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PARENTAL SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY BILL 2005 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery (Minister for Child Protection) in 
charge of the bill.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Supplementary notice paper 41, issue 5, has been distributed and contains a number of 
amendments.  Members will be aware that under standing order 234A I am required to put a question in respect 
of the amendments that have been recommended in the report of the Standing Committee on Legislation.  
However, I note that a number of amendments, if not all the amendments, have been transferred to the 
supplementary notice paper and there are some additional amendments, so I assume the committee will vote 
against the proposition I put forward and then we will deal with the supplementary notice paper.  Of course, that 
is a decision for the committee.  The question is that the amendments recommended by the committee be read 
into and deemed part of the bill. 

Question put and negatived. 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act – 
Hon SUE ELLERY:  By way of explanation, there is a series of amendments to update references to respective 
departments and acts.  They are fairly straightforward and deal with the naming of the appropriate agencies.  I 
move -  

 Page 2, line 13 - To delete “(Community Development)” and insert instead -  

(Child Protection) 
 Page 2, line 15 - To delete “Community Services Act 1972” and insert instead - 

Children and Community Services Act 2004 

Page 2, line 19 - To delete “(Justice)” and insert instead - 

(Corrective Services) 
Page 3, line 8 - To delete “Community Services Act 1972” and insert instead - 

Children and Community Services Act 2004 

Amendments put and passed. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move -  

 Page 2, line 23 - To delete the line. 

That will remove the definition of “court”.  At present the bill says - 

 “Court” means the Children’s Court; 

By way of explanation, the substantive amendments I will be moving to reflect the Standing Committee on 
Legislation’s recommendations seek to remove part 5 of the bill, which deals with responsible parenting orders.  
If that is successful, there will be no need to have a definition of “court” under the terms used in the act.  I move 
this amendment partly as a result of advice from the minister that this definition will become unnecessary.  
Perhaps it should be dealt with after the substantive amendment.  If I am right, I will sit down. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Hon Giz Watson is certainly anticipating the comment I was about to make.  It would be 
better for us to defer consideration of her amendment until after consideration of part 5, because, depending on 
what decision is made by the committee on part 5, it will influence whether we go back to the proposal to delete 
line 23.  We will defer further consideration of clause 3 until after we have dealt with the balance of the matters 
that are listed.  We will have to come back to line 23 after we have dealt with part 5. 

Further consideration of the amendment postponed. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move -  

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

This amendment will remove the reference to “interim responsible parenting orders”.  As defined in the bill, 
“interim responsible parenting order” means an interim responsible parenting order made under section 14.  It 
might be useful at this point to expand a little on the overall scope of the amendments, otherwise they may prove 
to be somewhat complex.  I refer members to page 49 of the committee’s fifth report, which reads -  
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3.37 A majority of the Committee (Hons Giz Watson, Peter Collier and Ken Baston MLCs) have 
recommended at page 64 of this Report to oppose the whole of Part 5 of the Bill.  In the event 
the majority of the Committee’s recommendation is not agreed to, the following paragraphs on 
various clauses in Part 5 will assist debate in the House.   

3.74 A minority of the Committee (Hons Graham Giffard and Sally Talbot MLCs) recommend that 
Part 5 of the Bill be passed.  

3.75 Clause 12 provides for either of three CEOs to make an application for an RPO and that the 
relevant CEO must give a copy of that application to the parent.  Clause 12(4) provides for the 
application to include notice of the listing date in Court.  Clause 13 requires the parent to 
perform one or more various support/counselling activities (including residential counselling) 
and proactively ensure their child attends school, avoids contact with named persons and 
avoids specified locations.   

3.76 The Committee found little support for the concept of RPOs during hearings and from 
submissions.  The Committee noted the following comments in relation to RPOs. 

I will elaborate on that point.  One of the benefits of referring bills to a standing committee is that it gives 
member of the house and the public an opportunity to exchange information about the level of support for 
proposed legislative measures.  In this case, the proposition was a new approach to parenting that involves 
responsible parenting orders and interim responsible parenting orders.  An initial discussion paper was 
distributed to a broad range of community groups that work in the area of child protection and parenting and to 
those in the non-government sector that deal with family services.  The overwhelming majority of submissions 
that responded to the original discussion paper expressed severe reservations about implementing such a punitive 
approach.  The Standing Committee on Legislation took its time - and rightly so - listening to witnesses’ 
considered opinion on whether RPOs were the right approach to address the issue of poor parenting.  The 
majority of the committee - I believe I can accurately reflect this - was well and truly convinced that this 
particular approach had failed to gain broad community support for a range of reasons, all of which have been 
included in the report.  I encourage members to read the report.  Having been a member of the Standing 
Committee on Legislation for nearly 10 years, the response was the most clear example of the advantages of 
providing a forum for community input and the opportunity to give second thoughts to a significant policy 
direction.  I will not go on at length about the report; however, I will refer to specific parts of it.  It is important 
that the chamber be made aware that all committee members entered the committee process with an open mind 
about the merits or otherwise of the model.  I expressed reservations about it upon hearing the second reading 
speech, but I was quite happy to hear from those people who work in the sector.  On the basis of that 
information, I have maintained my position.  
Committee interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 573.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


