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PARENTAL SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY BILL 2005 
Assembly’s Message — Committee 

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

Hon GIZ WATSON: Firstly, I thank the Leader of the House for accommodating that short suspension. It 
enabled me to receive a quick briefing on the amendments that were presented in the chamber at short notice. 
Now that I understand the nature of the amendments that have been proposed, I want to make some general 
comments. This is an unusual debate because we are dealing with a message and with new words that are 
proposed to be included. Despite the amendments that will be debated shortly, the Greens (WA) remain 
adamantly opposed to parenting orders. Nothing that has been foreshadowed by the Minister for Child Protection 
to soften the excesses of the penalties gives me sufficient comfort that parenting orders are the way to go. I have 
relied heavily on the work that was done by the Standing Committee on Legislation. I have also relied heavily on 
the submissions that were received by the committee and on the submissions that were provided to the original 
discussion paper on parental responsibility orders in 2005. I remind members that significant organisations and 
individuals of very high standing in the Western Australian community are strongly opposed to the punitive 
nature of parental responsibility orders. No information that I have heard suggests that any of those organisations 
or individuals have been swayed into thinking that a reduction in the penalties and the removal of some of the 
more excessive components of this bill make it palatable. I will remind members of the organisations that oppose 
this approach. The Aboriginal Legal Service of Western Australia is fiercely opposed to the whole notion of 
parental orders. The Children’s Court of Western Australia has said that the orders could be achieved within our 
existing legislative framework. The Ethnic Community Council is concerned that the bill will compound the 
stresses already faced by families. The Foster Care Association of Western Australia and Meerilinga are opposed 
to the bill. Meerilinga has said that it could not provide any support for compulsory orders to require parental 
engagement. It has suggested that resourcing would be better spent on early year initiatives. Concern was 
expressed by the Telethon Institute for Child Health Research, the Centre for Aboriginal Medical and Dental 
Health, the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, the Youth Affairs Council of Western 
Australia and the Youth Legal Service. The abovementioned organisations are strongly opposed to parenting 
orders. A range of other organisations, including Anglicare, and many psychologists, have also expressed 
concern. The fact that the government has arrived at a less offensive arrangement after talks with the opposition 
does not change the fact that this is a fundamentally flawed policy direction. As I have already stated, the United 
Kingdom experience will not necessarily translate into Western Australian circumstances. I will not go back 
through the Standing Committee on Legislation report, but that was a clear observation. Questions were asked 
about whether the review of the operation of this provision in the United Kingdom was statistically valid. I 
remind members that all these things were thoroughly investigated by the Standing Committee on Legislation. I 
argue that what we are seeing here is political appeasement in order to look tough in this area. The only good 
amendment that will be debated tonight is the one that deals with a sunset clause. In five years, Parliament will 
be able to assess the consequences of these particular provisions. That is the only amendment that I will support. 
I will continue to oppose the bill. It is clear in my mind that I am speaking on behalf of numerous organisations 
that have the best interests of Western Australian children at heart. It is a sorry day when the two major political 
parties get together to push through a punitive approach to parenting. It is about time this government put its 
energy into the provision of services instead of introducing law and order type parenting provisions, because 
they are totally inappropriate.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I place on record my appreciation for Hon Giz Watson’s participation in a very brief 
walkthrough of what we are dealing with this evening. I apologise for the fact that she was not afforded greater 
opportunity to be briefed on the matters that we are considering tonight. Nevertheless, we will not agree with the 
fundamental view expressed by the honourable member. It is the case that the responsible parenting program has 
been rolled out in the metropolitan area, and that it will be extended into the East Kimberley and other parts of 
the metropolitan area this year. We already have in place a voluntary system of providing parents with 
assistance. That is not the only assistance provided to parents by the state government. We know that only 50 per 
cent of parents whose children are at risk because they continue to engage in unsafe and/or antisocial behaviour 
will voluntarily participate. The other 50 per cent, those who need it the most, will not participate voluntarily. If 
we do not have the capacity to engage with them, albeit that that may be by compelling them to participate in 
programs, we will not be able to address their primary obligation to their children, which is to provide 
responsible parenting.  

Hon Peter Collier: How many are you talking about?  
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Hon SUE ELLERY: All the numbers were provided in the early part of the debate. I do know whether there is a 
significant proportion who would not voluntarily participate. The government’s approach to welfare quarantining 
differs from the approach taken by the Howard government. If, for example, the figure for welfare quarantining 
in the Northern Territory is 50 per cent, we believe it is not enough to take that money from the parents’ income 
support payments and ensure it is spent on food, clothing and shelter for the children. Parents must be 
encouraged to take responsibility for raising their children. They should not have 50 per cent of their money 
taken forever. This government differs from the Howard government in that respect, because it believes that 
programs must be in place to ensure that the fundamental failure of those parents to properly parent their 
children is addressed by providing them with any assistance that the state is able to provide them; for example, to 
lift their skills, to understand the options for assistance available to them and to refer them to drug and alcohol 
programs if they are in need of them.  

We believe that welfare quarantining by itself is not necessarily effective. That is the reason that the government 
is of the opinion that a system should be in place to allow for voluntary engagement. In other words, if a child is 
continually truanting from school, participating in graffiti or participating in any other unacceptable behaviour, 
we want to be able to intervene before that child ends up in the juvenile justice system. The parents would then 
be at their wit’s end and say that they need help. In that case, they would then be voluntarily participating in the 
parental support program.  

If we cannot engage the parents because they are not interested in engaging in anything as they have issues with 
agencies and do not want to take responsibility for their child’s activities, the logical consequence would be that 
the child would end up in the juvenile justice cycle. We need to find a way to break that cycle. We think that the 
threat of parental responsibility orders and, where necessary, the issuing of the actual order will make a 
significant difference.  

Hon Peter Collier: Do you really think it will improve the relationship between the child and parent?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: We know that internally — 

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Is that not international?  

Hon Giz Watson interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is the member’s understanding, but it is not my understanding. 

At the centre of this is how to break the cycle for the child. The best way to do that is to give the child a loving 
and supportive family. If we can assist those parents to step up to their responsibility, we should do that.  

We are dealing with the parents who are at their wit’s end and no longer want to know what is happening. We 
can help them to undertake a parental support program. For those parents who will not exercise any parental 
responsibility and their child continues to be at risk, the courts will have the capacity to issue an order. There is 
the threat of the court issuing the order and then the court actually issuing the order.  

We can take that one step further if it is necessary. In cases where there is demonstrable evidence of neglect and 
the child is at risk and the parents will not participate in any of those programs but are in receipt of Centrelink 
payments, there is another incentive to get them to participate. It might be the most powerful incentive, because 
if the parents do not participate in any of the programs they will face the prospect of losing part of their income 
support from Centrelink. Jenny Macklin, the federal minister, announced last week or the week before that the 
federal government would be prepared to enter into an arrangement with the Western Australian government 
whereby on notification from this state’s Department for Child Protection, Centrelink would exercise its powers 
to compulsorily quarantine part of the payments in cases that we have been able to demonstrate that the child is 
being neglected. A continuum of steps can be put in place to break the cycle for the child.  

I understand Hon Giz Watson’s point of view and I know we will not be able to reach agreement on that. In this 
agreement we have tried to take on board some of the concerns about the size of the fines that will be enforced 
by ensuring that the chief executive officer, before he takes action in cases where there is a breach of an order, 
and the court, before it proceeds to consider what action to take in respect of a breach, take into account the 
family’s financial circumstances. A number of items were identified to us in the discussions that have taken 
place and these amendments reflect what was agreed. I understand Hon Giz Watson’s position, but we will not 
be able to reach agreement with her. We come from fundamentally different positions. I respect her position, but 
we cannot agree with it.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I know that we are not debating particular amendments. I refer the minister to 
amendment 39. I had no idea that this amendment would be included on the list of amendments. I have been in 
receipt of amendments for some time, but I have not received amendment 39. I saw it for the first time tonight. I 
understand it would be deleted. It reads — 
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(5) The warrant of execution may not be executed so as to seize or sell any property unless the 
Sheriff is satisfied that — 

(a) the property is wholly owned by the person in respect of whom the warrant 
is issued; and 

(b) it would not be detrimental to the welfare of a child of the person to seize or 
sell the property.  

I expected that to be deleted. I did not expect this amendment to come before this place. I negotiated a fine of 
$200 and I expected that it would be the lever to make people obey an order. It is not right and it certainly was 
not my intention that this amendment about seizing property has been included on the list of amendments. The 
opposition will not agree with this amendment. We will agree with the other amendments, but not this one. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If it assists the committee, with the guidance of the Chair, we should proceed to deal with 
the amendments one by one. In the event we get to amendment 39 before the house rises tonight, I will move to 
adjourn consideration of it until I have had the opportunity to discuss it with my advisers. From the advice given 
to me, I thought it had been agreed, but if it has not I am happy to revisit it. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Ken Travers): If it is the will of the Committee of the Whole House, I 
propose to deal with the amendments in the three blocks as detailed on the list of amendments, and then deal 
with each amendment one by one. We would deal first with the amendments on which the Legislative Council 
does not insist; second, the amendments proposed by the Legislative Assembly in substitution for Legislative 
Council amendments; and third, those amendments on which the Legislative Council does not insist but 
substitutes alternatives. I will read out each block to make it clear to members what we are dealing with.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I ask the minister to clarify one amendment for me. Can she confirm that apart from 
the $200 fine, which I do not like, but it is there, there is no other possible punitive action that can be taken 
against a person who refuses to enter into a parenting order?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: The member needs to be clear about what she is asking me. If a person refuses to enter 
into a parenting order, we will ask the parent to voluntarily participate in a program. If they say no and we are of 
the view that the child is at risk, the court will be asked to make an order. If the court agrees, it will make the 
order. If the person fails to comply with the order, they will be in breach of the order and the intention is that the 
penalty for breaching that order be a fine that is now, based on the amendments in front of us, $200. The clause 
the honourable member and I just discussed provides that if the $200 is not paid the Sheriff can seize certain 
goods.  

The other things this proposal before us tonight provides are that, when determining whether to proceed to the 
court for a breach, the chief executive officer of the department must take into account the family’s financial 
circumstances. He must then decide whether to proceed and whether a proper outcome will result. The matter 
then goes before the court and the court is required, even if the CEO has not brought the matter to the court’s 
attention, to take into account the family’s circumstances. Let us say that those things happen, the court decides 
that there has clearly been a breach and it orders a fine; there is then the capacity for the person to enter into 
agreement for a conditional release order or a community-based order and for time to pay. If we reach agreement 
on the basis sought by Hon Robyn McSweeney, the other option will be removed that was available to the 
Sheriff in the event the fine was not paid—to go and seize goods. Those are the options that are before the court. 
In reaching that point, both the CEO and the court itself take into account the family’s financial circumstances, 
in any event.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: When I spoke before, I asked if the courts would be able to waive that $200, if 
the family is in financial difficulty and on welfare.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, and that is the purpose for ensuring that the CEO and the court consider the family 
circumstances.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Let us assume that, in the event the court orders that the person is not participating—
there is a breach and the family is fined—the family can afford to pay the $200. If the family continues to not 
participate, is that the end of it or will they be fined $200 again and again? What is the score? Will they go to jail 
after that?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: No. They will not go to jail and they will not be fined more than once. What happens will 
be determined by the committee. It is in front of us now. If we proceeded with new clause 39, for example, the 
Sheriff could go in and seize certain goods. We put some protections around which goods could be seized. I have 
set out the options before the court. There is a conditional release order and a community-based order. The 
answer to whether the court could continue to impose multiples of the $200 fine is no.  

Hon Helen Morton: Once it is paid, it is paid.  
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Hon SUE ELLERY: That is correct.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: No matter how the $200 is paid, whether in cash or by carrying out community 
service, it will have been achieved. The court cannot continue to require to have another parenting order brought 
against the family or something of that nature. If that is the case, $200 to some people is quite a lot but to others 
it is not a lot. I do not see why the minister does not get rid of the fine altogether, to be honest. It is almost as 
though the court can order someone to engage in something without any punitive action if they do not comply. I 
do not see why the minister does not just go down that track. At the moment, $200 is neither here nor there. To 
some people it is a lot and to some people it is nothing. If the minister is going down that track, she should do so 
on the basis that everyone is treated in an equal manner. If that is not the case, I want to understand how it can 
escalate beyond the $200, if it can at all.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Under clause 20, if a person does not comply with the order, the fine is now $200. The 
Children’s Court, where the matter will be determined, may do one of three things—confirm that the order is still 
valid, vary the order or revoke the order. The honourable member’s question puts me at something of a 
disadvantage. The $200 has been included in the clause as a result of conversations that occurred between the 
government and the opposition.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is better than $2 000.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not sure what path members opposite are asking me to take now. I think the 
honourable member was trying to ask me if it will end there. Unfortunately, maybe it will not because I bet those 
children will come to our attention again. If that occurs for another set of reasons, we might start the whole 
process again and seek to engage the family on a voluntary basis etc. In the end, it will come down to decisions 
about priorities and how the department’s resources are best spent in pursuing parents when there may be no 
opportunity to get them to comply with the order. However, I suspect that will not be the last time we see those 
children. That is the nature of what we are dealing with.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: I genuinely want to move forward with this issue. I would like to think we can reach a 
compromise of sorts, but I am at odds with it now. Ultimately, this bill is meant to improve relationships 
between parents and their children. 

Hon Sue Ellery: No, it isn’t.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: We want to ensure that those youths within our community — 

Hon Sue Ellery: We want parents to parent.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Precisely. Does the minister genuinely think that fining them or taking away furniture 
when that is not detrimental to the welfare of a child will improve their parenting skills? I will not waste any 
more time because I think we have said it all. The minister has said so before, but can the minister reinforce how 
many we are actually talking about here? New amendment 39 reads in part — 

it would not be detrimental to the welfare of a child of the person to seize or sell the property.  

I am interested to know what furniture is being referred to. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Ken Travers): I will give the minister the call in a second. We are having a 
broad ranging debate about the overall amendment. I suggest that if we have completed that—I am looking for 
an indication from the chamber—we move through the different stages of it and members can then ask particular 
questions about amendment 39 or amendment 23 as we put each question. However, if members want to have a 
general debate, I am happy for that to continue, but it strikes me that we are moving into the more specific 
details. I will give the minister the call to respond, and then give the call to Hon Giz Watson. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The point I tried to make at the beginning was to make it clear to honourable members 
how they might get the opportunity to speak. The Deputy Chairman gave a direction that members ought be 
allowed the opportunity for general discussion, along the same lines as the discussion we might have if we were 
debating the short title of the bill, for example, and we would then go through the clauses one by one. I have 
already indicated to Hon Robyn McSweeney that if we get to clause 39 before 10 o’clock tonight, which frankly 
I do not think will happen, we can deal with that then. Further to Hon Peter Collier’s request for information 
about the percentages, I recall that being discussed in the committee stage when the bill was last before the 
chamber. I do not have those numbers in front of me, but I will be happy to provide them to the member before 
we come back to debate the matter tomorrow.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will make one other general comment before we go through the clauses blow by blow. I 
will go back to focusing the chamber on who this legislation will impact on: low income, largely Indigenous 
members of the Western Australian community. I will briefly reiterate what was stated by the Telethon Institute 
for Child Health Research and Aboriginal Dental Health, a highly reputed and highly recognised institution. It 
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stated that what we need to be doing is building capacity instead of legislative control. We need a scoping study, 
evaluation of existing programs, feasibility and impact studies. Implementation should be under current 
authorities and under consideration of current initiatives such as the Gordon inquiry and the Early Years 
program. We need to develop evidence-based and alternative solutions. Dr Silburn stated in the same submission 
that there is an unwarranted intrusion of the state into private business. He also argued that the English program 
was not conclusive and that theoretically-based and locally relevant group parent intervention models is effective 
to deal with the issues that this bill seeks to deal with.  

I will also quote briefly from a paper from the Telethon Institute, which is dated 21 February 2008, so it is very 
up to date. This paper discusses the policy context implications and imperatives for strengthening Aboriginal 
family functioning, and it is entitled “Strengthening Aboriginal family functioning: What works and why?” The 
chamber debates these matters on a really theoretical basis. I think members need to listen to some of the people 
who make it their business to do this stuff all the time. The paper states — 

The WACCHS findings, as reported above, show us, however, that there are a number of challenges to 
be faced in improving Aboriginal family health and wellbeing. Identifying the levers for change is also 
complex. In a mainstream context, improvements in education and income have been shown to benefit 
family functioning, but this does not necessarily follow in the Aboriginal circumstance. Wider family 
commitments and expectations can place greater demands on time and income, and serve to weaken this 
social gradient. High levels of chronic stress and illness in the Aboriginal population can also 
overwhelm the benefits that would normally be derived from improved economic and educational 
outcomes. 

These findings suggest a need to simultaneously focus on a range of policy directions to improve 
Aboriginal family and community wellbeing and strengthen individual and collective capacity. 
Initiatives that aim to improve the health and wellbeing of carers, safeguard Aboriginal children and 
young people from the effects of multiple life stresses, and invest in community leadership and 
governance are all likely to benefit family wellbeing, but will result in greater positive outcomes when 
applied concurrently and with sufficient intensity . . .  

That was a quote from Dr Silburn. The paper continues — 

The findings also suggest that mainstream support services that fail to recognise the nuances of the 
Aboriginal circumstance may not deliver significant enhancements in the overall wellbeing of 
Aboriginal families. 

I suggest that this approach is a continuation of a top-down, paternalistic and penal approach to the outcome that 
we all agree we want to achieve, which is the greater protection and wellbeing of children, particularly 
Indigenous children, in this state. However, this particular direction is not only an enormous waste of people’s 
energy and initiative but also wrong-minded and will not have the consequences that the government is trying to 
achieve.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will comment on some of the comments made by Hon Giz Watson, and I will then 
suggest that the chamber moves through the bill clause by clause.  

I accept entirely what the honourable member has said about the need to ensure that family support services are 
provided on the ground. My view is that a continuum of measures is needed. Support services are needed, and, 
when they do not work, we need to move along the continuum. I will name some of the programs that are 
already in place to assist families. One program is the Early Childhood Agenda. Under that program, which is 
spread throughout the state, the government funds local communities to come up with programs they themselves 
devise to assist local families. There is also Best Beginnings, Best Start, Strong Families and a range of other 
programs to assist family supports. Indeed, in the parental support program, 50 per cent of the people we seek to 
engage would volunteer to engage. Of those, 90 per cent report that after completing the program they feel they 
have significantly improved their confidence and their capacity to parent.  

I absolutely respect Professor Sven Silburn. I work with him closely in a number of areas. However, as to his 
remarks about the state not interfering in a private matter—that is, the raising of children by their families—I 
wish I did not need to interfere in that private matter. However, unfortunately, because of the consequences for 
some children when that is not done properly by their parents, I have no choice.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: On that subject, the fine of $200 was negotiated in good faith. Having been a 
welfare officer and having worked on the ground in that field, and knowing that 254 children have died while 
being known to the former Department for Community Development and now the Department for Child 
Protection, I believe more needs to be done. It certainly does. The government cannot continue to allow these 
children to be neglected, or to die, because that is what is happening. That is happening in the non-Aboriginal 
community and it is happening in the Aboriginal community. My idea was that some of these parents could be 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 11 March 2008] 

 p603c-610a 
Hon Robyn McSweeney; Deputy Chairman; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Peter Collier 

 [6] 

engaged, hence my idea for the $200 fine, which could be waived or it could stand. It was not $2 000, and it was 
negotiated in very good faith. I put that on record. I also put on record that things must change. We cannot 
continue to just bury our heads in the sand and let these children be neglected, because they are being neglected. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Ken Travers): Members, if there are no other general comments, I will start 
to move through the motion. Unless I get an indication from members otherwise, my intention is to deal with the 
first part of the motion, which reads — 

That the Council not insist on its amendments Nos 6 to 8, 10 to 12, 18, 19, 24 to 36, 40 to 45, 49 and 
50; 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments not insisted on. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will now deal with that part of the motion that reads — 

. . . agrees to the amendments proposed by the Assembly in substitution for the Council amendments 
Nos 15, 17, 20 and 22; agrees to the further amendment to amendment No 48 . . .  

Question put and passed; the Assembly’s substitute amendments, and further amendment, agreed to.  
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We will now deal with that part of the motion that reads — 

. . . does not insist on amendments Nos 4, 14, 16, 23 and 39 . . .  

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments not insisted on. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We now deal with the part of the motion that reads — 

. . . but substitutes the following alternatives, and agrees to the Legislative Assembly substitute 
amendment No 21, subject to a further amendment.  

I now move to new amendment No 4, which reads — 

New amendment as an alternative to amendment No 4 — 

Clause 3, page 3, after line 3 — To insert —  

 “income support” means financial assistance provided under a law of the State or the 
Commonwealth; 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I am curious to know what difference it makes to include a definition here. If a court was 
considering income support, I would have thought that a definition in the bill would not assist much. I would 
have thought it was a fairly self-evident definition. I do not find this amendment problematic, but I do not think 
it adds anything either. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: This amendment defines “income support” and is of use to us in several capacities in other 
parts of the bill. The definition of “income support” means, for example, that we are able to share information 
with commonwealth agencies, such as Centrelink, about income support arrangements that might be in place for 
a family that we are concerned about because of the neglect of their child or children. Income support is also 
referred to elsewhere in the amendments before us in the matters that the chief executive officer must take into 
account when determining whether or not to proceed with a case for a breach of order—this was the exchange I 
had earlier in the debate—and matters that the court may take into account when it is determining the action it 
should take on the material that is put before it about an alleged breach of the order. It is therefore a definition. 
The reason we need the definition in there is for the purpose of information sharing, particularly with Centrelink, 
and for the purposes of giving the CEO and the court an obligation to take into account the complete financial 
circumstances of the family, including whether or not they receive income support as defined here. 

Question put and passed; the alternative amendment to amendment No 4 agreed to. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We now move to new amendment No 14, which reads — 

New amendment as an alternative to amendment No 14 — 

Clause 9, page 6, line 6 — To delete the full stop and insert instead —  

; or 

(c) a prescribed agency of the Commonwealth. 

Question put and passed; the alternative amendment to amendment No 14 agreed to. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We now move to new amendment No 16 — 

New amendment as an alternative to amendment No 16 — 
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Clause 13, page 11, after line 12 — To insert —  

 (5) The Court cannot make an order after the fifth anniversary of the day on 
which this section came into operation and an order in force on or after that 
anniversary ceases to have effect at the end of the 6 months immediately 
following that anniversary, if it does not otherwise cease before that time. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: This is the sunset clause. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Yes. 
Hon GIZ WATSON: I will be supporting this amendment. 
Question put and passed; the alternative amendment to amendment No 16 agreed to. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We now move to amendment No 21, which reads — 

The Council agrees to the Assembly’s substituted amendment and makes a further amendment — 

Clause 18, page 14, after line 28 — To insert —  

 (b) if relevant — the income of the child’s family, the extent to which that 
income is derived from income support and any restrictions on the use, or 
reduction or suspension, of that income under a law of the State or the 
Commonwealth; 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I certainly need some explanation of this amendment. As far as I have managed to glean 
in the brief time that I have had to get my head around this is that this is regarded as some sort of a reassurance 
that the court must consider these matters before making a responsible parenting order. Given that I do not like 
the proposition, I would have thought this would have been a matter that the court would have considered 
anyway, and I am not sure that, to be frank, the opposition has got anything much out of this additional bunch of 
words. What else would the court be considering in its decision on whether to make a so-called responsible 
parenting order? How does this amendment help? I would have thought that the court would of course consider 
the circumstances of the family, including income. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON: Just as a point of clarification—this is probably the time to ask this question—
when a family’s income has been cut by half when these arrangements are made, what happens to the top-up 
arrangement in alternate weeks to pension week? We all know that people are eligible for food vouchers and 
vouchers to pay for clothes etc. How does that then figure in the overall circumstances of this particular issue? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The question is probably best directed at the federal government, not to me, because it will 
be the federal government that will be doing the quarantining. However, I will tell the member my understanding 
of the way it would work. Let us say the amount that Centrelink quarantines is 50 per cent; in practice 50 per 
cent of the family’s funds would be put into a card that can be used only at certain shops and for certain items at 
those shops. If on the alternate pension day the family turns up at Centrelink saying, “I’ve spent all my money; 
I’ve got nothing left”, the same provision would apply to any money that they might get there. That is my 
understanding of it. I am happy to seek further information that I can provide to the member at a later date. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson: If you wouldn’t mind. I am just curious because it might undermine what the minister is 
trying to do. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, it is definitely not the case that a person’s income can be quarantined and that person 
can turn up the following week and say, “Actually I want cash and I’m going to take that down to the bottle shop 
now; thanks very much.” 
Hon Bruce Donaldson: Thanks for that. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I am not sure whether the minister answered my question. She got distracted. Does she 
want me to ask it again? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Is the part that the honourable member is referring to “if relevant” or is she talking about 
the amendment 21 substitution? 

Hon Giz Watson: The “if relevant”. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, okay. This amendment was to make explicit, at the request of the opposition, the 
matters that the court must take into account. In the conversation that occurred during the previous adjournment, 
Hon Giz Watson raised the question of whether “if relevant” at the beginning of the amendment is actually 
necessary. I am happy to delete that here and now, although that will incredibly complicate things between now 
and 10 o’clock. We may therefore come back to that point. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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