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Hearing commenced at 10.05 am

HESKETH, MR JOHN
Area Manager, Student Services, Department of Education and Training,
Sevenoaks Business Centre, examined:

CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, | welcome you to mheeting. Thank you for attending to
assist the committee with its inquiries. There arfew formalities that | would quickly like to
address before our discussions commence. To bétinwould you please state the capacity in
which you appear before the committee?

Mr Hesketh: | am area manager for student services in tlwhseast metropolitan area. | also
look after Albany, Kalgoorlie and Esperance; tilsatl ioversee the student services there. Basjcally
50 per cent of my job is in central office. | loaker policy, and | wrote the original response of
the department to the parenting orders discussapepn 2004.

CHAIR: You will have signed a document entitled “Infation for Witnesses”. Have you read
and understood that document?

Mr Hesketh: | have.

CHAIR: Today's discussions are public. They are be&mgrded, and a copy of the transcript will
be provided to you. Please note that until suctetas the transcript of your public evidence is
finalised, the transcript should not be made publi@advise you that premature publication of the
transcript or inaccurate disclosure of public exce may constitute a contempt of Parliament and
may mean that the material published or disclosewbt subject to parliamentary privilege.

If you wish to make a confidential statement, yam ask that the committee consider taking your
statement in private. If the committee agreespihtaic will be asked to leave the room before we
continue. | invite you to make an opening statemehsay to you that the committee is in
possession of the DET submission that was pregdardtie Office of Crime Prevention in 2004, to
which you referred a minute ago. We would be goéppy to hear any opening statement that you
want to make, particularly in relation to that aamy variations or changes that you may want to
draw to our attention.

Mr Hesketh: Okay. After talking to the secretary earliertle week, | did produce an answer to
some of the questions and statements that we mathei2004 paper to ensure that my answers
were in line with the rest of the department. Ailsdhis document | was asked to produce a flow
diagram of the procedures for the department imgeof attendance. Within the document also |
have put a local attendance procedure chart. iShabm the Canning education district. At the
back, which I will not refer to, is the studentdkang system for those students who are sort af los
interstate and also within the state; that is, wihety disappear from schools and we have to track
them. That is information for the panel. Do yoistwme to give these out? | do not know what the
procedure is.

CHAIR: Yes, | think so. Do we have those?
The Advisory Officer: Are you talking about appendix 1?

Mr Hesketh: No. | was asked to produce a flow diagram. Whe wrote that, they were just
suggestions for how we would in fact use the ordeésince that time, we have been looking at
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attendance procedures only, and | was asked ophitvee the other day to produce any attendance
procedures that we have.

CHAIR: Allright. You table them, and we will take apy of them. We will need some time to
look at those. Perhaps | will go to some questtbas| have for you.

Mr Hesketh: Certainly, although, hopefully, some of the aeswwill be in the text of the
document.

CHAIR: We are happy for you to draw that to our attamtif you want to, as | ask the questions.
Mr Hesketh: Yes.

CHAIR: On page 1, at the beginning, you refer to theagconcern that DET had at a lack of
access to appropriate parenting support servicegpeograms across the age groups. That was in
2004. Were you suggesting then that increasedcsepvovision was the preferred solution, rather
than a legislative proposal for parenting agreemant orders?

Mr Hesketh: Yes, we were. The provision of services is @mevt is in pockets throughout the
state. Therefore, sometimes it is extremely diffifor parents to access services, and legislation
itself does not actually solve that problem.

CHAIR: You also state in the third paragraph of thoseegal comments that DET was worried
that staff might be placed in the position of rejmgy on parenting skills. Maybe you could explain
that statement to us. What particularly are yduiing about when you refer to staff being
concerned, particularly in rural or remote areas?

[10.10 am]

Mr Hesketh: It actually places schools in a rather invidigusition because the child is the client
of the school. There are two points to this: fitee point at which the child is absent and there
action, is not part of the school. To ask the atloo system to report on parenting ability is an
intrusion into the family. It is very difficult tget into the family. That is not our role. Ooleis

to get a child to school and be part of the sclsoaimunity. In order for a school in, for example,
a rural area to do that, it has to be quite intreisi We would go into the family to gather
information, basically without consent, and thenwa@uld use that information against the family.
It is a very difficult position to put the schoal.i If the school became a reporting agency, itldiou
destroy the relationship between the school anddhemunity.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Which agency is appropriately responsible fat #ind of intervention?

Mr Hesketh: The flow diagram indicates that generally weadlmt of things in following things
through. By the time we reach the point where e igto the family, we usually find other
agencies have become involved. Attendance or tiengmance is not simplistic. There are lots of
other problems. It is not a cause on its own. iBsae is a symptom of lots of other things. In
most cases of chronic attendance issues, otherciageare already involved. It is like a joint
agency response.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It has been suggested to us that that is oribeofreat strengths of the
bill that is under consideration.

Mr Hesketh: Information sharing?
Hon SALLY TALBOT: That it facilitates interagency response. Dao ggree with that?

Mr Hesketh: In cases in which information sharing is possible already have procedures in
place whereby parents can actually agree to thgidrang. The difficulty is on the other side; that
Is, when the parents have not agreed to informattearing. We are still left in the position of
gathering information and then using that informatagainst the parents without them knowing
that we have gathered that information.

CHAIR: lItis interesting that you used the expressigsirfg that information against the parent”.
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Mr Hesketh: When a child is absent from school because ddrsb attendance issues, | would
send social workers into the home. In order to g@aitry we have to say that we are working on the
child’s behalf and not the parents’ behalf and thatare trying to get the child back to school. We
try to work out contracts with the parent to get ghild back into school. That is our main purpose
If we are placed in the position of making judgnseo parenting issues, it would be very difficult
for us because we are not involved inside the hoatker agencies have that responsibility.

Hon PETER COLLIER: In a lot of the rural schools, particularly regal high schools, the
difficulty would be that a number of the staff wdule young teachers or first and second year out
teachers.

Mr Hesketh: That is correct.
Hon PETER COLLIER: Is that problematic with regard to associatiaits families?

Mr Hesketh: It is problematic. Apart from schools like HalCreek, the spin-off in rural towns is
that the attendance rates can be very high bethededs have nowhere to go. In cases where the
school has a positive culture, the attendance eagesextremely high and they can be better than any
metropolitan school. We do have the reverse,Hils Creek.

Hon PETER COLLIER: In some rural areas the response could be poor.

Mr Hesketh: Yes, in cases where the relationship betweensti@ol and the community has

broken down. It is incredibly difficult for the ool to report child abuse and neglect. The
relationship breaks down. Even though morally atiucally it is the correct thing to do, it makes

life very difficult when the parents go to the soho Day-to-day life has to go on. The teachers
face that every day.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: | would like you to clarify a point for me: |ay be misunderstanding
what you are saying. You said you have two probklen®ne is that you need an interagency
approach because there are problematic areas ohwine Department of Education and Training
does not have the expertise to be involved.

Mr Hesketh: Or probably the mandate.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: You also said that you think parenting ordersynhb& problematic
because they venture into areas to do with pareesplonsibility, whereas education is to do with
the child. Is not the whole nature of the parentinders bill to try to intervene at that probleimat
level of interagency cooperation and facilitateoatcome that serves the interests of the child?

Mr Hesketh: At the moment the flow would be that where thédcbecomes a chronic attendance
issue we would send in social workers and then waldvput to the parents various things that
could occur to return the child to school. At tpatnt, if it is a mental health problem, drug teth
etc, we would find other agencies are involved.thfst point we would get information sharing. It
is not normally the case that parents are not qatigpe. Most parents want their children to go to
school. It is a social thing and generally theskigant to do that. The issue then focuses on the
needs of the parents. So long as we negotiatettthhg child back to school and can support that, i
goes outside our bailiwick at that point.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: | am getting there.

Mr Hesketh: A lot has been done. It is seldom that pardotaot wish the best for their children.
Usually the parents who are having the greateBtulify are the ones least able to accept that sort
of punishment. Basically, the negative impact afegmt orders can be disruptive to the family at
that point. In the first place, they do not halve skills and they are struggling. They need stippo
and are usually willing to accept support. Itiglfng the support.

[10.20 am]

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The negative impact being the mandatory natfiteeoorder?
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Mr Hesketh: Yes. One of the things we run in the distrcthe triple P, which is the positive

parenting program. We run it with parents as atyaatervention scheme in approximately 20
schools each year. Where parents have been forasked to come in - basically told to come in -
it seldom works. The resentment is not good.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thanks.

CHAIR: | refer you to appendix 1 of the paper. Halfwdgwn it indicates that parental
responsibility contracts are used to support schtiehdance. Are you familiar with that?

Mr Hesketh: | do not have a copy of the document.

CHAIR: Halfway down it refers to continued absenceke frincipal of the school liaises with the
family and an individual student attendance plarforsnulated. After the attendance rate falls
below 90 per cent over 10 weeks, a parental atteredaontract is used and case management
occurs. Is that what currently occurs now? Howpdeental contracts work? If they are in use
now, how successful are they?

Mr Hesketh: | sigh because there is obviously a spectrumespponses. In general, three to five
days is the stated rule through the educationthet;school will contact the parent. You do not
always know that it is an unacceptable absendeeititst place, of course.

CHAIR: That is the first problem - identifying it.

Mr Hesketh: Yes, identifying it. On a day-to-day basis indestrict like mine there would
probably be 3 000 absences in any one day, whigppsoximately eight per cent of the population.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Without an explanation?
Mr Hesketh: Just absences.
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Some of them would have notes?

Mr Hesketh: A tracking system is entered into the computéfe can track back to see whether
the child was absent the day before. We would kmenv whether there was an explanation. There
is also a leeway of three to five days in ordeptovide an explanation. With children who are
sick, there can be difficulty in getting doctorstee and all that sort of thing. There is always a
leeway of knowing what is acceptable and what isawceptable. In general, we have tried to put
more schools online to use a ring back systemnwhile phone to tell parents that their child is
absent and ask whether there is a reasonable ex€hageis the spectrum. You can imagine that, in
a large high schoaol, it is quite a tall order tash up all those students. In a high school we hav
period by period check. In a primary school itaigwice a day check; a half-day check to see
whether students are at school. That is the $oelcording mechanism. It is followed up eitheg th
following day or within the three-day period. As fas schools are concerned, that is basically what
we would expect. There should be a check withiadho five days. If an absence is unacceptable,
we would still contact the parent and try to maksaan in terms of getting the child back to school.

Hon PETER COLLIER: Is the attendance check you referred to mangataall schools?
Mr Hesketh: It is mandatory through the act itself.
Hon PETER COLLIER: Is it enforced?

Mr Hesketh: That is one of the reportable things they havehiw schools: do they have an
attendance policy? Whether they actually checkimying up the parent is a bit more difficult to
follow through.

CHAIR: And the parental contracts?

Mr Hesketh: That is usually through a delegated authoritg eputy or a year leader or teacher.
Initially, the three to five-day check would bedbgh the form teacher or whoever was marking the
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register. At the end of the three days, if thddchs still absent the matter would be passed ¢o th
front office and further contact would be made.

CHAIR: And that is when they start to enter into thesetracts?
Mr Hesketh: If there is a problem, yes.

CHAIR: | suppose that is really the point of the gquestabout the successfulness of those
contracts.

Mr Hesketh: There is a spectrum. For most families thdins. It may be unacceptable but,
when it is brought to the parents, the child maymeto school and it is sorted out. For some
groups and families it is much more difficult ahdd&comes a chronic problem.

CHAIR: Even if you try to formalise it in some way aparental contract, you would still have
that attrition rate?

Mr Hesketh: Sometimes parents do not fulfil the contracuriBg one of the latter times we ran a
panel, which is the ultimate of this procedurethein goes to district resources. | send out abkoc
worker or a school welfare officer or whatever. uyaventually try to get them to a panel. Most of
the families at that point are dysfunctional. Waite family it took 17 goes with two people to try
to get them to a panel. It is extraordinarily tisesuming. When we managed to get them there
they were high on dope. It is hard work with sope®ple. At that point the legislation does not
make any difference.

CHAIR: Certainly not without a range of supports to enpih it.
Mr Hesketh: That is right.
CHAIR: Your proposition is not to worry about the ldgi®n but to get the services in place?

Mr Hesketh: That is interesting. | originally read the $ttrbm Britain and New South Wales.
The legislation itself is a fantastic deterrent foiddle class people. Knowing that the legislation
was there | would make sure that my kids got tmetbecause | would not like to appear before a
panel! For dysfunctional and some Aboriginal faeslit is very difficult. | do not think it would
make a lot of difference.

CHAIR: Which is the difference between coping and negle
Mr Hesketh: Some families cannot cope and they need skills.

CHAIR: | now refer to appendix 3 of the document. Ehbmission refers to existing legislation
and how it is seldom used given that legal redneag only serve to worsen the situation for the
child. | suppose that is following on from the aes you have just given us. Can you take us a
little bit further in terms of the School Educatiéet and how it operates for persistent truants?
You mentioned 17 attempts to get parents to a pautethe system is still breaking down. What
does the School Education Act require?

Mr Hesketh: Would you mind turning to the paper | presenteday? It is the Cannington
education district procedures document. Basiddlit document outlines parents’ responsibility,
teachers’ responsibility and so on. This follows teducation act. After three days of an
unexplained or unacceptable absence, the pareguardian is contacted. We have a 90 per cent
rule. It is not in the act itself; it is in our owprocedures document. The document outlines
procedures and responsibilities.

[10.30 am]
CHAIR: Then it goes on to the attendance processes?

Mr Hesketh: Yes. After a three-day absence, we contacp#rents. If the cumulative effect is
more than 10 per cent, it is recognised that thiel ¢h at risk. That works out to be a half-a-day
absence per week, which is seen as a strong negafikie children start to fail when that occurs
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over a prolonged period. The parents would beametl again if a child’s absence fell below that
level.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: At the bottom of the page it states that if tbgult is a partial or irregular
return to school, case management processes ate@na

Mr Hesketh: If it is a serious case and it cannot be hantiethe school, the district office would
take it on. If it were a chronic case, | wouldigesa case manager to the family, who would work
with the family to try to get the child back to sch If it were a parent-related problem; for
example, the mother was on drugs etc, we wouldtlskiamily for permission to get help from
other agencies. Usually at that point other agendiesides the department of education are
involved.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: What practical help can be offered? | can usta&d that if there were a
drug problem, mental health help would be provided.

Mr Hesketh: For the parent?

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes. Clearly the Department of Education andifling has parenting
programs.

Mr Hesketh: Currently we use the parenting contract systehch is fantastic. The south east
metropolitan area has been running it as a trighat works as a coordination unit for other
agencies. The Strong Families program brings hagedgencies and, with the parent’s permission,
information is shared and support is provided toghrent.

Hon PETER COLLIER: Is the south metropolitan area using it asadri

Mr Hesketh: Yes. It has had very positive results. Schaoésnow making direct contact with
the parents through the parenting orders, whictbbas very positive.

Hon PETER COLLIER: Good.

Mr Hesketh: That is done on a voluntary basis. The pararégyoing there on their own volition;
they are asking through the school whether theyatt®md the program.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: You said that they are going on their own votiti Presumably, if a DET
councillor rocks up at my door, | might be offenederral to the parenting program as part of the
case management program.

Mr Hesketh: Yes.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: | can imagine that nice, middle-class parentailldiaask the school
whether there is any chance that they can enralparenting course. However, the people we are
talking about would be referred to it by social wens?

Mr Hesketh: A school can make that suggestion during theetlor five-day consultation period.
Many parents say that they cannot control theildobin and need assistance. Often it has been left
too long and has got out of hand, especially witbl@scent children. The parents lose confidence
in how to deal with their children. Basically thatoccurring much earlier. The early intervention
seems to be working.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: If the raft of resources that is currently bemted out and trialled in the
south metropolitan area was rolled out acrossttte, svould that have a positive benefit?

Mr Hesketh: Yes, in combination with the other resources #dre provided to support families.
One of the problems at the moment is that thepgalhts out that there is an uneven spread of
resources. People who live in Halls Creek willdfit much more difficult to access certain
services. That is the problem with the legislatide can legislate for these things, but no sesvic
are provided. No-one would bother with a parentirgder if no services were provided. Before the
legislation is put in place, we must pre-empt whbeeservices will be required.
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: There is a service in the south metropolitamare

Mr Hesketh: Yes, there are quite a lot of services thereyyntd which are complementary. Often
the parenting team does not deal with it, but it @niganise for the parents to go somewhere else to
get the support that is required. That was the aa®ritain also. Provided that all the necessary
services are in place, it works reasonably well.

CHAIR: You seem to be talking about a distinction betwvenacting legislation, by which |
assume you mean the coercive elements.

Mr Hesketh: That is correct.

CHAIR: And of providing alternative support servicesagsist parents. | ask you to think about
the third regime, which is in line with what | umdtand to be the direction of the policy; thattds,
provide for parents those support services thaheegled. We have acknowledged that the trials in
Rockingham and in the south west areas, for exgrapdedoing well.

Mr Hesketh: They are being trialled in Armadale, Canningamol Gosnells.

CHAIR: Yes. In the event that parents, for whatevasoe, are reluctant to access the services
that are provided to them, the bill provides a rédyne Ultimately, parents must use the services.
We can provide the services. If parents do nottwaruse them, they can resist it, but the bill
ultimately says we will insist that they make uddhe services. Is that not better than providing
extra services and if, ultimately, parents do nahimo use them, they do not have to use them?
What is the solution for the small proportion ofrgrats and children who will not access the
services? The bill says that ultimately people tnmse them. What do you think of not saying it is
a case of either the services or the coercive elesmef the bill, but what about the situation in
which there are both? Would that not be the mpgtapriate response?

Mr Hesketh: Looking at the problem from this side, it sourit® a good solution. For those
parents who will not accept any services, and asgurihat the services would improve their
problem, it is okay.

CHAIR: We know from the trial that it is obviously hagia beneficial impact.

Mr Hesketh: The problem in this case as far as the Depattroeducation and Training is
concerned is that a child is not attending schddle outcome the department wants is for children
to attend school. Changing the parents’ parersiilts is a side issue. We must get the childeen t
school. The Strong Families program has notedstiaetimes 15 to 17 agencies are involved in a
family’s case. It is not a case of the parentsammessing different agencies and different skills;
they do not have the ability to use that informatiecause they are basically dysfunctional. The
agencies take over the role of being a strong pamh do things for the family. Dealing with the
family is a separate issue from dealing with thebpgm of a child not attending school. My
resources go into getting children back to schodle meet very few families that refuse carte
blanche to not be involved with any agency. Aboag families want to be involved with
Aboriginal agencies, and we make sure that the &tierrigan Committee, for example, would
become involved. My social workers ask what elseytcan do when every agency that can
possibly be involved is involved. If a family flatrefuses to join in with these programs and get
the child back to school, of course, the legishatiall assist. On the other hand, if that were the
case, | could still go through it; this is a paghlprocess to what we have already. Sorry, | did n
finish off the original one, where, at the endlwé tine, you would take the family to a panel. yhe
could refuse to come to the panel. We can take tisea second panel, and then, in fact, we apply
to the court. Whichever way you go, you wouldl gjg¢t to the court, and the judge can give a
parenting order at that point. That does not hapeey often. In fact, it seems to be too diffical

get to that point.

[10.40 am]
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Hon PETER COLLIER: | am sure you will not be able to give a defigtresponse to this, but
judging from what you have been saying for the past or ten minutes, that would constitute a
minuscule proportion of parents and students?

Mr Hesketh: It is minuscule. It is actually too difficulbtget to that point, and by the time you
have got to the point where you are taking peapkourt, you are many weeks down the track, and
the kids are missing a lot of school, because tbegss itself just takes too long.

CHAIR: | suppose the reason | asked that questioratsntly understanding of the bill is that, if a
family is accessing services but it is just notkitog, | do not see any punishment in the bill foe t
parents. If they are trying and it is not workitigen | suppose you just have to try differentgisin
and keep trying. | understand that the point &f Hill is where you have recalcitrant parents who
are, for some reason, neglecting their responsésjiand that is where the coercive elementsef th
bill kick in. That is why | am having difficulty nderstanding why you would not want to say to
parents, ultimately, that they are not concentgatin their responsibilities, and at that point Ibile
intervenes to say that it is ultimately their resgbility, so they have to do it.

Mr Hesketh: One cannot argue that that is not nice and &gi¢-rom the point of view of the
Department of Education and Training, however, gheblem we are dealing with basically is the
child’s non-attendance. It is very difficult théa make judgments on the parenting skills and
abilities of parents without bringing in all kind$ other issues. To get into the family and us# th
information is actually extremely difficult. | castill take them through our own processes, but to
actually say that these parents are bad parengxtiaordinarily difficult. | do not have that
information; they are not my clients, whereas tbeyld be clients of another agency.

Hon PETER COLLIER: | agree with that. If we are talking about teatall group of parents,
their resiliency skills are not ultimately the resgibility of the schools.

Mr Hesketh: That is correct.

CHAIR: | will take you to the last page of the documgati have. Appendix 3 refers to the
problems facing Aboriginal people, in terms of skeaamd literacy. What do you anticipate will
happen in remote and regional schools when theegdraf the parenting agreement and order as
contained in the bill is applied in those commes#

Mr Hesketh: | have always had the great fear that they wdnddmore punitive for Aboriginal
families than for everybody else. | do not knowaivtve offer Aboriginal families, because there is
a difference. At the moment, we are trying to tlue PPP for Aboriginal people, run by Aboriginal
people. In general, they find it difficult, culally; it is too wordy and not practical enough. tAé
moment, | do not think we can provide the serviksethat what you were looking for?

CHAIR: | am just interested to hear your view on its you said at the beginning, your response
takes in regional areas. How do you anticipateould affect those areas?

Mr Hesketh: These discussion points were from across the.stdhey were not necessarily the
views of the department.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: What proportion of the students you would puttims troubling
category -

Mr Hesketh: Which category?

Hon SALLY TALBOT: | refer to non-attendance as an ongoing probléffhat proportion of
them in your area - the south metropolitan areaultvbe Aboriginal?

Mr Hesketh: We are running at about six per cent Aborigimalthe total population. | would
probably have to take this one on notice. Oumdtece figures for Aboriginal students are about
10 per cent less than those of non-indigenous stadéNe do not get the replies from parents as
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easily. | actually do not know the figure. We dadking about 85 per cent attendance rate,
approximately - 80 to 90 per cent.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: | am leading into another question, becauseously you are in a unique
position of being able to monitor an area where Haue all the services in place without the
mandatory element. | am wondering whether, wheno wee those services to try to assist
Aboriginal families, you notice any difference iither the acceptance levels of that kind of
assistance or the end result of having been throfmhexample, a parenting course, with
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal families. | am happyou want to take that on notice.

Mr Hesketh: | will take that on notice. We have not beenniag it long enough to separate out
ethnicity from the people going in there. In getheour Aboriginal families do not turn up to those
sorts of courses.

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is what | would like to know: if you havayadocumentation that

would support that. That has been suggested toyusther withesses. You are in the unique
position of actually having some services in place.

CHAIR: We do not have any further questions for yoharik you very much for your attendance
today. You will be receiving the Hansard transgrgnd you will be able to make corrections to
that.

Hearing concluded at 10.48 am




