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PARENTAL SUPPORT AND RESPONSIBILITY BILL 2005 
Third Reading 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Minister for Child Protection) [4.19 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [4.20 pm]:  During the committee stage of the Parental Support 
and Responsibility Bill, a number of us wondered why the government was continuing to support parenting 
orders - that is, orders that force parents against their will into parenting education - when the Standing 
Committee on Legislation had received numerous submissions recommending against them.  Indeed, 30 of the 
39 organisations that gave evidence before the committee said that parenting orders were wrong.  Hon Giz 
Watson was rather generous when she suggested that the government was being stubborn.  I said that it was pure 
political expediency.  The government has used this situation to suggest that we in opposition were not keen to 
seek solutions to juvenile crime or antisocial behaviour.  I put on the record that we seek more appropriate 
measures to deal with juvenile crime and antisocial behaviour - measures that are more appropriate than forcing, 
fining and removing people’s household goods if they fail to comply.   
The minister’s credibility has already diminished as a result of her politically expedient and opportunistic press 
release about the passage of this bill.  She must have had her press release ready.  No wonder she could not wait 
for the last amendment to be dealt with.  The minister must reflect the represented situation accurately.  Part of 
her press release referred to the fact that Liberal members had changed their view.  She was correct.  As a result 
of thorough examination and great research and review, our position did change.  I am aware that the Legislative 
Council is a house of review.  Thank goodness, despite the minister’s cheap shots, it has been capable of 
reviewing this legislation.  The Legislative Council’s committee structure works, and despite the minister’s 
attempt to say that the committee’s work should be disregarded, in this particular case, thank goodness, it was 
not.  Is the minister seriously suggesting that members should disregard the new information, research and 
evidence that became available after the second reading?  
Hon Graham Giffard:  What research? 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  I think Hon Helen Morton has indicated that she is not taking 
interjections, noting that she has not responded to any interjections thus far.  The honourable member should 
note, however, that her comments should be directed to whether the bill should be read a third time.  It is not a 
matter of rerunning a debate on what the bill is about.   

Hon HELEN MORTON:  It is not appropriate to continue to hold onto a previously determined party line after 
new information has become available.  If the government is going to do that, we may as well abolish the upper 
house and its committees.  I absolutely believe that the inappropriate publicity stunt relating to this bill has 
diminished the standing of the minister.  Western Australia is looking for something better from its Minister for 
Child Protection.  

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [4.23 pm]:  Given that when this bill went to the Standing 
Committee on Legislation, 30 of the 39 submissions received were against coercive parenting orders -  

Hon Kate Doust:  You supported it. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I never supported it.  I cannot understand why the minister has said that 
although the opposition claims to be tough on antisocial behaviour, it has fallen at the first hurdle.  What a load 
of drivel!  If we do not support parents when their kids are in trouble, we run the risk of those kids growing up 
with poorer levels of education and of them engaging in more serious antisocial and criminal behaviour, such as 
drugs, theft and assault.  The next time a young person or child skips school and vandalises property or threatens 
someone in the street, should people remind themselves that the Liberals are letting this happen?  Good God - 
what a load of drivel!  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Robyn McSweeney must direct her observations to whether or not 
the bill should be read a third time.  It is not a matter of rerunning the issues that were dealt with during the 
second reading debate and the committee stage of the bill.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  The bill has now been fixed by the Liberals and the Greens because it no longer 
contains mandatory coercive parenting orders - orders that will fail anyway.  Research has shown -  

Hon Graham Giffard:  What research? 
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I used to be on the state juvenile justice board.  There is much world research 
that shows that coercive parenting does not work.  However, volunteer parenting agreements do work, and that is 
why I am pleased to support the third reading of the bill. 

Several members interjected. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  Go on; up you get!   
The PRESIDENT:  Order, Hon Simon O’Brien!  I am trying to put a question to the house.  The question is that 
the bill be read a third time.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [4.25 pm]:  I would like to reinforce a few points I made 
during my second reading contribution. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  Hon Peter Collier, we do not have too many third reading debates in the 
Legislative Council because members are required to contain their remarks to whether a bill should be read a 
third time.  

Hon PETER COLLIER:  Thank you, Mr President.  I am a little inexperienced in these matters.  I thank 
members opposite for pointing that out to me.  The bill should be read a third time.  As was pointed out by Hon 
Robyn McSweeney, this bill will be a much more effective piece of legislation as a direct result of the very 
efficient and effective Legislative Council committee system, which has rectified the problems in the bill by 
eliminating part 5.  I could not in good conscience support a bill that contained coercion as a form of positive 
parenting.  Coercion will never produce a positive parenting result.  To suggest that we, in any way, shape or 
form, were being deficient by not supporting part 5 of the bill is ignoring the role that the Legislative Council 
plays.  That is why we are here and why we have a committee system.  As I have stated previously, I went into 
the committee’s review of the legislation with open eyes.  I was not aware of the extent of the animosity that 
people at the coalface had towards part 5 of the bill.  Those people work with the most vulnerable members of 
our society - the people who would have been impacted most negatively by part 5.  To inflict a $2 000 fine on 
the most vulnerable people in society and to remove their non-essential pieces of furniture if they fail to pay that 
fine is extraordinary.  That will not add to positive parenting.  To pass the onus on to us and say that we are 
being irresponsible is the height of hypocrisy.  
Hon Ken Travers:  What is your alternative? 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  The bill without part 5 is satisfactory.  Had part 5 not been removed, had the bill not 
been refined and improved, it would have impacted on a minuscule number of people in our community.  If the 
government provided a satisfactory and comprehensive welfare system to deal with those issues, we would not 
have a problem.  I put on the record once again that I was not in any way, shape or form swayed by anyone prior 
to reviewing this bill as a member of the committee.  This legislation was fundamentally flawed when it was sent 
to the committee.  It would have impacted negatively on the most vulnerable people in our society.  As a direct 
result of the committee’s recommendations, we have rectified that problem.  It is now much improved 
legislation.  I can sleep at night; my conscience is clear.  The bill that will be passed today is much improved 
legislation.   
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [4.28 pm]:  I will keep my comments brief.  The Greens (WA) 
will support this bill, as amended.  I am aware of the limitations of this third reading contribution.   
When looking at this process, which was a long-running way to look at ways of dealing with people who are 
experiencing difficulties with their parenting skills, the government should not ignore the submissions that were 
received from organisations that commented on the discussion paper that preceded this bill and on the bill itself.  
During the committee process, I heard an enormous amount of wisdom, some of which is supportive of what is 
now in the bill.  Clearly, the majority of people who have taken a strong interest in this bill oppose the policy 
direction that was taken by the government.  I will make a comment on policy by way of some quotes from the 
committee report.  The message that should be sent back to the government from this process is that the policy 
direction was ill-advised.  I will quote from the submission on the Office of Crime Prevention’s parental 
responsibility orders prepared by Dr Helen Milroy, who is a child and adolescent psychiatrist, on behalf of the 
Telethon Institute for Child Health Research and the Centre for Aboriginal Medical and Dental Health at the 
University of Western Australia.  The committee report states -  

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 
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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 may be highly 
problematic if not premature. 

The majority of the committee concurred with that statement and also with the following statement from 
Professor Silburn about the statistical validity of the research that was done to indicate that the United Kingdom 
program had been successful.  At page 19 of the committee report, it states - 

They had complete data on only a small proportion of cases to make this assessment.  Nevertheless, we 
could see no systematic biases between those on whom they had full information and the overall 
number of people who went into the system.  The 50 percent rate for the prevention of re-offending 
could be misleading, because we know that from the age of 14, as kids get older and leave school and 
go to work, rates of offending drop off anyway. 

Considerable questions were raised about the success or otherwise of the UK program in preventing young 
people from re-offending. 
I will conclude by suggesting in all honesty to the government that it take another long, hard look at this area and 
perhaps leave the Office of Crime Prevention out of the equation - I think that might help a lot - and look at 
parenting outside that particular framework.  That has been the problem.  The information that the committee 
received indicated that there is a huge amount of unmet need in parenting support services, particularly in 
regional and remote Western Australia.  Again, I ask the government to consider rolling out some of these 
services into those areas before it looks at any other programs or policy directions. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


