claimed it will achieve.  It is more likely to marginalise and stigmatise 
those parents who are already struggling and have been struggling, in a lot of cases, for generations to deal with 
the challenges of being parents.  We often talk about young people, and someone may be a parent at the age of 
16 or 17.  What does it say to a young Aboriginal couple who might be 16 and 18 years of age, who are 
struggling to parent well, when we indicate that we will slap a parental responsibility order on them and, if they 
do not comply, that will be $2 000 thanks very much, otherwise we will be around to pick up the video, the 
PlayStation, the bikes and surfboards and whatever else might be considered household goods?  Quite frankly, I 
take my advice from those people who work long and hard in the area of youth justice and they find this bill 
offensive, and so do we. 
HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [12.44 pm]:  I am amazed at the level of agreement that I have 
with what Hon Giz Watson has just been talking about.  To me the Parental Support and Responsibility Bill 2005 
is inherently wrong.  It is very punitive and it is simplistic to imagine that a bill like this will make a difference 
to the things that really matter.  It tends to be autocratic and directive versus supportive and educative towards 
the people who most need this support and education.  There is very little in this bill that I feel good about.  Even 
under “Objects”, the bill refers to the purpose of the legislation, the objects and principles, as being supporting 
the primary role of parents.  I do not understand why that has even been put into legislation.  I cannot even 
imagine that safeguarding and promoting the wellbeing of children is not the primary role of parents.  That is an 
amazing comment to put into legislation.  The bill then states that the object of this legislation is to support and 
reinforce the role and responsibility of parents to exercise appropriate control over the behaviour of their 
children.  By the government’s own admission in the second reading speech, by far the majority of people 
understand and do that.  To again enshrine it in legislation is just offensive to me.  The bill then states that the 
principle of the best interests of the child is paramount when all of these considerations are taken into account.  I 
do not understand where that is not currently the case in any of the juvenile justice areas or any area that deals 
with young people.  I have read over and over again that it is already a principle that the best interests of the 
child are paramount.  Why do we need legislation to get government departments to cooperate and to share 
appropriate information? 
It was my understanding that the machinery of government review, with the idea of bringing all government 
departments into single big ministries, was all about information-sharing and making things happen more easily 
and better between the various components of government.  The area that I probably find most offensive is that 
dealing with responsible parenting agreements, which are voluntary agreements that are not enforceable but are 
probably more supportive and educative.  In the second reading speech it clearly states that, overall, the vast 
majority of parents whose children are involved in problem and unacceptable behaviour will gladly and 
voluntarily take up the offer of services to improve their ability to parent.  Those who are not in the vast majority 
are the people who will be subjected to these responsible parenting orders.  Hon Giz Watson has painted a 
picture of what these people mostly already feel: they are people who, for one reason or another, are already 
resentful of the law; they are compliant resistant; their approach, if they have to go along with something, will be 
tokenistic; they will show a passive-aggressive type of behaviour and approach; they will be feeling ashamed 
and will be stigmatised by this approach.  I cannot believe that anybody truly imagines that putting this kind of 
arrangement in place will produce an outcome whereby these parents suddenly turn the corner and are better able 
to provide a service to their children. 

The other area I am really concerned about is the huge cost that will be incurred by the bureaucracy, and for 
what amount of change?  What amount of improvement will we see as a result?  Firstly, the bill refers to the 
need for an application; then it refers to interim orders; then the parents must be involved in discussions about 
those orders.  There is a lot of information about the court having to be clear about when it is and is not suitable 
to apply for a parenting order.  There is more information in the bill about when not to apply the application for a 
parenting order than there is about when it would be suitable.  I imagine they must all be documented.  The 
amount of bureaucracy in the process is unbelievable.  A statement about each issue must be made and a 
statement must be given also stating that there are facilities, resources, groups and agencies that can possibly 
provide the service that is being considered in the parenting order.  I do not have a problem with that being done.  
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Indeed, I cannot imagine that it is not currently being done.  If a child is in a situation in which that type of 
involvement and input is necessary, are not these facilities, resources etc being made known to the parents and 
the people who are trying to help them?  I do not understand why responsible parenting orders, given the level of 
bureaucracy it will take to implement them, must be put into legislation.  Amendments will have to be 
documented and the legislation requires the operation of at least two lots of panels - the school attendance panel 
and the school advisory panel.  I do not know whether those panels already exist.  If they do not already exist, 
their establishment will add another level of bureaucracy.  We are talking about the minority of parents who 
supposedly are not able to participate voluntarily in the responsible parenting agreement.  Another level of 
bureaucracy will be put in place if it is not already in place.  If it is in place, it does not need to be put in place, 
and I do not understand why it is not being used effectively.  If it is not already in place and it must be put in 
place, it will involve setting up a huge amount of bureaucracy for an almost negligible change in society.  The 
government has stated that it will effect only a minority of people.  As the opposition has already indicated, the 
people who will be affected by this legislation already are feeling resentful and are compliant resistant.  The 
number of examples of circumstances under which these orders cannot be entered into or for which 
consideration must be taken into account is huge.  As I said, the government has stated that the legislation 
involves only a minority of parents.  When the circumstances to which I have referred are taken into account, the 
minority becomes even smaller. 

I have some problems also with the area of compliance.  It is not worth going over them again because they have 
already been discussed.  If the numbers of people who will be affected by these orders are so few, they are likely 
to be those who already are resentful and have dysfunctional problems in the family.  This is a way of further 
punishing them.  That is not the way to go about it.  The process must be more supportive and educational. 

Another area I thought was incredible was the level of reviewing that will take place.  I have no problem with 
reviews as long as they are done honestly.  What will be the key performance indicators for deciding whether 
this program is operating well?  Will it be the number of parents who attend the parenting sessions?  In that case 
it will be more about the numbers.  Will it be about the number of children who were going off the rails who 
suddenly are turned around?  How will the government determine the effectiveness of this legislation regarding 
how it makes a difference to these children?  The government needs to explain more about the performance 
indicators, the level of measuring and the criteria that will be used to determine whether this legislation achieves 
what it sets out to achieve. 

I will reiterate what I have been saying about it being inherently wrong to adopt this approach rather than an 
approach of education and support.  I refer to an article in The West Australian of Wednesday, 12 October about 
a book that was released recently, of which Professor Fiona Stanley was a co-author.  Professor Fiona Stanley, of 
course, needs no introduction.  She has been lauded for the work she has done to promote children’s health.  The 
article states - 

WA’s child health expert and 2003 Australian of the Year Professor Fiona Stanley has come up with 
some straightforward answers - 

These are about parenting.   

While she says we cannot change the likelihood that modern families will suffer hardship or break up, 
there are things parents can do to minimise harm and enhance a child’s chances. 

Detailed in a new book she co-authored, Children of the Lucky Country?, Professor Stanley asks why is 
it that when we know more about child and youth development than ever before, we are still 
implementing ineffective strategies - too little too late. 

And as a result, Australia has high levels of dysfunction and social disparities despite its wealth. 

. . . she calls on parents to spearhead change by learning more about the development of their child from 
birth through to adolescence from books, internet websites and conversations with older relatives. 

This takes in a large degree of the cultural differences that would be applicable under this approach.  The article 
continues - 

She also suggests they get special help for such particularly difficult transition periods as the first years 
of life, starting primary and high school, puberty and leaving school.  Parents should also take 
advantage of the many resources available to educate and support them, she says, such as parenting 
centres, parent help lines, schools and community councillors, child health nurses, psychologists, early 
childhood educators, teachers and paediatricians. 

She asks them to make plenty of room in their child’s life for active self-generated creative play and 
social development and reduce pre-packaged passive “infotainment” activities. 
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Parents needed to be aware of the risks associated with children viewing violent imagery, because it 
promoted aggressive attitudes, antisocial behaviour, fear and desensitisation. 

These are the types of things that we must consider providing more resources for in the community to support 
and educate parents.  I will read more of the article because it is beneficial in the context of this discussion.  It 
continues - 

If concerned about the neighbourhood in which they lived, parents should get together with others and 
lobby the local council for better facilities for children and families. 

This is about empowering parents to do something that they consider to be in the best interests of their children.  
It is not about punitive approaches to law enforcement that would give them parental orders.  The article further 
states - 

A parent could even consider running for local government on a civil society platform. 

The article says that parents should be - 

. . . clear and honest in communicating when there were problems the child needed to understand and do 
not underestimate the child’s capacity to understand feelings or how difficult some situations were. 

They should be trustworthy and reliable in arrangements for childcare and access and keep 
commitments to be present at important events. 

Also, they should keep up contact with relatives to whom the child is attached, such as cousins and 
grandparents, so they did not experience additional losses. 

Professor Stanley, head of the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research, said it was time to 
recognise how important parents and parenting were and give them the back-up they needed to face the 
growing number of challenges and problems. 

“They all want to do well by their children - 

That is what Hon Giz Watson was saying earlier.  Professor Fiona Stanley continues - 

it is just sometimes they do not know how,” she said. 

“But it is not just about telling them how to be good parents - teaching them through parenting classes - 
it is about creating an environment that makes it easier for them, not harder. 

“And not just in the workplace, but in local community, schools and local government.” 

Among many things, there needed to be recognition that the best schools were not necessarily those that 
started with the society’s most advantaged . . . but those that were able to turn around the most 
disadvantaged and help them stay at school. 

The WA Governor, Lieutenant General John Murray Sanderson, AC, said at the book launch - 

“In this respect, our cup is more than half full, but this book tells us we are now confronted with the 
growing tendency, on the part of those who are able to pass positive abilities on, to not have children at 
all,” the Governor said. 

“I put it to you that this is a profoundly more dangerous trend for Australian society than the moral and 
spiritual deprivation of poorer people.” 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I was talking previously about the areas in this bill that I do not support, and in 
particular the provisions in part 5, which deals with responsible parenting orders.  The responsible parenting 
agreements seem to be okay, but it is hard to imagine that these agreements do not apply already in assisting 
parents who have children with difficult behaviour.  I went on to talk quite extensively about a book that was 
written recently by Professor Fiona Stanley about how to be better parents.  The book really appears to say that 
what is needed, rather than legislation, is education and support for parents, and access to the resources that are 
needed.   

The final piece of information in the article in The West Australian of 12 October on which I will comment 
concerns the factors that in Professor Stanley’s view can help children take on the world.  I do not think that any 
of these factors are likely to be impacted upon positively by this legislation.  The first factor is good levels of 
intelligence.  The article states -  

•  Good level of intelligence.  It helps with thinking and problem solving and with finding strategies to 
improve one’s lot.  Also aids in finishing school, boosting job prospects.   
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The second factor is a positive temperament.  The article states -  

•  Positive temperament.  Along with high persistence, good capacity for emotional regulation and self-
management and adaptability and flexibility, it helps them roll with the punches.  They are also more 
likely to find a satisfying relationship. 

•  Strong and close relationship with at least one person.  Whether it is a parent, friend, grandparent, 
neighbour or teacher, there needs to be someone who takes an interest in the child’s welfare and sticks 
up for them.   

•  Good level of self-esteem.  It helps them withstand the blows that fate deals and keeps them believing 
they are worthwhile.   

•  Change in circumstances for the better.  Might involve a move to a more secure and healthy home and 
neighbourhood, finding a satisfying job or completing an educational course. 

Finally, something that I am absolutely certain the legislation does not deal with is being a girl.  The article 
states -  

•  Being a girl.  Females seem to be more resilient than males, - 

I would like everybody in the house to be aware of that -  

possibly because they will reach out for help and use social networks to support them in times of 
trouble. 

I do not think that the legislation will impact significantly in that area.   

We have done some research on this matter.  The people who helped to put this legislation together commented 
that this legislation provides for parents who are unwilling to undertake parenting support or education courses.  
I reiterate that I do not think that the legislation will change that.  If those parents are forced to undertake 
parenting support and education courses, they will do it with resentment, they will be passively aggressive in the 
manner in which they go about it, and they will be compliance resistant.  I do not think that the legislation will 
change that.  I believe that these people need support, education and assistance in a different form.   

Another matter that was mentioned was that the legislation allows for the Departments for Community 
Development, Justice, and Education and Training to give orders direct.  In addition, the police and the 
Department of Housing and Works will be able to do so through DCD.  My final comment is that if we reach the 
point at which someone must give an order direct to a parent on how to better care for his or her children, 
something other than a piece of legislation is required.  It is more about support, understanding and working 
together with the parents.  This legislation could have the effect of being quite punitive. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.06 pm]:  I have found the debate on this bill very interesting.  In 
the other house, my party made it quite clear that we had a deal of concern about the legislation that is before us.  
Of course, the basis of that concern was that we believe we should encourage and assist people to develop their 
parenting skills.  Very few people can be taught how to carry out their parenting duties.  It just happens.  A man 
and his wife or partner may have a child.  They must battle along as best they can, given the standing they have 
within the community and the communication they have with the rest of their family.  It is one of those situations 
in which people learn as they proceed. 

This legislation provides for responsible parenting agreements and responsible parenting orders.  My 
understanding is that this will apply to very few parents - maybe 50 - during the year.  It is a very low number.  
However, I have grave concerns, and my party has grave concerns, about legislating in this area.   

We also have serious reservations about the imposition of orders and how they will be carried out.  I understand 
that about 50 per cent of the incidents occur in country areas.  From conversations I have had, I understand that 
this measure will commence in the city, and then it will be imposed in the country.  However, to my knowledge, 
the services that the agencies in country areas can provide are very limited.  From some of the work that I have 
done in the Geraldton area, I know that the agencies could operate more closely together and cooperate more 
closely.  That seems to be one of the areas in which improvements could be made, without introducing 
legislation.   

When I first saw this bill, I wondered how legislating for issues to do with caring for children could work.  
Education is perhaps the best way to go.  I believe that legislation should be the very last resort when we are 
looking at imposing these sorts of measures.   

I find the idea of imposing a $2 000 fine on people who do not comply with the orders to be very draconian.  I 
cannot see how such a fine could be fairly imposed.  It certainly would be an imposition if people’s possessions 
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were taken away because they did not pay a fine.  In particular, it would be an imposition on people at the 
bottom end of the socioeconomic scale; they would find it very difficult to comply with such an order.  Two 
thousand dollars is a lot of money.  It would be better spent looking after the children in the first place.  I think 
that that would inflame the situation, rather than repair or improve it.  I have some concerns in that area. 

Working and communicating with children and getting close to them seems to me a better way of dealing with 
them.  I have often talked about the need for social workers or youth workers to be working in the community as 
a better way of dealing with these issues.  Communication is the best way to solve many of these problems.  I 
will be very interested to hear what the parliamentary secretary says in her reply about part 5 of the bill, which 
most speakers have raised as an issue.  It is certainly of concern to me, and I will be listening with interest to the 
reply of the parliamentary secretary.  In the other place, the National Party, with those reservations, supported 
the bill.  I heard Hon Giz Watson talk about the possibility of amendments to the bill, and I would like the 
opportunity to look at those amendments before I commit to the bill.  The National Party supported this bill in 
the other house, and I will listen with interest to the comments of the parliamentary secretary on issues raised by 
other members of the house.  I heard the first briefing on this bill in the party room, and my concerns have 
increased since listening to some other speakers in this debate.  I think I am the only bloke who has stood up and 
had something to say.  However, as a family man - father and grandfather these days - I have grave concerns in 
these areas. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kate Doust (Parliamentary Secretary).  
 


