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PARENTAL SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY BILL 2005 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting.  The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; 
Hon Sue Ellery (Minister for Child Protection) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act -  
Committee was interrupted after the clause had been amended and the following amendment moved by Hon Giz 
Watson had been partly considered -  

 Page 3, lines 26 and 27 - To delete the lines. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I want to elaborate a little on the substantive change that the series of amendments 
recommended by the majority of the Standing Committee on Legislation seeks to achieve.  I have touched on the 
evidence we received in that committee.  I now want to draw members’ attention to the conclusions that the 
majority of the committee drew from the evidence.  On page 64 of the report, in the concluding comments 
dealing with part 5, the committee stated -  

A majority of the Committee (Hons Giz Watson, Peter Collier and Ken Baston MLCs), do not support 
the imposition of a punitive system of parenting orders or a maximum $2,000 fine.  The majority of the 
Committee recommends that the whole of Part 5 be deleted from the Bill. The statutory changes 
required to give effect to this recommendation are set out in Appendix 1. 

I will not read at length from the standing committee report.  I encourage members who have an interest in this 
matter, as I hope all members do, to read pages 49 to 64, which lay out the evidence we considered and form the 
basis of the recommendation from the majority of the committee.  It is an important issue and one that committee 
members took very seriously and considered at length.  I wanted to put on the record that the basis for the thrust 
of these amendments to delete part 5 is well documented in the report, particularly in chapter 3.  I encourage 
anybody who wants to see the details to refer to the report. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The opposition agrees with the proposal to delete the lines that would remove 
responsible parenting orders.  The standing committee found broad community support for the concept of 
responsible parenting agreements - and the opposition supports that stance - in response to both the Office of 
Crime Prevention’s discussion paper and hearings into the bill.  However, in the majority of cases this support 
did not extend to responsible parenting orders and many stakeholders preferred non-legislative means of 
responding to irresponsible parenting. 

With regard to the members of the committee from our side, Hon Peter Collier has 23 years’ experience in 
teaching; Hon Helen Morton was a health professional in policy, management and legislation relating to health; 
Hon Ken Baston has worked for many years with Aboriginal people; and I was in many people’s homes when I 
worked as a child welfare officer for Family and Children’s Services.  With that collective experience all saying 
“no” to responsible parenting orders and mandatory parenting orders, I find it rather astonishing that the 
government brought forward this bill in the first place.  We certainly support parenting agreements; that is a fine 
and noble program.  The opposition does not support part 5 of the bill. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  This is the first amendment from the standing committee that seeks to achieve the 
removal of part 5 from the legislation, so I indicate the government will oppose it.  This is the first amendment 
on which we will divide.  There is another one on which we will divide, and certain things flow from that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  As a matter of procedure, I will suggest in a moment that we defer consideration of this 
definition until we have dealt with part 5.  I am also going to suggest - the minister might think about it - that we 
move directly to part 5 and deal with it, so that we actually establish where we are with the bill.  Then we can 
deal with the balance. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  If I could get a division before five o’clock, I would be happy. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Because everything seems to impinge on part 5 at the moment, we might deal with part 5.  
At least then we will know where we are going.  However, I will leave it with the minister and she can think 
about it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  All right.  However, this amendment goes to the heart of the issue.  Whether it happens 
now or when we deal with part 5, I will record the government’s position. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  The government’s position is to oppose the amendment that is sought.  By way of 
interjection I interrupted Hon Giz Watson when she said that she went into the process with an open mind.  I did 
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not do that to suggest that she is not a person of integrity.  However, her position on this proposal was clear prior 
to the matter going into committee.  What I find astonishing, to use the word used by Hon Robyn McSweeney, is 
that the opposition parties supported this legislation in the lower house, and they did not seem to find it 
astonishing that the government would pursue this point of view. 

Hon Peter Collier:  We hadn’t heard the evidence at that stage. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  This is a house of review. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I am not questioning the role of the Legislative Council. 

Hon Peter Collier:  I hope not. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I did not.  I did not say anything about the Legislative Council.  I suggested that the 
opposition parties have done a backflip on this issue, which is what they have done. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  No, not up here. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  They voted one way in the Legislative Assembly. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  No. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  They did.  They are voting another way in this place.  Responsible parenting orders 
involve cases in which parents have repeatedly failed to control their children who have engaged in antisocial 
behaviour.  Examples of that are truanting from school, posing a risk or action, harming other children or adults, 
or damaging property.  The responsible parenting initiative and this bill are about intervening early enough to 
prevent crime and harm to children, and intervention before kids get so far into trouble that detention and the 
breaking up of the family are the only outcomes. 

The government is putting in place a range of services under the responsible parenting initiative.  The bill 
provides for agreements with parents, as has already been referred to, that are voluntary, and that triggers a range 
of supports, counselling, training and resources that are made available to parents.  Of course, steps to support 
parents struggling to raise their children should be voluntary.  However, some of the parents who need the most 
support are the ones who do not seek it.  That is part of their problem.  There is a real need to have legal power 
to provide that assistance to those parents to help themselves and their children.  That support can prevent the 
need to remove children from their parents.  It will also help protect WA communities from antisocial or 
criminal behaviours by children, some of whom are younger than 10 years of age, including graffiti and other 
acts of vandalism, stealing, violence or threats of violence, setting fires, riding in stolen cars and drug use - all 
things that the opposition parties have said they have a really tough position on.  The bill is about proactive 
intervention that can make a real difference to the quality of the lives of our most troubled children because their 
parents will not engage with the support services.  The impact of not intervening will be suffered by these 
children probably, for some of them, for the rest of their lives, as well as by the community.  It is not about 
punishing parents for poor parenting, as some people have claimed. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I listened to everybody in silence.  I always do that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  Let the minister state her case.  I have just realised that I must leave the chair at five 
to five - the times have changed - so let the minister state her case.  There will be plenty of time later to deal with 
this. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Yes, you are quite right.  I apologise. 

Hon SUE ELLERY:  I thank the member.  The impact of not intervening - the point I was trying to make - is 
likely to be suffered by those children probably for the rest of their lives, as well as by the community.  The 
argument from members on the other side of the house is that this bill is about punishing parents for poor 
parenting.  That is not the case.  The bill is about ensuring that those who need help the most are compelled to 
get it.  In that way, we can prevent the issues that are causing the trouble before we have to take action, such as 
putting children into detention or splitting up a family, which nobody wants to do unless it is absolutely 
necessary.  The purpose of the responsible parenting initiative is to promote the responsibility of parents to 
ensure that their children do not engage in antisocial, truanting or offending behaviour.  The goal is to provide 
high quality support to parents to help re-establish their authority.  This is the first of a series of amendments that 
has the effect of ensuring that that will not happen.  Therefore, the government most strongly opposes the 
amendment.   
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Hon GIZ WATSON:  I will refer to two other matters in the report that relate to the substantive debate.  The 
committee made a specific point of considering the policy of the bill, as it is empowered to do under its terms of 
reference.  I refer to the executive summary of the report, which reads -  

The Committee found broad community support -  

As has been mentioned by Hon Robyn McSweeney -  

for the concept of responsible parenting agreements in response to both the Office of Crime 
Prevention’s Discussion Paper and during hearings into the Bill.  However, in the majority of cases this 
support did not extend to responsible parenting orders.  Many stakeholders preferred non-legislative 
means of responding to irresponsible parenting.   

All members of the committee signed off on the report; it was not a minority comment.  With regards to the 
policy of the bill, I refer to page 37 of the report, which reads -  

A majority of the Committee (Hons Giz Watson, Peter Collier and Ken Baston MLCs) agrees with the 
following comment in the submission to the Office of Crime Prevention: Parental Responsibility 
Orders prepared by Dr Helen Milroy, Child and Adolescent Psychiatrist on behalf of the Telethon 
Institute for Child Health Research, Centre for Aboriginal Medical and Dental Health, University of 
Western Australia.   

Although the research from the use of Parental Responsibility Orders and Contracts in the United 
Kingdom is discussed, it requires further scrutiny to evaluate its applicability to WA, especially in 
regard to how the system fits within the broader framework of social services, justice, education, family 
and mental health services.  It would be essential to see if the experience in the United Kingdom in any 
way further stigmatises or marginalises ethnic groups and what safeguards have been put in place to 
ensure its cultural validity.  It would also be important to compare this model to outcomes in other 
countries without these orders and compare different models of intervention.  Of utmost importance is 
the differential impact such a system may have on Indigenous populations given the overrepresentation 
of Indigenous people in detention, on care and protection orders or facing major social, educational 
and health disadvantage.   
One would also have to question whether there has been a comprehensive evaluation of how our 
current system of child welfare/protection and family support programmes are working in WA and if 
any existing programmes are already achieving some of the desired objectives.  If a proper stock-take 
and evaluation of services has not been conducted then imposing a new system -  

This is the punchline -  

may be highly problematic if not premature.   
Again, a majority of committee members were willing to listen to expert evidence.  We did not dream this up 
ourselves.  We heard significant concerns from a range of organisations about the likely impact on indigenous 
Western Australians.   

I conclude by saying that my overall impression is that there is enormous stubbornness on behalf of the 
government to pursue this policy objective despite the fact that a range of sectors have expressed severe 
reservations.  Fortunately, the upper house has been able to reconsider this policy direction.   

To its credit, the committee considered all the evidence that was provided by the Office of Crime Prevention on 
this matter.  Frankly, I think the Office of Crime Prevention had too much money and time on its hands and 
thought it could drum up something that would be a new direction.  However, it did not have, and it does not 
have, the support of the majority of the organisations that work in this sector in Western Australia.  I respect 
their views on this matter.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The question is that the amendment be agreed to.  Members, I will not put the question at 
this stage, on the basis that there will be a need to defer this matter until after consideration of part 5.  That will 
also apply to the next amendment.  Because I am required to leave the chair at 4.55 pm, I want to make it clear 
where we stand on this bill.  We are dealing with clause 3.  The question is that clause 3 be agreed to, to which 
Hon Giz Watson has moved amendment 21/3. I therefore ask Hon Giz Watson if she will move that her 
amendment be postponed until after consideration of part 5, for reasons that are obvious. 

Further consideration of the amendment postponed until after consideration of clause 33, on motion by 
Hon Giz Watson. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Before I leave the chair, I must say, for the benefit of the minister and those handling the 
bill, that if the minister does not wish to move to part 5 of the bill directly, we can deal with that in due course.  
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That just seemed to me to be the appropriate course of action while we are dealing with the definitions.  
However, that will be up to the committee in due course.   

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


