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Executive Summary 
 

Research Overview 
 
The 2014 Family Law reforms introduced on 31 March 2014 were intended to shift the 
ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻŦ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ away from in-Court to out-of-Court 
processes. In 2014 the New Zealand Law Foundation generously funded an independent 
two-phase research project to evaluate these reforms. Phase One (2014-2015) involved the 
initial scoping, consultation and planning for implementation of the Phase Two nationwide 
mixed methods study undertaken during 2016-2019.   
 
In Phase Two, an online survey for parents and caregivers who had made or changed 
parenting arrangements since the reforms took effect was open for nine months from July 
2017 to April 2018.1 This ascertained their views and experiences of making or changing 
their parenting arrangements and their use of, and satisfaction with, family justice services. 
The survey was completed by 655 parents or caregivers. The majority of the participants 
were female (80%) and mothers (78%). Most identified as New Zealand European (87%) 
ŀƴŘκƻǊ aņƻǊi (13%). They lived across all regions of New Zealand. One hundred and eighty-
three of these parents and caregivers participated in an interview with a member of the 
research team, mostly by telephone. Almost two-thirds (65%) completed at least one of two 
follow-up online surveys, at approximately six to eight month intervals.  
 
This research report focuses on data collected by the online surveys and the interview data 
relating to family justice services. It provides a broad overview of all of the major descriptive 
ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦΣ ŀƴŘ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴΣ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
arrangements and their use of any family justice services to help achieve this. 
 

Making Parenting Arrangements 
 
The majority (59%) of the parents and caregivers surveyed were making parenting 
arrangements since the reforms came into effect, and 41% had made arrangements under 
the previous family justice system, but had had to change them since the reforms. Of those 
who had experience with the previous system, 17% preferred the old system and 10% 
preferred the current system. One third of the participants were aware of the reforms at the 
time they were making or changing parenting arrangements, but the majority (59%) were 
not. The most common issues needing to be resolved were day-to-day care and contact 
arrangements. The majority of participants also needed to resolve child support issues and 
the division of their relationship property. 
 
Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police were present in at least a 
ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
arrangements. One third had safety concerns for themselves, and 42% had concerns about 
the safety of the children. Most (70%) reported a poor or very poor relationship with their 

 
1 A separate online survey was completed by 364 family justice professionals who had worked in the family 
justice sector since the reforms came into effect and 100 of them also participated in an interview. See Taylor, 
N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, N. (2019). Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating the 
2014 family law reforms ς CŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ. Research Report for the New Zealand Law 
CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 5ǳƴŜŘƛƴΣ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΥ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ LǎǎǳŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀgo. 
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former partner/the other party when they were making or changing their parenting 
arrangements. 
 
Most of the participants (97%) had taken informal steps to make their parenting 
arrangements, with around two-thirds using family justice services (67%) or lawyers (66%), 
and 57% using community or private services. The top five most common steps taken were 
ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘκǇŀǊǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǿƘņƴŀǳ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ 
seeking legal advice. The most frequently used family justice services funded by the 
government included the Ministry of Justice website (40%), the Family Court (37%), 
tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ όt¢{ύ όоо҈ύΣ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ 
workbook (24%) and Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) (24%). 
 
The five steps rated most helpful in making parenting arrangements included: talking with 
the children (58%), discussion with the other parent/party (49%), seeking legal advice (48%), 
going to the Family Court (42%), and attending private counselling (40%). Nearly a third of 
the participants rated FDR or PTS as one of the most helpful steps they took. 
 
A quarter of the participants reported that someone external to the family decided on their 
parenting arrangements, with 75% reporting the parenting arrangements were decided by a 
family member ς one or both parents/caregiver and/or the children. 
 
The most common pathway to make parenting arrangements was the parties resolving the 
matter mainly by themselves (40%). Just over half of the participants mainly made their 
arrangements though the use of a professional or service, either the Family Court (34%), FDR 
(11%) or privately through a professional (9%). 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ the parenting arrangements were 
associated with the resolution pathway they took. More participants had their parenting 
arrangements determined through the Family Court when there were safety concerns, 
family violence, mental health and addiction issues and involvement with external agencies 
such as Police and/or Oranga Tamariki. The quality of the relationship between the 
parents/parties was also associated with how parenting arrangements were made. More 
arrangements were made through the Family Court, or privately through a professional, if 
the relationship was very poor, and conversely, more were made by the parties themselves 
when the relationship was good/very good. 
 
How participants viewed the resolution pathway they took showed a clear contrast between 
those who made their parenting arrangements themselves and those whose arrangements 
were made by the Family Court. The majority of those who ultimately made their 
arrangements with their former partner/the other party themselves agreed that: the 
approach had worked well for them, the other party, and the children; they and the other 
party had had an adequate opportunity to put their positions forward; the process was fair; 
the time it took to make the arrangements and the associated costs were reasonable; and 
they were satisfied with the approach they took. The reverse trend was seen for those 
whose arrangements were determined through the Family Court. Generally, participants 
held the view that the process of making parenting arrangements had been a better one for 
their former partner/the other party than for themselves.  
 
Overall, 32% would have preferred to make their parenting arrangements in a different way, 
nearly half of whom had made their arrangements through the Family Court. The majority 
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(59%) of those who were happy with the approach they took to make their arrangements 
had done so with their former partner/the other party mainly by themselves. 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
resolution pathway taken to make them. The greatest proportion of those who were 
satisfied with the parenting arrangements, thought they were fair, and had confidence in 
them working (at the time they were made), were those who had made them mainly by 
themselves, followed by those who had decided on the arrangements privately through a 
professional. Generally, the participants with the lowest proportion of positive ratings of 
satisfaction, fairness and confidence had made their arrangements through FDR or the 
Family Court. 
 
The majority (60%) of participants had formalised their parenting arrangements, with the 
most common way being through Family Court Parenting Orders (30%) or a written 
parenting agreement or plan (20%). Those who had not done anything specific to make their 
parenting arrangements or did so mainly with their former partner/the other party, most 
often had no formal agreement. Those who made the arrangements privately through a 
professional or through FDR most commonly had a written agreement, and those who had 
gone through the Family Court most commonly had Parenting Orders. 
 
Nearly two-thirds (62%) incurred costs to make their parenting arrangements. The most 
ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜƎŀƭκƭŀǿȅŜǊΩǎ ŦŜŜs (49%), private counselling (20%) and 
court fees (20%). Nearly half (45%) spent $500 or less to make their parenting arrangements 
and 10% spent $20,000 or more. Generally, those who made their arrangements through 
the Family Court, and to a lesser extent privately through a professional, spent more. 
Expenditure over $2000 was regarded as unreasonable by a greater number of participants 
than saw it as reasonable. Expenditure over $1000 was seen by the vast majority as 
unaffordable. 
 
Follow-up data revealed that the parenting arrangements were relatively stable over time, 
with the majority of the participants in both follow-up surveys reporting no changes to their 
parenting arrangements. This stability was further reflected in the large proportions (87% at 
both follow-up surveys) who reported that no attempts to change arrangements had been 
made. 
 

Family Justice Services Funded by the Government 
 
As part of the evaluation of the 2014 reforms, the participants were asked evaluative 
questions about family justice services they had used since the reforms took effect. The 
most commonly used services were the Ministry of Justice website (56%), the Family Court 
(47%) and Parenting Through Separation (40%). Just over a fifth (22%) of the survey 
respondents had participated in FDR mediation. Nearly three-quarters (73%) of the 
participants did not know about the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line, nearly 
two-thirds (64%) did not know about the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) and almost a 
quarter (23%) were not aware of Family Dispute Resolution (FDR). 
 

Ministry of Justice Website 
 
The Ministry of Justice website was the family justice service most commonly used by 56% of 
the participants. There was a high level of awareness of the website, with only a fifth not 
knowing of its existence. The most common way people heard of the website was through 
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the Internet, but lawyers and Parenting Through Separation courses also referred clients to 
it. The website was predominately used to find information and resources, with around a 
half of the participants also using it to better understand how the family justice system 
worked. Just over a third used it to access, download or complete forms, such as court 
applications. 
 
More participants rated the quality of the website positively than negatively in terms of the 
information provided and its ease of use to find and download information and/or forms. 
Over half rated the website as good/very good on the information provided (59%) and the 
ease to find and download information and forms (55%).  
 
The website had provided the vast majority (94%) of the participants with at least some of, if 
not all, the information they required. Participants whose information needs were not 
completely satisfied by the website described the information as too generic and basic, 
when what they required was more detailed, in-depth and specific information that could be 
applied to their own situation. In particular, they needed information about how to 
negotiate difficult scenarios, such as when the other party would not co-operate, breached 
orders or when drugs or safety concerns were involved. They also could not find information 
about how to respond to without notice applications, family justice processes and 
procedures (particularly the sequence), legislation, the law and rights, and links to other 
services and professionals to access support and guidance. Information about likely 
outcomes and examples of different types of parenting arrangements were also sought, but 
not located on the website. 
 
Just over a third of the participants rated the website as helpful/very helpful in making or 
changing parenting arrangements, with 16% rating it as unhelpful/very unhelpful. Comments 
about the website showed a polarisation of opinion, with those aspects of the website that 
participants found helpful often also being deemed unhelpful by others. Many mentioned 
finding the information on the website helpful, particularly about processes and procedures, 
and information that helped them to understand Family Court processes. They valued the 
availability and volume of information and found it clear, straightforward and easy to 
ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΦ .ŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ άaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴέ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ 
particularly helpful. However, others thought that the information was inadequate, too 
generic, lacked depth and did not provide enough detail. There were complaints that there 
ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƭŜƎŀƭ άƧŀǊƎƻƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎƛǎƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
lived experiences. Some also regarded the website as not adequately or realistically 
addressing family violence and abuse. 
 
Similarly, being able to access, download and complete forms online was seen as a helpful 
feature of the website, but others expressed frustration with forms, citing difficulties with 
finding, completing and saving them. The website design, in terms of its layout and 
navigation, was viewed positively by some participants who reported ease in finding and 
downloading information. For others, though, this was a negative aspect and they described 
it as not user-friendly, and cited difficulties with navigation, search functions and finding 
material. 
 
Having links on the website to services and professionals, such as lawyers, Parenting 
Through Separation and Family Dispute Resolution providers, was considered helpful, but 
some participants would have liked the website to provide links to other services, agencies 
and professionals who could provide advice and support. Another suggested improvement 
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to the website focused on improving its functionality, including changes to the technical 
aspects of generating and saving forms, and providing more guidance to assist people 
completing forms. Improvements to the website content were also suggested, including the 
provision of more detailed and in-depth information, particularly about family justice 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ΨǊŜŀƭ-ƭƛŦŜΩ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ 
the language used. 
 
Overall, participants were more satisfied than not with the website with nearly half (47%) of 
them indicating they were satisfied or very satisfied and only 13% being dissatisfied or very 
dissatisfied. Only a small proportion (14%) would not recommend the website to others 
making parenting arrangements, with around half (49%) indicating they would, and 37%  
saying they maybe would. 
 

Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE Phone Line 
 
The number of users of the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line was low amongst 
the survey respondents, with only 10% calling it, and nearly three-quarters being unaware it 
existed. Most of those who had used the phone line had found out about it from the 
Ministry of Justice website (56%), lawyers (21%) and through a Parenting Through 
Separation course (18%). 
 
More participants rated the phone line as unhelpful (32%) than rated it as helpful (22%), but 
nearly half (47%) found it neither helpful nor unhelpful. Aspects of the phone line that 
participants found helpful included the practical information and advice given, the friendly 
and empathic staff, and the fact that it was a free service. However, others found the 
information provided was too generic to be helpful and did not match the reality of the 
system. While some participants had had a positive experience with the phone line staff, 
others reported that they lacked empathy and were not well informed or understanding of 
the issues facing parents. Providing staff with training to improve their knowledge and 
communication skills was suggested. Long wait times and a lack of continuity between 
operators was also mentioned as problematic. 
 
Overall, similar proportions (around a third) were satisfied and dissatisfied with the phone 
line. A fifth would not recommend it to others making parenting arrangements, with 37% 
indicating they would, and 43% maybe would. 
 

Parenting Through Separation (PTS) 
 
Parenting Through Separation was the third most frequently used family justice service, with 
40% of the survey respondents attending a course. Parenting Through Separation was a well 
known service ς only 15% were not aware of it. Nearly half of the participants knew about 
PTS, but had not used the service, most commonly because they did need or want to, 
especially if they had attended a course before the reforms took effect. Nearly a fifth of 
those who did not use PTS cited other commitments, such as work and/or family, as a 
reason for non-attendance. 
 
The most common way participants heard of PTS was from a lawyer, followed by the 
Ministry of Justice website and the Family Court. The vast majority found it easy/very easy to 
both find (86%) and enrol (90%) in a PTS course. Two-thirds of those attending PTS waited 
four weeks or less to attend a course after enrolling, and most (90%) thought the time they 
had to wait was reasonable. The majority (72%) had to travel less than 20 kilometres (one 
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way) to attend PTS; 53% travelled under 10 kilometres. Most (93%) thought the distance 
they had to travel to attend PTS was reasonable.  
 
Learning about how separation affects children and how to talk to them about it and how 
the family justice system works were seen as helpful by over half of the participants. Overall, 
around a third (36%) found PTS helpful in making or changing parenting arrangements, with 
30% finding it unhelpful.  
 
Many participants detailed how helpful they found PTS, whereas others noted they were 
only attending because they had to in order to access FDR or the Family Court. The aspects 
that some participants found helpful or positive about PTS, were often the same things that 
others found unhelpful or negative. Most commonly, participants found the information 
provided at PTS helpful, particularly that which was child-focused, covered how to 
communicate and co-parent with the other party, how to make parenting arrangements and 
the processes involved in doing so. Conversely, others described the information provided as 
basic or just common sense, and something that they already knew. Some did not find the 
information relevant to their particular situation, particularly if they were already in the 
ŎƻǳǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ t¢{ ǿŀǎ regarded by some 
as only appropriate for those with an amicable relationship with their former partner/the 
other party, and unrealistic or inappropriate when there were safety concerns or family 
violence. Some complained that the PTS content did not reflect the reality of the family 
justice system and was patronising.  
 
Participants appreciated a knowledgeable, professional, skilled and understanding 
facilitator, but some were critical of the facilitator of their course, especially if they lacked 
knowledge, facilitation skills, experience, and/or an understanding of family violence and 
post-separation issues. 
 
For some, the group setting was a positive aspect of attending PTS. They enjoyed hearing 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƎŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŦǊƻƳ the other attendees, 
and valued the support they received from the group. IŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ 
to put their own situation into perspective and made them feel less alone at a difficult time. 
The other attendees were also a source of information and advice. Conversely, others found 
the group setting to be a negative aspect of PTS. They found it difficult and distressing 
ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƭǘ uncomfortable around certain attendees, especially those 
who were angry and emotional. Hearing attendees speak negatively about their former 
partner was very difficult for some participants, especially those who had experienced family 
violence. While attendees sharing their stories was helpful for some, others found this 
uncomfortable and thought it took up too much time when what they wanted was more 
structure and information and less focus on people unburdening.  
 
On a personal level, some participants found PTS helpful in providing reassurance and 
validation that they were doing the right thing and reinforcing their approach. However, 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŦŜƭǘ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ƻǊ 
vulnerable. 
 
Some participants acknowledged that they only attended PTS because they had to. Others 
reported that it was unhelpful to be in a group with such attendees as they could be 
uninterested and unwilling to engage. Some considered that attendance was only helpful if 
both parties attended a PTS course and had a shared understanding of the information and 
skills taught and a willingness to put them into practice. While some thought attendance at 
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PTS should be mandatory for both parties, others resisted this, particularly if attendance was 
only a mandatory stepping stone to Family Dispute Resolution or the Family Court or they 
had attended a course previously. 
 
While accessing PTS did not appear to be problematic for most participants, around a fifth 
agreed that attending PTS was difficult for practical reasons, and some detailed difficulties 
such as finding childcare, having to take time off work and transport issues.  
 
Participants were mildly positive about PTS, with just over a half agreeing that it was 
worthwhile (51%) and met their cultural or language needs (54%). Overall, 52% were 
satisfied with PTS and 82% would, or maybe would, recommend it to other people making 
parenting arrangements. 
 
Suggestions for how to improve PTS largely addressed the aspects participants found 
unhelpful or negative. The most common suggestion was to improve the content by 
providing more in-depth information and more specific information on a range of topics. The 
most common suggested improvement to the content of PTS was to include more 
information about complex situations, such as family violence and mental illness, and how to 
communicate and deal with the other party when the relationship was dysfunctional and/or 
conflictual. Training facilitators and ensuring they had better knowledge and understanding 
of separation, the family justice system and family violence was also suggested. 
 
Suggestions were made about consideration being given to the composition of the attendee 
ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘŀƛƭƻǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ 
For example, having separate groups for men and women, those at different stages of the 
process and those who had experienced family violence.  
 
Other participants suggested expanding and lengthening the programme to allow for the 
inclusion of more material, the offering of the services of other professionals, and more time 
for discussion. Some thought PTS should provide more support and follow up for attendees. 
 
Suggestions of operational changes included increasing the number and location of available 
courses, having ƳƻǊŜ aņƻǊƛ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΣ offering childcare options, having a more 
personalised service, and providing the programme online. 
 

Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) 
 
The Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) was the least known about and used family justice 
service, with nearly two-thirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware of it. Overall, 
36.5% either knew about or used the service, and 12% had received FLAS. The most common 
reason given for not using FLAS was not needing or wanting to, with some participants 
seeking legal advice elsewhere and/or not being eligible to receive FLAS. Those who received 
FLAS mainly heard about the service through family justice professionals and services, 
particularly lawyers. Nearly half found it easy to find a FLAS provider, with less than a fifth 
(17%) reporting difficulty accessing the service. Most of the participants had a short (two 
weeks or less) waiting time to receive FLAS, and most thought the time they waited was 
reasonable. Travel distances to receive FLAS were generally low (most travelled less than 10 
kilometres) and the majority thought the distance they travelled was reasonable. 
 
Receiving FLAS face-to-face was the most common delivery mode, with around a fifth 
receiving it online or via video-conferencing. Some participants were unsure of what aspects 
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of FLAS they received and some confused FLAS with Legal Aid. A fifth reported not receiving 
tŀǊǘ м ƻǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ 
Part 1 and/or Part 2 found both parts helpful. Overall, more participants found FLAS helpful 
(58%) than unhelpful (24%). 
  
Around two-thirds of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that FLAS was worthwhile 
and met their cultural or language needs, and 55% agreed or strongly agreed that FLAS had 
helped them to feel confident about what to do next to make their parenting arrangements. 
A preference for receiving more individualised advice was indicated by 60%, and 35% 
required legal advice other than that provided by FLAS. This included advice on relationship 
property division, Family Court processes, guardianship matters, Parenting Orders, 
abduction, child support, safety and international/travel issues. 
 
The participants valued the information and advice provided by FLAS, particularly in relation 
to the law, legal process and their rights. They also found FLAS helpful in assisting them to 
understand and navigate the system and guiding them through the process. As well, they 
appreciated FLAS providers who explained things clearly and valued the emotional support 
and reassurance they received. Receiving FLAS for free was considered a positive aspect. 
There were fewer statements about negative or unhelpful aspects of FLAS and these related 
to the limited nature of FLAS and negative experiences with the process of receiving FLAS or 
with the FLAS provider. Participants expressed frustration with the limited amount of advice, 
assistance and time that FLAS lawyers could provide. Some found the experience of 
receiving FLAS painful, drawn out, scary or confusing, while others felt the FLAS provider did 
not listen to their concerns, understand their full situation or gave them unhelpful advice. 
 
Over half (56%) of the participants were satisfied or very satisfied FLAS overall, and 91% 
would or maybe would recommend it to others making parenting arrangements. 
 

Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 
 
Around a third of the participants had used a Family Dispute Resolution service, with 22% 
attending joint mediation sessions. Just under a fifth (23%) of the participants were not 
aware of this service. Over half of the participants were aware of FDR, but did not use it. The 
most common reasons given for not using FDR were that they did not need or want to; the 
other party not wanting, or refusing, to take part; a belief that the other party would not 
take part constructively; and being on the without notice/urgent track. Not being able to 
access FDR did not appear to be a barrier to using the service. Those who used FDR most 
commonly heard of it from lawyers and other family justice services such as the Ministry of 
Justice website, the Family Court, and Parenting Through Separation. The majority (around 
70%) of those who had contacted an FDR service found it easy to find and register with a 
provider. 
 
The majority (around 60%) were satisfied with both pre-meditation intake and assessment 
processes, finding the staff friendly and helpful and the process straightforward. Those who 
expressed dissatisfaction with intake and assessment procedures cited negative experiences 
with staff, organisational issues, lack of communication and long delays. The reason people 
did not proceed to mediation most commonly related to the other party not engaging or 
refusing to participate. 
 
Two-thirds of those who had received Preparation for Mediation (PFM) found it helpful. 
They valued the advice and practical skills given and the reassurance it provided. Some 
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participants, however, found that the reality of mediation did not match the way in which it 
had been portrayed to them in PFM and they were not prepared for how emotionally 
difficult they found mediation with their former partner. 
 
Most participants waited four weeks or less to have their first joint mediation session and 
over three-quarters (76%) thought the time they waited was reasonable. Most people did 
not have to travel more than 20 kilometres one way to attend FDR and nearly all (91%) 
thought the distance they had to travel was reasonable. Overall, the majority found the cost 
of FDR both reasonable (71%) and affordable (73%). However, of those paying half of the 
FDR fee, only a third thought it was reasonable and 43% thought it was affordable. Most 
(87%) received FDR face-to-face, with 14% having shuttle mediation. Two-thirds did not have 
anyone else present during joint mediation other than the mediator and the other party; 
мм҈ ƘŀŘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƭŀǿȅŜr present during FDR. 
 
/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎ, feelings and views were most commonly ascertained during FDR by 
Lawyer for the Child, but in 59% of cases no professional had provided children with this 
opportunity. Two-thirds of the participants had discussed ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƛƴ Ƨƻƛƴǘ 
mediation sessions. Only 27% reported this discussion as being helpful, with more finding it 
unhelpful (37%). Overall, around a quarter (24%) were satisfied with the consideration given 
ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ Ǿiews during FDR, with twice as many (52%) being 
ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΦ aŀƴȅ ŜȄǇǊŜǎǎŜŘ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ƻǊ 
considered or were dismissed during mediation. The participants were aware of some of the 
challenges involved in conǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΣ ōǳǘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŜȅ ōŜƭƛŜǾŜŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 
important for this to happen and thought that children needed an advocate or 
representative to achieve this. 
 
Similar proportions reached full (39%), partial (31%) or no agreement (30%) with their 
former partner/the other party in FDR. Satisfaction with the level of agreement reached was 
low, with 60% being dissatisfied with this outcome. Satisfaction varied with the level of 
agreement reached; those who had reached no agreement were the most dissatisfied, and 
those who had reached full agreement were the most satisfied.  
 
For those reaching some agreement at FDR, 42% were satisfied with the parenting 
arrangements agreed on at mediation, 43% thought they were fair and 30% were confident 
they would work. For those not reaching full agreement, 57% proceeded to make an 
application to the Family Court to resolve outstanding issues. 
 
More participants found FDR unhelpful than helpful (52% compared with 32%). There was 
evidence of an association between ratings of helpfulness and the level of agreement 
reached. The majority of those who found FDR unhelpful had reached no agreement at FDR, 
and the majority of those finding it very helpful had reached full agreement. 
 
Participants varied in their views and experience of FDR. Some had found attending 
mediation a very positive experience and preferable to going to the Family Court. They 
found it helpful to have a neutral third party present and saw mediation as a fair and safe 
forum to make their parenting arrangements. Reaching an agreement and having this 
documented was regarded as a positive outcome of attending FDR. 
 
Others did not have a good experience with FDR, with some finding it disempowering, 
intimidating and traumatising having to engage with their former partner. Some participants 
did not consider that FDR was appropriate for cases involving family violence. Frustration 



 

 xiii 

was expressed about having to attend when it was thought it would not be effective because 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ǊŜƭǳŎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇǊƻƳƛǎŜΦ Some 
participants found it difficult when the other party vetoed them having a support person 
present. 
 
Participants found it helpful having a mediator with good interpersonal skills, who was 
accommodating and able to deal effectively with conflict, and skilled in helping parties to 
negotiate. However, others complained that the mediator was biased, lacked empathy, did 
not listen, was judgemental and too focused on reaching a decision. Mediators were viewed 
negatively when they did not provide enough guidance or direction, allowed one party to 
control the mediation, or did not manage power dynamics between parties effectively, 
particularly in cases involving family violence. Overall, participants were more positive than 
negative about mediators, with around half agreeing they felt comfortable with the 
mediator, that the mediator was highly skilled, and effective in clarifying the issues that 
needed to be discussed. 
 
Experiencing time constraints and feeling the process was rushed was regarded as 
problematic, as well as feeling pressure from the mediator to agree or acquiesce ς 60% 
agreed they felt pressured to agree with the other party. A number of participants expressed 
dissatisfaction with the agreements reached in mediation due to their inadequate and vague 
documentation and lack of enforceability. 
 
Nearly a third (32%) agreed that the mediation process was fair and that going to FDR was 
worthwhile. More participants thought FDR had worked well for the other party, than 
thought it had worked well for themselves or the children. 
 
Overall, more participants expressed dissatisfaction (53%) than satisfaction (28%) with FDR. 
However, like views on the helpfulness of FDR, satisfaction ratings varied depending on the 
level of agreement reached in FDR. The majority of those who were very dissatisfied had 
reached no agreement, while all of those who were very satisfied had reached full 
agreement. The majority (70%) of those who had attended FDR would, or maybe would, 
recommend FDR to other people making parenting arrangements. Willingness to 
recommend FDR to people was also related to the level of agreement reached. 
 
Suggested improvements to FDR included more training for mediators to ensure they were 
knowledgeable about high conflict and family violence dynamics, unbiased, more child-
focused, and better able to protect vulnerable parties by not allowing abusive or obstructive 
behaviour during mediation. Participants recommended FDR suppliers and mediators should 
have more power to ensure both parties participated in mediation in constructive ways, and 
that information from FDR should be made available to the Family Court. Specialist 
intervention and support was also suggested. Participants thought FDR could also be 
improved by speeding up the process, having more time for mediation, and having a greater 
ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΦ aŀƪƛƴƎ ōƛƴŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŀōƭŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘǎ 
that were more detailed and defined was also recommended. Participants varied in their 
views on FDR being mandatory.  
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Family Court 
 
Nearly half (47%) of the participants had used the Family Court. Those participants who 
accessed the Family Court were mainly applicants or both applicants and respondents. The 
most common reason for not using the Family Court was not needing or wanting to (58%), 
with around a third preferring to make parenting arrangements privately or doing so 
through other ways.  
 
Access to the Family Court: Not being able to access the Family Court did not appear to be a 
barrier for participants. Very few people did not know how to access the Family Court, 
although a small number (3.5%) were not aware it existed. For those using the Family Court, 
nearly half (45%) had to travel 10 kilometres or less one-way to the court and most (83%) 
thought the distance they had to travel was reasonable. The majority (62%) agreed the 
Family Court was conveniently located. However, nearly half (45%) agreed that attending 
court was difficult for practical reasons, such as childcare, transport or work commitments. 
 
The Without Notice Track: Nearly two-thirds of those who had used the Family Court were 
on the without notice track. While overall, 55% thought this was reasonable, views on the 
reasonableness of being on the without notice track varied between whether the participant 
was the applicant or the respondent ς 89% of the applicants thought it was reasonable while 
86% of the respondents thought it was unreasonable. Many of the parents and caregivers 
who had been on the without notice track were positive about their experience, especially 
when they were the applicant. They were pleased someone was taking their case seriously, 
particularly when safety concerns had arisen due to threats, violence, bullying, aggression, 
alcohol and drug use. Some people also filed without notice applications in order to have 
lawyers representing them or to bypass FDR. Parents particularly liked the speed with which 
interim orders could be made on the without notice track. However, others bemoaned the 
delays they experienced and were frustrated by the one, two or three years to achieve an 
outcome. Some parents were also dissatisfied when their without notice application was 
declined, moved to the standard track, left the child in their ex-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ŎŀǊŜΣ ƻǊ ǘƘŜȅ 
received a decision they believed was biased. Some applicants found the process difficult, 
expensive or traumatising or were terrified their ex-partner would seek revenge. Parents on 
the receiving end of the without notice applications ς the respondents ς felt stunned, 
shocked and blindsided. Many respondents considered the application to be based on lies 
and false allegations and/or to be an unjustified means of control and manipulation by their 
ex-partner. For some, it led to lengthy periods of either not seeing their child or to 
experiencing supervised contact. There was particular criticism of the lack of opportunity to 
respond to the (false) allegations and of the lack of consequences to their ex-partner for any 
perceived dishonesty. Some people felt the without notice track had been properly 
explained to them, while others said it was not. 
 
Round Table Meetings: Just over half (51%) of those using the Family Court had attended a 
Round Table Meeting. Nearly half (48%) reached no agreement with the other party at the 
Round Table Meeting, 37% reached a partial agreement, and 15% reached full agreement. 
About half found them unhelpful and around a third found them helpful. Some participants 
were positive about the Round Table Meeting(s) they attended and found them helpful in 
achieving an outcome that avoided needing to go on to a defended hearing in the Family 
Court. Others, however, said they felt unsafe at the Round Table Meeting and disliked 
having to face their ex-partner across the room or being on the receiving end of threats or 
abuse from them. Several participants found the Round Table Meeting to be a stressful, 
intimidating or unhelpful experience, or felt pressured to reach agreement. Satisfactory 
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outcomes could be difficult to achieve due to the attitude of one party. Round Table 
Meetings were also criticised for lacking in power to reach or enforce agreements. 
 
Defended Hearings: Over a third (37%) had attended a defended hearing. The majority 
(56%) were dissatisfied with the hearing and 31% were satisfied. Participants primarily 
reported negatively on their experience of defended hearings, even when they were 
satisfied with the outcome. The number of prior court events (conferences and meetings) 
and the lengthy wait for a defended hearing were particularly criticised. Several participants 
said they did not feel safe in the courtroom. Cross-examination was described as a gruelling, 
bullying and annihilating experience. Some court orders made by judges as a result of the 
defended hearing were considered inadequate because they were based on disputed 
evidence or led to a lack of compliance with, or breaches of, them. 
 
Self-representation: Nearly a fifth (18%) represented themselves in their Family Court 
proceedings. The two main reasons that parents and caregivers gave for choosing to 
represent themselves related to i) their concerns about, or previous experience with, the use 
of lawyers; and ii) wanting to save money and avoid the cost of legal representation. When 
previous legal advice was considered unsatisfactory or incompetent this was sometimes 
because the lawyers were said to be egging on conflict and parties therefore felt they were 
better off representing themselves. Several participants had incurred legal expenses and/or 
debts from prior court proceedings and were therefore reluctant, or could not afford, to pay 
for further legal representation. They therefore chose to self-represent. Some participants 
started out self-representing, but eventually had to get a lawyer, often because of their ex-
ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ǘŀŎǘƛŎǎ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎ ƴŀture of the concerns raised. Twice as many participants 
reported finding it difficult to represent themselves than found it easy (55% found it difficult 
compared with 23% who found it easy). 
 
Self-representation could be a positive experience. Some people regarded it as being more 
accurate or a better means of keeping them in touch with their own proceedings than 
having a lawyer, or they found the judge to be kind, supportive or compassionate towards 
them. Others felt confident because of previously being legally represented in the Family 
Court and the knowledge they had gleaned from this experience. Many acknowledged the 
information and assistance they received as self-representing litigants from the Ministry of 
Justice website, Family Court staff, Community Law Centres, online reading, friends and 
support groups. Some also felt confident as a result of the knowledge and experience gained 
from previous proceedings. Others, however, found the information, website and support to 
be inadequate. Self-representation involved a significant commitment to prepare for the 
court proceedings, which could, at times, feel like a full-time job. The printing and 
preparation of documents was expensive. Understanding the process and keeping calm was 
thought to be important. 
 
Some participants found self-representation a negative experience. They said the forms 
were unclear and the information and support for self-representing litigants was 
inadequate. Many felt uncomfortable in court due to its formality and found it difficult to 
avoid getting caught up in the legal procedural issues. Not knowing how anything worked or 
where to obtain help made self-representation a difficult, stressful, challenging and 
emotional experience. Several participants felt they had been obstructed, discriminated 
against, not listened to, nor respected in the Family Court. Self-representation was out of 
the question for some as they much preferred to have a lawyer. It was also considered unfair 
to have one party legally represented and the other party not. Several participants spoke of 
the difficulties they encountered being legally represented while their ex-partner was self-
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representing, or vice versa. Some suggested that a McKenzie Friend or other knowledgeable 
support person could assist parties instead of lawyers.  
 
Legal Fees: Those participants who had legal representation varied in how much they spent 
on legal fees; 12% spent nothing, 3% spent in excess of $100,000, and around a third spent 
between $10,000-$50,000. Overall, 29% thought what they had spent was reasonable and 
18% thought their legal fees were affordable. Legal costs exceeding $1000 were regarded by 
most as both unreasonable and unaffordable. 
 
Lawyer for the Child: Lawyer for the Child was appointed in 91% of the participantǎΩ Family 
Court cases. Nearly half (47%) found this appointment unhelpful, and 30% found it helpful. 
This role was either commended or criticised. Some parents and caregivers praised Lawyer 
for the Child and liked its independence and direct focus on the cƘƛƭŘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ 
wellbeing and views. Some children were said to love having a lawyer to represent them. 
Participants also liked the way Lawyer for the Child could challenge an ex-partner about 
their attitudes or behaviour towards their child. Many more parents and caregivers made 
negative comments about Lawyer for the Child and said they were a waste of time and 
ineffective. The Lawyer for the Child did not always meet with the child, or met only briefly. 
They were criticised for not listening to the child, not knowing how to establish rapport and 
trust with them, holding preconceived or outdated ideas, and for seeming disinterested in 
them or the case. SometiƳŜǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ said to be inaccurately reported and 
misrepresented to the court. Several parents complained that the Lawyer for the Child asked 
leading questions, told the child what to say, applied pressure on the child, or ignored their 
or the ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜŀǊǎΦ Lawyer for the Child was also said to be unfair or biased 
ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŎƻƭƭǳŘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƛǎǘ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΦ Some 
Lawyer for the Child were criticised for being ineffectual, sitting on the fence or lacking the 
power or willingness to act to protect children. Complaints were also expressed about 
[ŀǿȅŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭƛǘȅΣ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǊƻƭŜΦ Some were 
said to be too busy, overworked, too inactive on the case, difficult to contact, especially in 
crisis situations, or sent colleagues to meetings or court events they could not attend. 
Participants were also unhappy when Lawyer for the Child was used to assist their self-
representing ex-partner. Suggested improvements included training, vetting and 
implementing a complaints mechanism. 
 
Experts Writing Specialist Reports (s132 and s133): Lƴ пп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎŀǎŜǎ ŀ 
specialist report writer was appointed. Nearly half (47%) found this appointment unhelpful, 
and 30% found it helpful. Some participants praised the specialist report writer as 
professional, thorough and impartial, and felt their report was balanced, helpful, validating 
and insightful. When the report was perceived as supporting their position it was regarded 
very favourably. Participants appreciated the specialist report writer spending time getting 
to know the children, speaking with other family members and education/welfare 
professionals. Others said the process was too delayed or a waste of time and money. 
Sometimes the report was out-of-date by the time of the court hearing. Specialist reports 
were also criticised for being biased or one-sided with some report writers said to have 
expressed strong personal opinions, relied too heavily on parental alienation, misquoted 
family members, or spent unequal amounts of time with each party. Alleged errors and 
inaccuracies in the reports could create frustration and irritation. Participants were also 
critical when there was a lack of understanding, or acknowledgment, of family violence, 
abuse or alienation. {ƻƳŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǿǊƛǘŜǊΩǎ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ 
and experience, or the way they approached the task. Vague or superficial reports were 
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regarded as unhelpful, as was being unable to receive a copy of the specialist report. A few 
participants suggested the specialist report should be followed up. 
 
/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ¢ƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ CŜŜƭƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ Views: The most common professional to meet with 
children during Family Court proceedings was Lawyer for the Child. In 10% of the cases 
nobody met with the children. Over half (54%) were dissatisfied with the consideration given 
ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘǎΣ ŦŜŜlings and views. While a small number thought the children had 
been listened to, the majority of the participants were concerned that the children had not 
had an opportunity to express their views and/or thought the children were not listened to. 
Some partƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŀǎŎŜǊǘŀƛƴŜŘΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ 
been misrepresented to the court or were dismissed. Some participants thought that while 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΣ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǘǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŀƭǎo 
needed to be a priority. Participants were also very concerned about the negative effect of 
Family Court proceedings on children, and expressed frustration with the impact of delays 
and the uncertainty this created for children. Many commented on the trauma, stress and 
unhappiness for children being involved in Family Court proceedings and advocated for 
counselling or some form of support being made available for children. On a broader level, 
some participants thought, despite what it claimed, the Family Court did not focus on the 
best interests of children. 
 
Outcome of Family Court Proceedings: For those whose proceedings had concluded, 51% 
had decided on their parenting arrangements themselves and 45% were judicially 
determined. Equal numbers (around 45%) were dissatisfied or satisfied with the resulting 
parenting arrangements. Evidence of an association was found between how the 
arrangements were decided and satisfaction with them. More participants were either very 
satisfied or very dissatisfied when the parenting arrangements were judicially determined. 
Similar proportions thought the arrangements were fair (42%) and unfair (47%). Nearly half 
(49%) had their parenting arrangements determined in a year or less, with 15% reporting it 
took three months or less. However, for nearly a fifth (18%) it took more than two years. 
Nearly three-quarters (73%) thought the time it took to determine their parenting 
arrangements was unreasonable. 
 
Positive or Helpful Aspects About the Family Court: Just over a third (34%) found the Family 
Court helpful overall in making or changing their parenting arrangements. Judicial authority 
and the formality and enforceability of an order were particularly liked. Some participants 
found the Family Court process unbiased, clear, efficient or easy to navigate and liked the 
emphasis by the cƻǳǊǘ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ. They also found court staff to be helpful 
and polite. Judges were commended for ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ 
concerns seriously, offering suggestions, actively managing the case, and listening to both 
parties. Lawyers were also praised for being sensible, pragmatic, reassuring, knowledgeable 
and with a clear focus on what was best for the children. Several participants spoke of the 
benefits they had gained from either privately paid counselling or communication 
counselling provided free of charge by the Family Court. The advice and support provided 
online and within the community by agencies (such as Community Law Centres, the Police, 
Shine, Barnardos etc.) and parent support groups (such as the Backbone Collective, Kidz 
Need Dadz, Blended Families New Zealand etc.) was also much appreciated. 
 
Negative or Unhelpful Aspects About the Family Court: Over a third (39%) found the Family 
Court unhelpful overall in making or changing their parenting arrangements. Many parents 
and caregivers described the Family Court in very negative terms. Some were particularly 
disillusioned and upset about their experience which they felt was adversarial, uncaring and 
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a farce or necessary evil. The delays experienced were the most frequently mentioned 
negative or unhelpful aspect of the court. Many wanted the court to work faster. The cost 
was criticised as expensive, devastating and unaffordable. Some people had sold their family 
home, used an inheritance or borrowed money from family to afford their legal fees and/or 
court proceedings. The amount spent ranged from $2000 to $400,000. Hourly charges and 
costs associated with emails or photocopying were particularly disliked. The money could 
not be spent on the children, who lost life opportunities because of this and sometimes had 
to live in poverty or alternative places like a bus or cabin. Sometimes the cost had led to the 
loss of assets (like a home), poverty, having to live with relatives, and having to rebuild 
financial resources (sometimes later in life). Parents greatly appreciated lawyers who 
charged lower fees, e.g., at Legal Aid rates, or did pro bono work for them. Some parents 
planned to self-represent in the future. Legal Aid was welcomed by some parents, but others 
thought it created an uneven playing field.  
 
Some participants considered the Family Court to be one-sided or biased towards a 
particular gender. Dishonesty, lies and false allegations were said to be very damaging, could 
lead to protracted proceedings and might mean a parent may not see their child for a 
lengthy period. The lack of accountability or redress for this conduct, which some said 
amounted to perjury, and for breaches of court orders, was criticised. Many parents 
suggested that the Family Court should be improved by more proactively identifying and 
managing manipulative tactics, obstructive behaviour, dishonest or false statements and 
breaches of court orders. They also suggested stronger accountability, the introduction of 
more robust penalties, and firmer case management by judges. Generally, a more balanced 
approach and fairness to both parties was desired. 
 
Family Court clients, primarily mothers, who had experienced family violence and abuse 
found their experience of the court to be particularly devastating. They described it as life 
destroying or traumatising and some said it had broken or revictimised them. They called for 
the court to provide greater support and protection and to avoid adding to their trauma 
through systemic abuse. They also recommended that more attention be given to emotional 
abuse and to the review of court orders. 
 
Without notice applications were criticised for being either too easily granted on the basis of 
inadequate evidence or for not taking the concerns raised seriously enough. Some parents 
and caregivers wanted the threshold increased and corroborating evidence provided. 
Several parents wanted 50/50 shared care or equal parental rights to be the starting point 
ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƻǎǘ-separation care arrangements, while others argued against this. Some 
said the Family Court was insufficiently focused on what was best for children. Parents and 
caregivers could feel lost and uncertain about where to turn for help. They wanted more 
information and greater support to be provided, plus more opportunities to have a say and 
be heard. 
 
Participants commented on the unhelpfulness of some Family Court judges who they 
criticised for being arrogant, biased, lacking in objectivity, inconsistent and overly influenced 
by Lawyer for the Child and report writers. They wanted judges to be gender neutral, to be 
better prepared, to take time to read files, to have more support and to be held to account 
more easily. There was criticism of judges expressing generalised, outdated or biased views, 
especially around contemporary family life, parental alienation or shared care issues. 
Participants ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƧǳŘƎŜǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ƛŘŜƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ 
influencing their decisions or there were significant differences in approaches between 
judges to their judicial role. Some judges were said to lack expertise in family violence and 
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ŀōǳǎŜ ƻǊ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǊŜƎŀǊŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΦ Unsatisfactory or pre-determined outcomes or orders 
were criticised. Some participants suggested having more judges, rotating judges and having 
continuity through one judge per case. 
 
Participants were critical of some lawyers for being unprofessional, expensive, disinterested 
or too friendly with other lawyers at court. They were also unhappy when lawyers did not 
provide enough information, left things to the last minute, were in a rush or too busy, 
seemed unprepared, provided problematic advice or were not strongly advocating on their 
ŎƭƛŜƴǘΩǎ ōŜƘŀƭŦΦ {ƻƳŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƘƻƭŘ ƻǳǘŘŀǘŜŘ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ŀŘƻǇǘ ǊƛƎƛŘ άƻƴŜ ǎƛȊŜ Ŧƛǘǎ ŀƭƭέ 
approaches. Some parents had difficulty accessing legal representation. Some Legal Aid 
clients felt like they received second-rate legal representation. [ŀǿȅŜǊǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
questioned, especially where stalling and other tactics were seemingly being used by 
lawyers to increase their legal fees and play or rort the system. 
 
The adversarial nature of the Family Court could be particularly unhelpful. Emphasising the 
positive aspects of an ex-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ ōǊƛŘƎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
them, rather than discredit them, was suggested as important going forward. 
 
Overall, 55% were dissatisfied with the Family Court and 27% were satisfied. Evidence of 
an association was found between the outcome and overall satisfaction with the Family 
Court. More people than expected were satisfied with the Family Court when it resulted in a 
parenting agreement, whether this was made by the parties or by a judge. Just over half 
(51%) would not recommend the Family Court to other people making parenting 
arrangements, 21% would and 28% maybe would. 
 
Suggested Improvements to the Family Court: The most frequent improvement that 
parents and caregivers wanted was to reduce the delays. Other improvements included 
eliminating bias and one-sidedness; having stronger consequences for false allegations, lies, 
perjury and breaches of orders; achieving greater fairness, transparency, openness and 
accountability; providing safer environments and more support for victims of family violence 
ŀƴŘ ŀōǳǎŜΤ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΤ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ cost involved in 
court proceedings and improving accessibility to Legal Aid; enabling more opportunities for 
parents and caregivers to have a say and be listened to by the professionals; family justice 
professionals listening better to parties and being more accountable, compassionate and 
respectful; training for professionals; a Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Family Court or 
the establishment of an independent body; reform or overhaul of the Family Court; the 
ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƪŀǳǇŀǇŀ aņƻǊƛ ŀƴŘ ōƛƭƛƴƎǳal approaches; bringing back counselling; agencies 
working together; a tougher stance on drug use/addiction; relaxation around McKenzie 
friends; a more open court; more security at court; more opportunities to attend mediation; 
and complaints being taken seriously and acted upon. 
 

The 2014 Reforms 
 
Some participants spoke very positively about the emphasis of the reforms on helping 
people to resolve post-separation care arrangements themselves. Others agreed in principle 
with the thrust of the reforms, but had concerns about how realistic they were, the increase 
in without notice applications, and the way the reforms have been implemented or 
resourced. The attitudes and behaviours of former partners were said to sometimes hinder 
or derail the 2014 intent of a co-operative dispute resolution process. 
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The inability to be legally represented in the early stage of Family Court proceedings was 
criticised, as was the overuse of the without notice track in order to have a lawyer from the 
outset. It was thought that publicity was needed so that separated people could be informed 
about the availability of the other dispute resolution options introduced in 2014. Some 
parents and caregivers expressed entirely negative perspectives on the 2014 reforms and 
believed they had not had a positive impact and, at times, had inflamed or escalated conflict 
between the parties. Some believed the reforms suited particular cases, but not those that 
involved acrimony and complex factors. Reinstating counselling to assist parties, particularly 
with their communication, was also suggested. 
 

Conclusion 
 
This research project has been the largest independent study undertaken to examine the 
2014 family law reforms from the perspectives of those affected most directly by the 
reforms ς separated parents and caregivers. The findings from the nationwide online survey 
and one-to-one interviews have provided a much deeper and richer understanding of their 
experiences of the family justice system, including their use of the new services 
implemented from 2014. While the review of the 2014 reforms by the Independent Panel 
appointed by the Minister of Justice in 2018 had not been anticipated when we began our 
research, we were able to share our preliminary findings with the Panel to help inform their 
Final Report.2 The findings presented in this research report resonate with the conclusions 
and recommendations reached by the Independent Panel and with the other studies 
undertaken to evaluate the reforms by the Ministry of Justice and others. They also largely 
complement the perspectives of the 364 family justice professionals who participated in our 
study through their own online survey and interviews.3  
 
¢Ƙƛǎ ōƻŘȅ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ 
ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ tŀƴŜƭΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ 
it is hoped the detailed examination of how well family justice services are working for 
families, from the perspectives of their clients, will be of particular value to those providing 
these services.  
 
As well as evaluating the 2014 reforms and family justice services, our study was designed to 
gain an understanding of the process of making post-separation parenting arrangements in 
New Zealand and the pathways and services that parents and caregivers use. This report 
provides a broad overview of the complex survey and interview data collected, giving a 
snapshot of the descriptive findings. Further analysis of both the survey and interview data 
will be reported on in forthcoming publications from our research team. This will provide a 
more detailed and in-depth understanding of the experiences of separated parents and 
ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƛƴ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ 
system. 
 

 

 
2 Independent Panel. (2019). ¢Ŝ YƻǊƻǿŀƛ ¢ǳǊŜ ņ-Whņnau: The final report of the Independent Panel examining the 
2014 family justice reforms. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. 
3 Taylor, N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, N. (2019). Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating 
the 2014 family law reforms ς CŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ. Research Report for the New Zealand 
[ŀǿ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 5ǳƴŜŘƛƴΣ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΥ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ LǎǎǳŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀƎƻΦ 
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Introduction 
 
The Family Law Reforms that took effect in New Zealand on 31 March 2014 (Family Dispute 
Resolution Act and RŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ нлмоύ ƳŀǊƪŜŘ άǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ bŜǿ 
½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ CŀƳƛƭȅ /ƻǳǊǘέ ƛƴ мфум ό/ƻƭƭƛƴǎΣ 
2014; see also Ministry of Justice, 2011).4 These reforms were based on the review of the 
Family Court undertaken by the Ministry of Justice from 2011-2014. They primarily related 
to Care of Children Act 2004 matters, which accounted for about 40 per cent of applications 
to the Family Court, and aimed to reduce the stress on families and children by avoiding, 
wherever possible, the delays, conflict and expense that court proceedings can entail.  
 

Background to the 2014 Reforms 
 
In 2011 Cabinet agreed to a review of the Family Court, to be carried out by the Ministry of 
Justice. A consultation paper with options for reform was released for public comment in 
September 2011 and 209 submissions were received. A sample of 173 Care of Children Act 
cases and 88 Property Relationship Act case files were also analysed, and an External 
Reference Group established to assist the Ministry of Justice with the review. The 2011 
Review identified that: 
 
¶ Current Court processes were complex, uncertain, and too slow; 
¶ There was an insufficient focus on children and vulnerable people; and 
¶ There was a lack of support for resolving parenting issues out-of-Court. 
 
There was also considerable concern about the cost to the taxpayer of running the Family 
Court. This had increased by 70 per cent in the six years to 2012, from $84 million to $142 
million per year, despite the overall number of applications to the court remaining relatively 
steady. 
 
On 2 August 2012 the Minister of Justice, the Hon. Judith Collins, announced a package of 
reforms to the Family Court to create a modern, accessible family justice system that was 
more focused on the needs of children and vulnerable people. The Family Court Proceedings 
Reform Bill was introduced to Parliament in 2012 and then considered by the Justice and 
Electoral Committee, which received 386 written submissions and heard 217 oral 
submissions. The Bill passed its Third Reading in Parliament on 19 September 2013, assent 
was given on 24 September 2013, and the changes took effect on 31 March 2014. 

 

  

 

4 New Zealand Government. (2014, March, 25). !ŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƻ !ǊōƛǘǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ aŜŘƛŀǘƻǊǎΩ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ [Press release]. 
Retrieved from http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/PA1403/S00467/address-to-arbitrators-and-mediators-
institute.htm; Ministry of Justice. (2011). Reviewing the Family Court: A summary. Wellington: Ministry of Justice. 
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Purpose of the 2014 Reforms 

The General Policy Statement included in the Family Court Proceedings Reform Bill5 stated 
the purpose of the reforms as follows: 

To ensure a modern, accessible family justice system that is responsive to children 
and vulnerable people, and is efficient and effective.  

The reforms emphasised parental responsibility by shifting the focus of the family justice 
system towards supporting people to resolve their own disputes (where appropriate), 
mainly through out-of-court processes, such as Family Dispute Resolution. The reforms 
focused on encouraging faster and less acrimonious resolution of family disputes about 
children, through out-of-court dispute resolution processesΣ ǘƘŜǊŜōȅ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ 
of cases coming to the court by encouraging people to focus on the needs of their children 
and on taking ownership of the agreement reached.έ The aim was to improve outcomes for 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ άōȅ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ƘŜƛƎƘǘŜƴŜŘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 
ƭƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΦέ6 

The reforms were also aimed at refocusing the Family Court on the most serious and urgent 
cases and those disputes that required a judicial decision, thereby better targeting resources 
ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴ ƴŜŜŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘΩǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
ensuring the family justice system remained affordable in the future. The reforms made 
changes to the way the Family Court operated with the intention of making it more efficient 
and effective, improving its response to family violence victims, and mitigating the 
adversarial nature of proceedings. 
 

Summary of Changes to the Family Justice System 
 
The 2014 reforms largely focused on Care of Children Act 2004 matters, which include issues 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ Ǉƻǎǘ-separation care arrangements such as day-to-day care and 
contact. They aimed to shift the emphasis away from resolving such parenting disputes 
within the Family Court to encouraging and supporting people to reach agreement 
themselves through access to out-of-court services. These include: Family Dispute 
Resolution (FDR), Parenting Through Separation (PTS) and the Family Legal Advice Service 
(FLAS). The Family Court was to be regarded as one part of a wider family justice system. Key 
features of the reforms included changes to both out-of-court and in-court processes. 
 

Changes to Out-of-Court-Processes 
 

¶ Introducing a new Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) mediation service for resolving 
parenting and guardianship matters out-of-court. An approved FDR provider (a 
mediator) assists parents and guardians to identify the matters in dispute, facilitates 
discussion, and helps them to reach agreements that focus on the needs of their 
children. FDR is mandatory for most parties prior to commencing Care of Children Act 
2004 proceedings, unless an exemption is granted (such as when the matter is urgent, 
there are safety risks or a significant power imbalance exists, or parties consent to 
orders). Access to the Family Court is still available if FDR is unsuccessful. The cost of FDR 
is fully subsidised for participants who meet an eligibility test for out-of-court support. 

 
5 Family Court Proceedings Reform Bill. Explanatory note. General policy 
statement.http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2012/0090/20.0/DLM4896269.html 
6 Ibid. 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2012/0090/20.0/DLM4896269.html
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For those not eligible, the cost of FDR is $897.00. A 12-hour FDR model was introduced 
in December 2016 which also placed greater emphasis on Preparation for Mediation or 
Coaching (initially called Preparatory Counselling) and child participation. 
 

¶ Expanding Parenting through Separation (PTS) and making participation mandatory for 
many applicants before they proceed to the Family Court. PTS is a free information 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƎǳŀǊŘƛŀƴǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 
needs following separation, covering areas such as the impact of separation on children, 
what is best for children, and how to parent effectively. 

 

¶ Providing low-income parents eligible for out-of-court support with up to four hours of 
free legal advice through a new Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS). This service has two 
ǇŀǊǘǎΦ tŀǊǘ ƻƴŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ 
options regarding children and their care, and what family justice services are available. 
Part two provides assistance with filling out court forms. 

 

¶ Providing information and resources to assist parents to resolve disputes themselves 
without going to court. Information about the family justice system was made available 
via printed and online resources, the Ministry of Justice website (Care of Children 
section; see https://www.justice.govt.nz/family/care-of-children/) and the introduction 
of an 0800 2 AGREE phone line. 

 

¶ Discontinuing the previous free Family Court counselling sessions. 
 

Changes to In-Court-Processes 
 

¶ Introducing a simplified three-track system to support people to navigate parts of the 
Family Court independently. Applications to the court are allocated to a ΨǘǊŀŎƪΩ 
depending on its complexity:  

a) Simple Track ς For simple issues not requiring extensive judicial involvement. 
For example, undefended proceedings or for those who wish to formalise 
private agreements with a Consent Order. This track is designed so that the 
parties are able to represent themselves, without the need for lawyers. 

b) Standard Track ς For non-urgent defended proceedings about multiple or more 
complex issues. For example, an application for day-to-day care or permission to 
take children to live overseas. This track is designed so parties are able to 
represent themselves, without the need for lawyers, for most of the process. If 
matters are not resolved, the case moves onto a formal hearing where lawyers 
are present.  

c) Without Notice Track ς For urgent matters, where there is a risk of serious 
injury to a child and/or parent, undue hardship, a Ǌƛǎƪ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƻǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ 
personal safety, or a child being removed from New Zealand without 
permission. This was designed to ensure that vulnerable people exposed to 
violence and children needing protection have immediate access to the court. 
Lawyers can be used to assist with filing applications and represent a person in 
court. 

¶ Changes to Family Court processes, such as the introduction of new forms and different 
types of conferences and hearings. 

 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/family/care-of-children/
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¶ Mandatory self-representation ς The removal of lawyers from the initial stages of non-
urgent on-notice court processes. People are required to file their own Family Court 
documents and represent themselves when meeting with a judge in the early part of the 
process. 

 

¶ Mandatory participation in PTS and FDR before an application can be made to the 
Family Court, unless on the without notice track or an exemption has been issued. 

 

¶ Changes to the way child safety is addressed and assessed in the Family Court. 
 

¶ Introducing Cost Contribution Orders requiring parties to pay part of the cost of Lawyer 
for the Child, Lawyer to Assist the court and specialist report writers appointed by the 
Family Court in their case. 

 

¶ Changes to the appointment criteria for Lawyer for the Child to focus on situations 
where there are ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƻǊ ǿŜƭƭ-being. Lawyer for the Child is now 
required tƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ōƻǘƘ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ŀƴŘ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ 

 

¶ Changes to specialist reports ς these are now only obtained when they are deemed 
essential to decide a case. A standardised brief has been introduced for specialist 
reports. 

 

Research and Reviews Evaluating the Reforms 
 
Our research project commenced in 2014 to provide an independent evaluation of the 2014 
reforms. However, the Ministry of Justice has also undertaken its own research to evaluate 
the reforms, including: 
 
1. 2015: A qualitative evaluation of the Family Dispute Resolution service and mandatory 

self-representation.7 
2. 2017: An administrative review to assess whether the intended outcomes of the reforms 

had been achieved.8 
3. A cohort analysis tracking people through the family justice system (not dated).9 
4. 2017: An analysis of exemptions from FDR.10 
5. 2017: An examination of the reasons for, and impact of, the increase in Family Court 

Care of Children Act without notice applications since the reforms.11 

 
7 Ministry of Justice. (2015). Evaluation of Family Dispute Resolution service and mandatory self-presentation. 
Wellington, NZ: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from 
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Evaluation-of-Family-Dispute-Resolution-Service-
and-Manadatory-Self-representation.pdf 
8 Ministry of Justice. (2017). Family justice: An administrative review of family justice system reforms. Wellington, 
NZ: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-
Justice-Administrative-review-2017-FINAL.pdf 
9 Ministry of Justice. (n.d.). Family justice reforms: An initial cohort analysis. Wellington, NZ: Ministry of Justice. 
Retrieved from https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FJ-Cohort-analyisis-FINAL.pdf 
10 Ministry of Justice. (2017). Exemptions from Family Dispute Resolution. Wellington, NZ: Ministry of Justice. 
Retrieved from https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FDR-Exemptions-for-Did-Not-
Participate-September-2017.pdf 
11 Wehipeihana, N., Spee, K., & Akroyd, S. (2017). Without notice application in the Family Court: A research 
report prepared for the Ministry of Justice. Kinnect Group. Retrieved from 
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Without-notice-applications-in-the-Family-Court-
Final-Report.pdf 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Evaluation-of-Family-Dispute-Resolution-Service-and-Manadatory-Self-representation.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Evaluation-of-Family-Dispute-Resolution-Service-and-Manadatory-Self-representation.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-Justice-Administrative-review-2017-FINAL.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-Justice-Administrative-review-2017-FINAL.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FJ-Cohort-analyisis-FINAL.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FDR-Exemptions-for-Did-Not-Participate-September-2017.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FDR-Exemptions-for-Did-Not-Participate-September-2017.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Without-notice-applications-in-the-Family-Court-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Without-notice-applications-in-the-Family-Court-Final-Report.pdf
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In August 2018, the Minister of Justice, the Hon. Andrew Little, announced the 
establishment of an Independent Panel to review the 2014 reforms.12 The Panel comprised 
Rosslyn Noonan, La-Verne King and Chris Dellabarca. An expert reference group was also 
appointed.  
 
The Panel undertook two rounds of nationwide public consultations during late 201813 and 
early 201914 with both users of the family justice system and those working within it. The 
Panel considered submissions15 and also commissioned an independent research company, 
¦awΣ ǘƻ ƻōǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ aņƻǊƛ ŀƴŘ tŀŎƛŦƛŎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘņƴŀǳΣ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅΣ 
and children.16 The final report of the Independent Panel ¢Ŝ YƻǊƻǿŀƛ ¢ǳǊŜ ņ-²Ƙņƴŀu17 was 
provided to the Minister in May 2019 and publicly released on 16 June 2019.  
 
While this review by the Independent Panel had not been anticipated when our research 
commenced, it was fortuitous as it enabled our preliminary findings to be shared with the 
Panel and to help inform their conclusions and recommendations. The research has thus 
contributed to the growing body of evidence about the impact of the 2014 family law 
ǊŜŦƻǊƳǎ ƻƴ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΣ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǿƘņƴŀǳ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΦ Lǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ 
ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǎ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀre considered to give 
ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ LƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ tŀƴŜƭΩǎ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΦ 
 

  

 
12 See https://www.justice.govt.nz/justice-sector-policy/key-initiatives/family-court-rewrite/). 
13 Independent Panel. (2018, September). Have your say on the family justice system: A consultation document 
released by the Independent Panel examining the 2014 family justice reforms. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry 
of Justice. 
14 Independent Panel. (2019, January). Strengthening the family justice system: A consultation document released 
by the Independent Panel examining the 2014 family justice reforms. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of 
Justice. 
15 Independent Panel. (2019, January). Submissions summary: Independent Panel examining the 2014 family 
justice reforms. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from 
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-Court-Rewrite-Summary-of-
Submissions.pdf; Independent Panel. (2019, May). ¢Ŝ YƻǊƻǿŀƛ ¢ǳǊŜ ņ-Whanau: Summary of submissions on the 
tŀƴŜƭΩǎ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǇŜǊΦ Independent Panel examining the 2014 family justice reforms. Wellington, 
New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from 
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-te-korowai-ture-a-
whanau.pdf 
16 UMR. (2019). A qualitative study on behalf of the Independent Panel examining the 2014 family justice system 
reforms. Retrieved from https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-
main-report.pdf 
17 Independent Panel. (2019). ¢Ŝ YƻǊƻǿŀƛ ¢ǳǊŜ ņ-Whņnau: The final report of the Independent Panel examining 
the 2014 family justice reforms. Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from 
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-final-report-independent-
panel.pdf 
 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/justice-sector-policy/key-initiatives/family-court-rewrite/
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-Court-Rewrite-Summary-of-Submissions.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family-Court-Rewrite-Summary-of-Submissions.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-te-korowai-ture-a-whanau.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-te-korowai-ture-a-whanau.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-main-report.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-main-report.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-final-report-independent-panel.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/family-justice-reforms-final-report-independent-panel.pdf


 

 6 

Project Overview 
 

This report presents data from a two-phase research project generously funded by the New 
Zealand Law Foundation. Phase One was undertaken during 2014-2015 and involved the 
initial scoping, consultation and planning for implementation of the Phase Two nationwide 
study beginning in 2016. Phase One involved: 
 

¶ Compiling an annotated bibliography of domestic and international research literature 
pertaining to New Zealand family law research and family law evaluation research; 

¶ Ascertaining the existence of baseline data in New Zealand (collected prior to the March 
2014 reforms) and its usefulness in enabling pre- and post-reform comparisons; 

¶ Consultation and liaison with key New Zealand stakeholders; 

¶ Consultation with international experts and key researchers in family law reform 
evaluation; 

¶ Holding a workshop in Wellington on 30 October 2014 with stakeholder representatives 
to a) report back on the above activities and the themes that emerged from the 
consultation process; and b) to gauge sector/stakeholder interest in, and commitment 
to, an evaluation proposal.18  

 

The primary purpose of Phase Two (1 August 2016 to 31 January 2020) was to undertake the 
empirical components of a large-scale nationwide mixed-methods study to evaluate the 
2014 family law reforms. This phase addressed the following research questions: 
 

¶ What are ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ Ǉƻǎǘ-
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŎŀǊŜ 
arrangements post-31 March 2014? 

¶ Which family justice systems/services/processes are working well for families and family 
justice professionals and which are not?  

¶ How and why do parents choose different dispute resolution pathways (e.g., self-
resolution, private agreement, out-of-court or in-court dispute resolution) and are they 
associated with different experiences, perspectives and outcomes (such as stability of 
care arrangements, conflict reduction)? 

 

The Phase Two study involved the following data collection methods: 
 
1. An anonymous nationwide online survey with separated parents/caregivers (n=655). 
2. Interviews with a sub-set of parent survey participants (n=183). 
3. Follow-up online surveys with separated parents/caregivers (n=429). 
4. An anonymous nationwide online survey with family justice professionals (n=364). 
5. Interviews with a sub-set of family justice professionals (n=100). 
 

  

 
18 For the Phase One research report, see: Gollop, M.M., Taylor, N.J., & Henaghan, R.M. (2015). Evaluation of the 
2014 Family Law Reforms: Phase One. Report to the New Zealand Law Foundation. Dunedin, New Zealand: 
ChildrenΩs Issues Centre, University of Otago. 
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An interim report19 focusing on the data collected from family justice professionals (points 4 
and 5 above) was submitted to the New Zealand Law Foundation in April 2019. The final 
report20 on the perspectives of family justice professionals was completed in September 
2019. 
 
This current report focuses on data collected from the separated parents/caregivers by the 
online survey and also their interview data relating to family justice services. The report 
provides a broad overview of all of the major descriptive findings about ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ 
ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜs of, and views on, making parenting arrangements and their use of 
any family justice services to help achieve this. Subsequent journal publications will focus on 
particular aspects of the findings in more depth. The remaining parent/caregiver interview 
data will be reported in early 2020 in the Part 2 report.21 
 
The study was approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee (Reference 
number 16/164) on December 8, 2016. The UƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀƎƻ aņƻǊƛ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 
ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ bƎņƛ ¢ŀƘǳ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ in October 2016. 

 
  

 
19 Gollop, M.M., & Taylor, N.J. (2019). Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating the 2014 
Family Law Reforms ς CŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ. Interim Research Report for the New Zealand 
Law Foundation and the Independent Panel Examining the 2014 Family Justice Reforms. Dunedin, New Zealand: 
/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ LǎǎǳŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀƎƻΦ 
20 Taylor, N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, N. (2019). Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: 
Evaluating the 2014 family law reforms ς CŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ. Research Report for the New 
½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ [ŀǿ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 5ǳƴŜŘƛƴΣ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΥ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ LǎǎǳŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀƎƻΦ 
21 Gollop, M., Taylor, N., & Liebergreen, N. (2020). Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating 

the 2014 Family Law Reforms ς tŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ς Part 2. Research Report for the New 
½ŜŀƭŀƴŘ [ŀǿ CƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴΦ 5ǳƴŜŘƛƴΣ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΥ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ LǎǎǳŜǎ /ŜƴǘǊŜΣ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ hǘŀƎƻΦ 
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Method 
 

Participant Recruitment 
 
Separated parents/caregivers who had made or changed parenting arrangements in New 
Zealand since the reforms took effect were recruited to take part in the study. The intention 
was to recruit as many separated parents/caregivers as possible to ensure a broad range of 
experiences and perspectives. Our goal was to recruit both those who had used family 
justice services to make or change parenting arrangements since the reforms, as well as 
those who had had limited, or no, service use. As it is unknown how many separating 
couples in New Zealand have children,22 the intention was not to gain a representative 
sample, but rather to ensure a diverse range of participants. 
 
Participants were recruited to take part in the study by an extensive range of strategies 
including the following: 

¶ Letters and fliers (see Appendix A) sent (via post and/or email) to family justice providers 
nationwide e.g., Parenting Through Separation (PTS) providers, Family Legal Advice 
Service (FLAS) providers, Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) suppliers/providers (via 
contact details available on the Ministry of Justice website) and Family Courts.  

¶ Letters and fliers sent (via post and/or email) to other community agencies ς e.g., 
Community Law Centres, Citizens Advice Bureau offices, and social service agencies 
throughout New Zealand. 

¶ Support groups for separated parents distributed information about the study to their 
members and/or posted information about the study on their websites and/or 
Facebook. 

¶ FDR suppliers (e.g., Fairway, Family Works Central and Family Works Northern) 
distributed information to their clients via email, fliers and items about the study in their 
newsletters and/or on websites. 

¶ Articles in the Family Advocate (the magazine of the Family Law Section of the New 
Zealand Law Society) informing family justice professionals about the research and 
encouraging them to bring the study to their clients. 

¶ Articles in the Child Wellbeing Network bulletin. 

¶ Paid advertising on Facebook ς dark posts23 targeted to reach around 45,000 New 
Zealand users aged 20-60 who had children aged 18 and under. 

¶ Paid advertising on Stuff ς a New Zealand news website. 

¶ An article in the University of Otago staff bulletin. 

¶ An email to all University of Otago staff. 
 
Participants were asked how they had heard about the study and, of those who responded, 
the vast majority (85%) indicated that it was through Facebook or the Internet, with 8% 
hearing about it through support groups and 4% through family or friends. The number of 
participants who reported hearing about the study from other recruitment strategies was 
very low. Local recruitment via an email and article aimed at University of Otago staff 
initially proved quite effective, however, at this early project stage, data about where people 
heard about the study was not collected.  

 
22 See Law Commission. (2017). Relationships and families in contemporary New Zealand. He Hononga Tangata, 
IŜ IƻƴƻƴƎŀ ²Ƙņƴŀǳ L !ƻǘŜŀǊƻŀ h bņƛŀƴŜƛ. Study Paper 22. Wellington: Law Commission. Retrieved from 
https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/sites/default/files/projectAvailableFormats/Study%20Paper%20-%20FINAL_0.pdf 
23 Targeted news style advertisements. 

https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/sites/default/files/projectAvailableFormats/Study%20Paper%20-%20FINAL_0.pdf
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Data Collection 
 

Online Survey 
 
The anonymous online survey was administered through the study website and was open 
for nine months from 31 July 2017 until 30th April 2018. Participants were self-selected and 
opted to complete the anonymous survey after receiving information about the study 
through the range of recruitment strategies outlined earlier. They accessed the survey via 
the study website. After accessing the survey, participants were asked a screening question 
to ensure they meet the criteria of: 1. having made or changed parenting arrangements for 
children; 2. since the reforms came into effect; 3. and within New Zealand. If not, they were 
directed away from the survey and invited to share their views in another format available 
on the study website. Those who had completed making or changing parenting 
arrangements and those who were still in the process were welcome to complete the 
survey. Parents and caregivers were eligible to participate. The online survey was completed 
by 655 respondents. 
 
Participants who met the inclusion criteria detailed above were provided with an 
Information Sheet about the study (see Appendix B) and a Consent Form (see Appendix C), 
which could be read online and/or downloaded. Once participants indicated they had read 
the Information Sheet and the Consent Form, and had agreed to take part, they were given 
instructions on how to complete the survey.  
 
The survey (see Appendix D) took around 30-60 minutes to complete and had four sections 
that asked about respoƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ: 
 
1. Making (or changing) their parenting arrangements. 
2. Family justice services funded by the Government. 
3. The New Zealand family justice system. 
4. Demographic information. 
 
Section 1 asked participaƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻƴŜ ΨǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
arrangements. As parenting arrangements change over time and can apply to more than one 
situation or family, the survey respondents were guided as to what process they should 
report on in Section 1. If they had had to make or change parenting arrangements for 
children from more than one relationship, they were instructed to choose only one of these 
situations to answer questions from Section 1. If participants had made arrangements under 
the previous family justice system and changed (or attempted to change) them after 1 April 
2014 they were asked to answer Section 1 in relation to when they first changed their 
arrangements since 1 April 2014. If they had both made and then changed (or attempted to 
change) arrangements after the reforms came into effect, participants were instructed to 
complete Section 1 in relation to when they had first made their parenting arrangements 
since 1 April 2014. 
 
Section 2 asked respondents about their use of family justice services to assist them to make 
or change parenting arrangements. As this section was an evaluation of the services post-
reform, respondents were asked if they had ever used the service since 1 April 2014 and, if 
so, were asked about their views and experiences of the service. As such, their responses 
Ƴŀȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ ΨǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΩ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎκŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ 
than one relationship. 
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Participants were able to skip any question they did not wish to answer. 
 
Participants who started, but did not complete, the survey were sent a reminder email with 
a link to their partially completed survey one day, one week and two weeks after they began 
it. They could then resume where they left off. Three hundred and thirty-six respondents 
began the survey, but did not complete it, and their partial data has not been included in the 
dataset. 
 
As the study was an opt-in process and was anonymous, unless people provided their 
contact details or indicated their interest in an interview, it was possible that people who did 
not meet the criteria could complete the survey and/or could complete the survey more 
than once. When this was detected during data cleaning, any duplicates were deleted from 
ǘƘŜ ŘŀǘŀǎŜǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘΩǎ Řŀǘŀ Ŧrom their first completed survey was used. 
 

Follow-up Surveys 
 
Participants who had provided an email address when they completed the initial survey 
(91%, n=595) were invited to complete two subsequent online follow-up surveys; one 
approximately six months after their initial survey completion and then six months after 
completion of the first follow-up survey (or 12 months after their initial survey if they did not 
complete the first follow-up survey).  
 
Participants were emailed a link to the follow-up surveys linked to their unique ID number. 
They were emailed reminders one week and two weeks after the invitation was sent if they 
had not completed the survey. As with the initial survey, if they began, but did not complete 
the survey, they were sent a reminder email with a link to their partially completed survey 
one day, one week and two weeks after they started it. They could then resume where they 
left off. Thirty-eight participants started, but did not complete, a follow-up survey and their 
partial data was not included in the dataset. 
 
The purpose of these follow-ups was two-fold. Firstly, for those who, at the time of the 
initial survey, had completed making/changing their parenting arrangements, the follow-up 
surveys were designed to determine the stability of arrangements over time and to ascertain 
if the participants had (re)engaged with any family justice services. For those who, at the 
time of the initial survey, were still in the process of making or changing their parenting 
arrangements, the follow-up surveys were used to track their process. If they had completed 
their arrangements at the time of the follow-up survey, data missing from their initial survey 
relating to their views and experiences of how the issue was resolved was obtained. This 
data was then added to the initial survey data. 
 
In total there were four follow-up surveys for: 
1. Participants who at the time of the initial survey had completed their parenting 

arrangements ς First Follow-up Survey 1A (see Appendix E); 
2. Participants who at the time of the initial survey had not completed their parenting 

arrangements ς First Follow-up Survey 1B (see Appendix F); 
3. Participants who at the time of the initial survey had completed their parenting 

arrangements and also those whose  parenting arrangements were still in progress at 
the time of the initial survey but were completed by the time of the First Follow-up 
Survey ς Second Follow-up 2A (see Appendix G); 

4. Participants who at the time of the first follow-up survey had not completed their 
parenting arrangements ς Second Follow-up 2B (see Appendix H). 
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Not all participants completed both follow-up surveys. Some participants did not complete 
the first follow-up survey, but completed a survey at the time of the second follow-up, in 
which case they completed either Follow-up Survey 1A or Follow-up Survey 1B. Table 1 
below outlines the possible permutations of survey completions and the number of 
participants who completed each follow-up survey. 
 
Table 1: Follow-up surveys 
 

Status of Parenting Arrangements 
First  

Follow-up 
Second  

Follow-up 
Total  

respondents 

Complete at time of Initial Survey Survey 1A - n=79  

Complete at time of Initial Survey Survey 1A Survey 2A n=129  

Complete at time of Initial Survey - Survey 1A n=58  

Incomplete at time of Initial Survey;  
Complete at time of First Follow-up 

Survey 1B Survey 2A n=40 

Incomplete at time of Initial Survey;  
Incomplete at time of First Follow-up 

Survey 1B Survey 2B n=38 

Incomplete at time of Initial Survey Survey 1B - n=53 

Incomplete at time of Initial Survey - Survey 1B n=33 

 
As shown in Table 1, overall, almost two-thirds (65%) of the 655 participants who completed 
the initial survey completed at least one follow-up survey (n=429), 34% (n=223) completed 
only one follow-survey (either 1A or 1B) and 31% (n=207) completed two follow-up surveys 
(either 2A or 2B). The delays between the initial survey and Follow-up Surveys 1A and 1B, 
and between Follow-up Surveys 2A and 2B are detailed below in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Time delays between surveys 
 

 
Delay range 

(weeks) 
Average delay 

(weeks) 

Initial Survey and Follow-up Survey 1A 26-62 35 

Initial Survey and Follow-up Survey 1B 26-61 35 

First Follow-up Survey (1A or 1B) and Follow-up Survey 2A 26-49 27 

First Follow-up Survey 1B and Follow-up Survey 2B 26-40 27 
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Interviews 
 
At the end of the survey respondents were asked if they wished to express their interest in 
taking part in a telephone interview with a member of the research team to share, in more 
depth, their views and experiences. Those who indicated their interest were asked for their 
contact details, followed up by email and sent an Information Sheet and Consent Form (see 
Appendices I and J). 
 
Forty-two per cent (n=277) of the survey respondents indicated their interest in participating 
in an interview. Ultimately, 192 (29% of the total survey respondents) were interviewed. 
Eighty-five participants decided not to be interviewed, did not respond to requests to 
schedule an interview time, or were unavailable during the period the interviews were being 
conducted. Nine of the 192 interviews were not included in any subsequent analysis as it 
became apparent they were talking about pre-reform experiences, non-parenting matters or 
the interview was discontinued when a participant became distressed or could no longer 
continue for other reasons. This resulted in a final interview subset of 183 participants, three 
of whom did not complete the online survey, but wished to be interviewed. 
 
The interviews were predominately conducted via telephone, although a few locally based 
participants (n=15) were interviewed face-to-face and one participant elected to be 
interviewed via Zoom teleconferencing. PŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾŜǊōŀƭ ŎƻƴǎŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
beginning of the interview, which was audio-recorded. The interviews were undertaken by 
four interviewers (Dr Margaret Mitchell, Dr Megan Gollop, and two legally-trained contract 
interviewers Kyla Mullen and Latafale Auva'a). 
 
The semi-structured interview schedule (see Appendix K) covered similar topics to the 
survey and included the following areas: 
 
1. Dispute resolution pathways/sequence ς the steps people took and the processes they 

went through to make or change parenting arrangements; 
2. The factors influencing the dispute resolution pathways; 
3. Use of, and experience with, family justice services; 
4. What helped and hindered making/changing parenting arrangements; 
5. The effect(s) of making/changing parenting arrangements ς on themselves, their 

children and the relationship with the other party; 
6. The outcome of the process of making/changing parenting arrangements; 
7. Knowledge and understanding of the 2014 family law reforms; 
8. Advice to family justice professionals and other people making/changing parenting 

arrangements. 
 
However, participants were also free to raise other relevant issues and topics that they 
wished to comment on. 
 
All interviews were transcribed. 
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Participants 
 

Online Survey Respondents 
 
The online survey was completed by 655 parents or caregivers who had made or changed 
parenting arrangements since the reforms came into effect. As shown in Table 3, the 
majority (80%) of the respondents were female, just under a fifth (19%) were male, 0.5% 
selected ΨhǘƘŜǊΩΣ and four participants (0.6%) chose not to answer the question. 
 
Table 3Υ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ gender 
 

Gender n Percent 

Female 526 80.3% 

Male 122 18.6% 

Other 3 0.5% 

Preferred not to answer 2 0.3% 

Skipped question 2 0.3% 

Total 655 100% 

 
The majority (78%) of the respondents were aged between 30 and 49 years (see Table 4). 
 
Table 4: Age range of survey respondents 
 

Age n Percent 

20-29 years 70 10.7% 

30-39 years 234 35.7% 

40-49 years 274 41.8% 

50-59 years 72 11.0% 

60-69 years 2 0.3% 

Preferred not to answer 1 0.2% 

Skipped question 2 0.3% 

Total 655 100% 

 
As shown by Table 5 below, the majority (87%) of participants endorsed a New Zealand 
European ethnicityΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ мо҈ ŜƴŘƻǊǎƛƴƎ aņƻǊƛΣ нΦ4% endorsing a Pacific ethnicity 
(including someone who indicated they were Fijian), and 0.8% endorsing an Asian ethnicity 
(including someone who indicated they were Sri Lankan)Φ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ethnicities included British 
(9), English (6), Irish (6), South African (5), Welsh (3), Scottish (3), German (3), North 
American (3), Australian (3), Dutch (2), Israeli (1), Italian (1), French (1), Danish (1), Swedish 
(1), Fijian (1), Canadian (1), Mexican (1), Spanish (1), Sri Lankan (1), European (3), with three 
participants not specƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ΨhǘƘŜǊΩ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǎǘŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ bŜǿ 
Zealanders or Kiwi. 
  
 
  



 

 14 

Table 5: Survey rŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ 
 

Ethnicity n Percent 

New Zealand European 570 87.0% 

Mņori 87 13.2% 

Samoan 7 1.1% 

Cook Islands Mņori 6 0.9% 

Tongan 1 0.2% 

Niuean 1 0.2% 

Chinese 2 0.3% 

Indian 2 0.3% 

Other 62 9.5% 

Skipped question 6 0.9% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 

The majority (84%) of the participants were born in New Zealand and all but one (99.7%) 
were residing there when they completed the first online survey. Table 6 shows the regional 
spread of where the survey respondents were residing at the time they completed the initial 
survey. EsǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ŀǘ ол WǳƴŜ нлмт ŀǊŜ 
also presented for comparison (the survey opened in July 2017). 
 

Table 6: Location(s) survey respondents currently lived in 
 

Region n Percent 
Estimated regional resident  
population at 30 June 201724 

Northland 17 2.6% 3.7% 

Auckland 124 18.9% 34.6% 

Waikato 47 7.2% 9.6% 

Bay of Plenty 37 5.6% 6.3% 

Gisborne 5 0.8% 1.0% 

Taranaki 23 3.5% 2.5% 

IŀǿƪŜΩǎ .ŀȅ 19 2.9% 3.4% 

Manawatu-Wanganui 42 6.4% 5.0% 

Wellington 89 13.6% 10.7% 

Tasman 1 0.2% 1.1% 

Nelson 14 2.1% 1.1% 

Marlborough 9 1.4% 1.0% 

West Coast 1 0.2% 0.7% 

Canterbury 103 15.7% 12.8% 

Otago 82 12.5% 4.7% 

Southland 33 5.0% 2.1% 

Missing 9 1.4% - 

Total 655 100%  

 

 
24 See Stats NZ. (2018). Estimated resident population, regional council areas, at 30 June 2013, 2017, and 2018. In 
Subnational population estimates at 30 June 2018 (provisional). Retrieved from 
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/subnational-population-estimates-at-30-june-2018-provisional 
 

https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/subnational-population-estimates-at-30-june-2018-provisional
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The geographical spread of the survey respondents covered all 16 regions of New Zealand. 
The proportion of the survey respondents in each region were close (within 1 or 2 percent) 
to the estimated regional population when data collection commenced. Slightly higher 
percentages than regional estimates were seen in Wellington, Canterbury and Southland. 
The greatest differences were a lower percentage of respondents from Auckland compared 
with regional estimates (19% compared with 35%) and a higher proportion of participants 
from Otago (13% compared with 5%). This latter difference is likely accounted for by the 
study originating in Otago and the initial recruitment with University of Otago staff.  
 
Table 7: {ǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ  
 

Qualification n Percent 

No qualification 26 4.0% 

Secondary school qualification (e.g., NCEA, School Certificate, University 
Entrance, Bursary) 

123 18.8% 

Trade or vocational qualification 85 13.0% 

¢ŜǊǘƛŀǊȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ tƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ 
/ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜκ5ƛǇƭƻƳŀΣ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ tƘ5ύ 

418 63.8% 

Skipped question 3 0.5% 

Total 655 100% 

 
Table 7 shows that the survey respondents were highly educated compared with the general 
New Zealand population. Only 4% had no qualification compared with 21% in the 2013 
Census and nearly two-thirds (64%) had a tertiary qualification compared with 20% in the 
2013 Census.25 
 
Table 8 ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ōŜŦƻǊŜ-tax income. In 2017 the median 
income in New Zealand was $49,868.26 The survey respondents had a slightly higher income 
than this, with the greatest number (n=82, 13%) earning $50,000-60,000 per annum. 
  

 
25 See Stats NZ. 2013 Census quickstats about education and training. Retrieved from 
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/Census/2013-census/profile-and-summary-reports/qstats-education-
training/highest-qualification.aspx# 
26 See https://www.stats.govt.nz/topics/income 

http://archive.stats.govt.nz/Census/2013-census/profile-and-summary-reports/qstats-education-training/highest-qualification.aspx
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/Census/2013-census/profile-and-summary-reports/qstats-education-training/highest-qualification.aspx
https://www.stats.govt.nz/topics/income
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Table 8Υ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘŀȄΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƭƭ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
 

Income n Percent 

Loss 2 0.3% 

Zero income 14 2.1% 

$1-5,000 5 0.8% 

$5001-10,000 4 0.6% 

$10,001-15,000 17 2.6% 

$15,001-20,000 41 6.3% 

$20,001-25,000 30 4.6% 

$25,001-30,000 47 7.2% 

$30,001-35,000 42 6.4% 

$35,001-40,000 36 5.5% 

$40,001-50,000 70 10.7% 

$50,001-60,000 82 12.5% 

$60,001-70,000 51 7.8% 

$70,001-80,000 56 8.5% 

$80,001-90,000 34 5.2% 

$90,001-100,000 29 4.4% 

$100,001-150,000 36 5.5% 

$150,001 or more 13 2.0% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 31 4.7% 

Skipped question 15 2.3% 

Total 655 100% 

 
Tables 9 and 10 detail the relationship the respondents had with the children the parenting 
arrangements related to and the type of caregiver they were. Most of the respondents were 
mothers (78%), with fathers making up just under a fifth of the survey respondents (19%). 
The majority were also the resident parent (55%) or shared care parent (21%) (see Table 10). 
 
Table 9Υ {ǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ the parenting arrangements 
related to 
 

 n Percent 

Mother 513 78.3% 

Father 124 18.9% 

Step-parent 12 1.8% 

Grandparent 4 0.6% 

Other extended family member  1 0.2% 

Foster parent 1 0.2% 

Total 655 100% 
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Table 10: Caregiver type of survey respondents 
 

 n Percent 

Resident parent  360 55.0% 

Contact parent  105 16.0% 

Shared care parent  135 20.6% 

Other (including split care) 55 8.4% 

Total 655 100% 

 
The survey was open to those who had completed making or changing their parenting 
arrangements and those who were still in progress. Nearly two-thirds of those completing 
the survey (64%, n=417) had finished making their arrangements, with the remainder (36%, 
n=238) yet to complete the process. 
 

Interview Subset 
 
Just over a quarter 27% (n=180) of the survey respondents took part in an interview. 
Another three interviewees did not complete the survey. The demographic data for the 
interviewees is now presented, along with those of the survey respondents for comparison. 
Where possible, demographic data was extracted from the interview transcripts of the three 
interviewees who did not complete the survey (hence, the totals in the following tables will 
vary between 180 and 183). 
 
Table 11: Gender of interviewees and survey respondents 
 

Gender n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Female 137 76.1% 80.3% 

Male 41 22.8% 18.6% 

Other 1 0.6% 0.5% 

Preferred not to answer 1 0.6% 0.3% 

Skipped question 0 0% 0.3% 

Total 180 100% 100% 

 
Table 12: Age range of interviewees and survey respondents 
 

Age n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

20-29 years 10 5.6% 10.7% 

30-39 years 54 30.0% 35.7% 

40-49 years 89 49.4% 41.8% 

50-59 years 25 13.9% 11.0% 

60-69 years 2 1.1% 0.3% 

Preferred not to answer 0 0% 0.2% 

Skipped question 0 0% 0.3% 

Total 180 100% 100% 
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Table 13: Interviewee and sǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅ 
 

Ethnicity n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

New Zealand European 150 83.3% 87.0% 

Mņori 21 11.7% 13.2% 

Samoan 0 0% 1.1% 

Cook Islands Mņori 0 0% 0.9% 

Tongan 0 0% 0.2% 

Niuean 0 0% 0.2% 

Chinese 2 1.1% 0.3% 

Indian 1 0.6% 0.3% 

Other 21 11.7% 9.5% 

Skipped question 2 1.1% 0.9% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Table 14: Locations interviewees and survey respondents currently lived in 
 

Region n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Northland 2 1.1% 2.6% 

Auckland 46 25.4% 18.9% 

Waikato 16 8.8% 7.2% 

Bay of Plenty 9 5.0% 5.6% 

Gisborne 0 0% 0.8% 

Taranaki 10 5.5% 3.5% 

IŀǿƪŜΩǎ .ŀȅ 5 2.8% 2.9% 

Manawatu-Wanganui 10 5.5% 6.4% 

Wellington 22 12.2% 13.6% 

Tasman 0 0% 0.2% 

Nelson 1 0.6% 2.1% 

Marlborough 2 1.1% 1.4% 

West Coast 1 0.6% 0.2% 

Canterbury 26 14.4% 15.7% 

Otago 25 13.8% 12.5% 

Southland 5 2.8% 5.0% 

Missing 1 0.6% 1.4% 

Total 181 100% 100%  
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Table 15: InterviewŜŜǎΩ and survey ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ  
 

Qualification n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 

Percent 
(survey 

respondents) 

No qualification 3 1.7% 4.0% 

Secondary school qualification (e.g., NCEA, 
School Certificate, University Entrance, Bursary) 

21 11.7% 18.8% 

Trade or vocational qualification 16 8.9% 13.0% 

¢ŜǊǘƛŀǊȅ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ όŜΦƎΦΣ .ŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜΣ 
tƻǎǘƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜκ5ƛǇƭƻƳŀΣ aŀǎǘŜǊΩǎ 
degree, PhD) 

139 77.2% 63.8% 

Skipped question 1 0.6% 0.5% 

Total 180 100% 100% 

 
Table 16Υ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘŀȄΣ ŦǊƻƳ 
all sources 
 

Income n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent  

(survey respondents) 

Loss 0 0% 0.3% 

Zero income 4 2.2% 2.1% 

$1-5,000 2 1.1% 0.8% 

$5001-10,000 1 0.6% 0.6% 

$10,001-15,000 5 2.8% 2.6% 

$15,001-20,000 8 4.4% 6.3% 

$20,001-25,000 12 6.7% 4.6% 

$25,001-30,000 12 6.7% 7.2% 

$30,001-35,000 13 7.2% 6.4% 

$35,001-40,000 11 6.1% 5.5% 

$40,001-50,000 13 7.2% 10.7% 

$50,001-60,000 27 15.0% 12.5% 

$60,001-70,000 17 9.4% 7.8% 

$70,001-80,000 14 7.8% 8.5% 

$80,001-90,000 9 5.0% 5.2% 

$90,001-100,000 3 1.7% 4.4% 

$100,001-150,000 13 7.2% 5.5% 

$150,001 or more 6 3.3% 2.0% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 6 3.3% 4.7% 

Skipped question 4 2.2% 2.3% 

Total 180 100% 100% 
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Table 17Υ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ the children the parenting 
arrangements related to 
 

 n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Mother 138 75.4% 78.3% 

Father 42 23.0% 18.9% 

Step-parent 2 1.1% 1.8% 

Grandparent 1 0.5% 0.6% 

Other extended family member  0 0% 0.2% 

Foster parent 0 0% 0.2% 

Total 183 100% 100% 

 
Table 18: Caregiver type of interviewees and survey respondents 
 

 n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Resident parent  84 45.9% 55.0% 

Contact parent  35 19.1% 16.0% 

Shared care parent  43 23.5% 20.6% 

Other (including split care) 21 11.5% 8.4% 

Total 183 100% 100% 

 
Table 19: Status of parenting arrangements for interviewees and survey respondents 
 

 n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Completed  101 56.0% 64.0% 

In progress  79 44.0% 36.0% 

Total 180 100% 100% 

 
Table 20: LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿŜŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ƴŀƛƴ resolution pathway to make or 
change parenting arrangements 
 

Resolution Pathway n 
Percent 

(interviewees) 
Percent 

(survey respondents) 

Nothing specific, they just 
happened/unilateral 

4 4.0% 5.7% 

Mainly by ourselves  39 38.6% 39.5% 

Privately through a professional (e.g., 
lawyer, counsellor)  

6 5.9% 9.4% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution 
(FDR)/Family Mediation  

9 8.9% 10.9% 

Through the Family Court  43 42.6% 34.4% 

Some other way  0 0% 0.2% 

Total 101 100% 100% 

 
As shown in Tables 11-20, the subset of interviewees did not differ markedly from the group 
of survey respondents. The interviewees had a slightly higher proportion of males and 
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fathers and a lower proportion of females and mothers than the survey respondents. The 
interviewee subset contained a lower percentage of resident parents and higher percentage 
of other caregiver types (contact, shared care and other). The interviewees were also slightly 
younger and had a slightly lower proportion of participants identifying as NZ European, 
aņƻǊƛ ŀƴŘ tŀǎƛŦƛƪŀΦ The majority of the interviewees were born in New Zealand (81% 
compared with 84% of the survey respondents) and all were residing in New Zealand at the 
time they completed the survey and participated in an interview. More interviewees than 
survey respondents resided in the Auckland region (25% compared 19%).  
 
The interviewees were more highly qualified than the survey respondents, with 77% having 
a tertiary qualification, compared with 64% of the survey respondents. Income levels did not 
vary much between the interviewees and survey respondents, with the greatest proportion 
in both groups reporting an income of $50,000-$60,000.  
 
The interview subset had a lower proportion of participants who had completed making or 
changing their parenting arrangements (56% compared with 64%). Finally, as will be outlined 
in more detail in the following section, the dispute resolution pathway for those participants 
who had completed making their parenting arrangements, differed between the 
interviewees and the survey respondents. The interviewees had a greater proportion of 
participants whose parenting arrangements were made through the Family Court (43% 
compared with 34% of the survey respondents). 
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Findings 
 

Making Parenting Arrangements 
 
Section 1 of the survey asked the participants about their situation at the time they were 
making or changing parenting arrangements, the steps and approach they took to make 
them, and their views on these processes and the outcome. 
 

Context in Which Parenting Arrangements Were Made 
 
To provide some context, participants were asked about the circumstances in which they 
were making or changing parenting arrangements, such as when they were doing so, issues 
that needed to be resolved, family circumstances and their relationship with their ex-
partner/the other party. 
 
Most participants (59%) were making or changing their first parenting arrangements under 
the new family justice system after the 2014 reforms took effect. The remainder (41%) 
reported that they had made parenting arrangements under the old system, but were now 
in the position of changing them under the new system (see Table 21). Of those who had 
experience of the previous family justice system prior to 1 April 2014, 10% indicated a 
preference for the current system, 17% preferred the previous one, 31.5% had no 
preference, and the greatest proportion (41.5%) indicated they were not ǎǳǊŜ ƻǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
know. 
 
At the time the participants were making or changing their parenting arrangements, 59% 
were not aware that the family justice system had changed, 33% were aware of the reforms 
and у҈ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ. 
 
Table 21: When respondents were making their parenting arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

First parenting arrangements made since 1 April 2014 and not changed 
since 211 32.2% 
First parenting arrangements made since 1 April 2014 and had to be 
substantially changed since then 174 26.6% 
First parenting arrangements made before 1 April 2014 and had to be 
changed since 1 April 2014 270 41.2% 

Total 655 100% 
 

As Table 22 (below) shows, the most common issues relating to parenting arrangements 
that needed to be resolved were contact arrangements (76%) and day-to-day care (71%). A 
third of the participants needed to resolve a guardianship issue and just over a fifth (22%) 
had a relocation issue. 
 
While parenting arrangements were being made, 58% also needed to resolve child support 
issues, with a smaller percentage (39%) having to also resolve the division of their 
relationship property. 
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Table 22: Issues needing to be resolved 
 

 n Percent 

Day-to-day care  466 71.2% 

Contact arrangements 495 75.6% 

Relocation  143 21.8% 

DǳŀǊŘƛŀƴǎƘƛǇ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΣ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻƴ ŜǘŎΦύ  213 32.5% 

Another matter relating to the children  99 15.1% 

Division of relationship property  257 39.2% 

Child support  380 58.0% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Tables 23 and 24 detail safety concerns and other issues present at the time the 
respondents were making or changing their parenting arrangements. These show that family 
violence, mental health issues and Police involvement were present in around a third or 
more of the participantsΩ situations and a third held safety concerns for themselves. An even 
higher proportion (пн҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƘƛƭŘόǊŜƴύΩǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅΦ Over a third reported 
that mental health (39%) or family violence (37%) was an issue at the time they were making 
parenting arrangements. In nearly a quarter of cases there were addiction issues and 
supervised contact. Just under a fifth (18%) reported involvement with Oranga Tamariki27 or 
the existence of a Protection Order. 
 
Table 23: Safety concerns at the time of making or changing parenting arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

For self  216 33.0% 

For children  275 42.0% 

For ex-partner/other party  73 11.2% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Table 24: Circumstances present at the time of making or changing parenting 
arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

Family violence  241 36.8% 

Protection Order  118 18.0% 

Trespass Order  78 11.9% 

Mental health issues  253 38.6% 

Addiction issues (drugs, alcohol, gambling)  160 24.4% 

Supervised contact  148 22.6% 

Involvement with Child, Youth and Family (CYF)/Oranga Tamariki  119 18.2% 

Involvement with Police  197 30.1% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
 
  

 
27 A government department in New Zealand responsible for the well-being of children. 
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Table 25: Quality of relationship with former partner/other party at time of making or 
changing parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Very poor 306 46.9% 

Poor 150 23.0% 

Neither poor nor good 110 16.9% 

Good 56 8.6% 

Very good 30 4.6% 

Total  65228 100% 

 
As shown in Table 25, most (70%) of the participants reported a ΨǇƻƻǊΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊΩ 
relationship with their former partner or the other party at the time they were making or 
ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ƘŀƭŦ όпт҈ύ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ŀ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊΩ 
relationship. Only 13% ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΦ 
 

The Process of Making or Changing Parenting Arrangements 
 

Steps Taken to Make or Change Parenting Arrangements 
 
The survey asked participants what steps (out of a possible 33) they had taken to make or 
change their parenting arrangements, including informal ones, the use of family justice 
services funded by the government, and the use of legal professionals and community or 
private services. Table 26 presents the proportion of respondents who indicated they had 
taken each step. For this analysis, only data from those who indicated that they had 
completed making or changing their parenting arrangements was included (n=417). 
 
  

 
28 Note: Tables in the following sections exclude missing values (if participants did not answer the question). The 
total indicates the number who answered the question. 
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Table 26: Steps taken to make or change parenting arrangements  
 

Informal Steps n Percent 

Nothing specific 17 4.1% 
Discussed them with the other parent/party 311 74.6% 
Discussed them with family members/whņnau 241 57.8% 
Discussed them with friends/acquaintances 233 55.9% 
Talked with the children and sought their thoughts, feelings and views 275 66.0% 
Read books, articles or pamphlets 179 42.9% 
Used the Internet and/or social media 173 41.5% 
Accessed support groups (including online) 114 27.3% 

None of the above 13 3.1% 

Family Justice Services Funded by the Government   

Used the Ministry of Justice website 166 39.8% 
Phoned the Ministry of Justice/Family Court 0800 2 AGREE phone line 35 8.4% 
¦ǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 101 24.2% 
Sought help or advice from Family Court administrative staff 78 18.7% 
Attended a Parenting through Separation (PTS) course  138 33.1% 
Used the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS)  39 9.4% 
Went through the initial intake and/or assessment pre-mediation 
processes for Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation but 
did not attend mediation  25 6.0% 
Attended Preparation for Mediation/Coaching/Preparatory 
Counselling  71 17.0% 
Went to Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation with my 
ex-partner/the other party 100 24.0% 
Went to the Family Court ς made, or responded to, an application for a 
Parenting Order from the Family Court 154 36.9% 
Went to a higher Court for an appeal of a Family Court decision ς filed, 
or responded to, an appeal to the High Court, Court of Appeal or 
Supreme Court 10 2.4% 
Attended Court-directed counselling 53 12.7% 
None of the above 137 32.9% 

Lawyers   

Sought legal advice 247 59.2% 

Negotiated with ex-partner/the other party through lawyers 154 36.9% 

Used Collaborative Law processes  64 15.4% 

None of the above 144 34.5% 
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Community or Private Services   

Sought advice from a Community Law Centre or YouthLaw 78 18.7% 

Sought advice from the Citizens Advice Bureau 62 14.9% 

Sought advice from a community agency (e.g., Plunket, Barnardos) 48 11.5% 

Sought advice from a health, social service or education professional 
(e.g., doctor, social worker, teacher) 

119 28.5% 

Sought advice from church or religious/spiritual community 30 7.2% 

Sought advice from cultural community 11 2.6% 

Attended privately-paid counselling 103 24.7% 

Attended community-based free counselling 65 15.6% 

Attended privately-paid mediation 18 4.3% 

Attended community-based free mediation 15 3.6% 

None of the above 179 42.9% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
As shown in Table 26, the vast majority of participants had taken informal steps (97%), with 
around two-thirds using family justice services (67%) or lawyers (66%), and 57% using 
community or private services. 
 
Table 27 presents the 16 steps most commonly taken, by at least 20% of the participants. 
 
Table 27: Most common steps to make or change parenting arrangements 
 

Step taken n Percent 

Discussed them with the other parent/party 311 74.6% 

Talked with the children and sought their thoughts, feelings and views 275 66.0% 

Sought legal advice 247  59.2% 

Discussed them with family members/whņnau 241 57.8% 

Discussed them with friends/acquaintances 233 55.9% 

Read books, articles or pamphlets 179 42.9% 

Used the Internet and/or social media 173 41.5% 

Used the Ministry of Justice website 166 39.8% 

Went to the Family Court  154 36.9% 

Negotiated with ex-partner/the other party through lawyers 154  36.9% 

Attended a Parenting through Separation (PTS) course  138 33.1% 

Sought advice from a health, social service or education professional  119 28.5% 

Accessed support groups (including online) 114 27.3% 

Attended privately-paid counselling 103 24.7% 

¦ǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 101 24.2% 

Went to Family Dispute Resolution  100 24.0% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
With the exception of taking legal advice, the most frequently taken steps were informal 
ones, with participants discussing the arrangements with their former partner or the other 
party (75%) and the children (66%). Discussing matters with family and friends was also 
frequently reported. Seeking information was a common step, taken by around 40% of the 
participants: reading books, articles or pamphlets (43%), using the Internet or social media 
(42%) or accessing the Ministry of Justice website (40%). 
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The most frequently used family justice services funded by the government included the 
Ministry of Justice website (40%), the Family Court (37%), Parenting Through Separation 
(33%), the Ministry of Justice website, the Ministry of Justice ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ 
workbook (24%) and Family Dispute Resolution (24%). 
 
Seeking legal advice was the third most common step, taken by 59%, and legal negotiation 
was also utilised by 37%. The use of other private professionals was also in the top 16 steps, 
with 29% seeking advice from a health, social service or education professional, and a 
quarter attending privately-paid counselling. Accessing support groups was also a step taken 
by 27%. 
 
Once participants had selected all the steps they had taken, they were asked to indicate 
which ones they found most helpful in making or changing their parenting arrangements by 
ranking the top three. Table 28 presents the percentages of participants who had taken each 
step and rated it as one of the top three most helpful steps (presented in order from highest 
to lowest). 
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Table 28: Most helpful steps taken to make or change parenting arrangements 
 

Step taken n Percentage 

Talked with children and sought their thoughts, feelings and views 160 58.2% 

Discussed with the other parent/party 151 48.6% 
Sought legal advice 119 48.2% 

Went to the Family Court 64 41.6% 

Attended private counselling 41 39.8% 
Attended community counselling 23 35.4% 

5ƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎκǿƘņƴŀǳ 82 34.0% 

Went to Family Dispute Resolution/Family mediation 32 32.0% 

Attended a Parenting Through Separation course 43 31.2% 
Discussed with friends 69 29.6% 

Negotiated with ex-partner/the other party through lawyers 43 27.9% 

Used Collaborative Law processes 17 26.6% 
Nothing specific 4 23.5% 

Attended privately-paid mediation 4 22.2% 

Sought advice from a health, social service or education 
professional 

23 19.3% 

Accessed support groups (including online) 20 17.5% 

Sought advice from church or religious/spiritual community 5 16.7% 

Used the Internet and/or social media 27 15.6% 

Attended Preparation for Mediation 
(Coaching/Preparatory Counselling) 

11 15.5% 

Used the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) 6 15.4% 
Used the Ministry of Justice ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 14 13.9% 

Read books, articles or pamphlets 24 13.4% 

Attended community-based free mediation 2 13.3% 

Went through the initial intake and/or assessment pre-mediation 
processes for FDR but did not attend mediation 

3 12.0% 

Sought advice from a Community Law Centre or YouthLaw 9 11.5% 

Phoned the 0800 2 AGREE phone line 4 11.4% 
Went to a higher Court for an appeal of a Family Court decision 1 10.0% 

Sought advice from cultural community 1 9.1% 

Sought advice from a community agency 4 8.3% 

Sought advice from the Citizens Advice Bureau 4 6.5% 
Sought help or advice from Family Court administrative staff 5 6.4% 

Used the Ministry of Justice website 10 6.0% 

Attended Court-directed counselling 3 5.7% 
 
Table 28 also shows a good spread of the three most helpful steps, including those the 
reforms sought to encourage ς talking with the other parent, children and family to come to 
agreement themselves. Talking with the children and seeking their thoughts, feelings and 
views was the step that the greatest percentage (58%) rated as one of the top three most 
helpful steps. Having legal advice (48%) and negotiating through lawyers (28%) were also 
reported as helpful. 
 
Government-funded family justice services were also included in the most helpful steps with 
going to the Family Court (42%), Family Dispute Resolution (32%) and Parenting through 
Separation (31%) all being included in the top 10. 
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Private or community counselling was also included in the top ten most helpful steps, with 
40% and 35% respectively rating it as one of the top three most helpful steps. Clearly, 
counselling is something that parents do find helpful, yet the reforms discontinued the 
offering of free Family Court counselling sessions to separated parents. However, what 
cannot be determined from the survey data is whether the counselling was individual 
therapeutic counselling or couples counselling. 
 

 
The findings in the following sections report on the outcomes of making or changing 
parenting arrangements, for those participants who had completed the process. The initial 
survey excluded questions about the outcome from those participants who had not 
completed making their parenting arrangements (n=238). However, as noted earlier, if any 
of these 238 participants completed making their parenting arrangements, either between 
the time of the initial survey and a follow-up survey or between follow-up surveys, this 
missing data was collected and added to the initial survey data. The number of participants 
who had completed making or changing their parenting arrangements when they completed 
the initial survey totalled 417; a further 107 participants completed their parenting 
arrangements after the initial survey, resulting in data from 524 participants (80% of the 
total number of initial survey respondents). 
 

 

Resolution Pathways  
 
After detailing what steps the participants took to make their parenting arrangements, they 
were asked to indicate how they were ultimately decided and by whom (see Tables 29 and 
30).  
 
Table 29: Who decided on the parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

No-one really, they just happened 16 3.1% 

My ex-partner/the other party and I decided together 231 44.1% 

I decided 63 12.0% 

My ex-partner/the other party decided 44 8.4% 

The children decided 37 7.1% 

A judge decided 120 22.9% 

Someone else decided 13 2.5% 

Total 524 100% 

 
Only a quarter of the participants had someone external to the family decide their parenting 
arrangements. Many of those who indicated that someone else had decided believed that 
their lawyers or Lawyer for the Child made the decision. While 34% had resolved the matter 
through the Family Court (see Table 30), only 23% reported that a judge had decided on 
their parenting arrangements. This indicates that in 11% of cases the parties had reached 
agreement prior to a defended hearing where a judicial decision would have resulted. 
 
While three-quarters (n=391) reported making the decision without an external decision-
maker, in over a quarter (27%, n=107) of these cases the participant indicated that the 
decision was a unilateral rather than a joint one, where only one party had made the 
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decision. However, in the majority (69%) of these cases, and 51% overall, it was a joint 
decision or one made by the children (and accepted by the parents/caregivers) (n=268). 
 
Table 30: How parenting arrangements were ultimately decided 
 

 n Percent 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral decision 30 5.7% 

Mainly by ourselves  207 39.5% 

Privately through a professional (e.g., lawyer, counsellor)  49 9.4% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation  57 10.9% 

Through the Family Court  180 34.4% 

Some other way  1 0.2% 

Total 524 100% 

 
As Table 30 shows, the two most common pathways to make or change parenting 
arrangements were by the parties resolving the matter mainly themselves (40%) or through 
the Family Court (34%). Just over half the participants made their arrangements though the 
use of a professional or service: the Family Court (34%), Family Dispute Resolution (11%) or 
privately through a professional (9%), such as a lawyer or counsellor. 
 
bŜŀǊƭȅ с҈ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ 
attempts or that the arrangements were not decided as such, when one party did not or 
could not engage in the decision. This included instances where one party was in prison, left 
the country or did not wish to have contact with the children, and also when one party made 
a unilateral decision without consulting the other party. Almost 40% made the arrangements 
with their former partner/the other party themselves. This included situations where parties 
jointly agreed, the children made the decision which was accepted by the parents or 
caregivers, or where party one capitulated and, in effect, agreed.  
 
In Table 30, 45% (n=237) ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ not ultimately 
decided through the use of a professional or service όƛΦŜΦΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƛǘ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ ƻǊ 
was a unilateral decision and those who made the arrangements themselves). To ascertain if 
this group had, in fact, used professionals and services, but ultimately made the parenting 
arrangements themselves, an analysis of what steps had been taken (detailed in Table 26) 
was undertaken for the sub-group of those who had finalised their parenting arrangements 
at the time of completing the first survey (n=205).29 The results are presented in Table 31. 
 
 
  

 
29 The analysis of steps taken only included data from those participants who had completed their arrangements 
(n=417) as it would be inaccurate to include those who were still in the process. Of these, 205 (49%) had not 
ultimately had their parenting arrangements decided through the use of a professional or service. 
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Table 31: Use of professionals and services for those who did not ultimately make or 
change parenting arrangements through a professional or service 
 

Family Justice Services Funded by the Government n Percent 

Used the Ministry of Justice website 47 22.9% 

Phoned the Ministry of Justice/Family Court 0800 2 AGREE phone line 9 4.4% 

¦ǎŜŘ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 37 18.1% 

Sought help or advice from Family Court administrative staff 12 5.9% 

Attended a Parenting through Separation (PTS) course  31 15.1% 

Used the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS)  6 2.9% 

Went through the initial intake and/or assessment pre-mediation 
processes for Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation but 
did not attend mediation  

5 2.4% 

Attended Preparation for Mediation/Coaching/Preparatory 
Counselling  

5 2.4% 

Went to Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation with my 
ex-partner/the other party 

6 2.9% 

Went to the Family Court ς made, or responded to, an application for 
a Parenting Order from the Family Court 

8 3.9% 

Went to a higher Court for an appeal of a Family Court decision ς filed, 
or responded to, an appeal to the High Court, Court of Appeal or 
Supreme Court 

0 0% 

Attended Court-directed counselling 2 1.0% 

None of the above 130 63.4% 

Lawyers   

Sought legal advice 69 33.7% 

Negotiated with ex-partner/the other party through lawyers 31 15.1% 

Used Collaborative Law processes  4 2.0% 

None of the above 126 61.5% 

Community or Private Services   

Sought advice from a Community Law Centre or YouthLaw 22 10.7% 

Sought advice from the Citizens Advice Bureau 17 8.3% 

Sought advice from a community agency (e.g., Plunket, Barnardos) 7 3.4% 

Sought advice from a health, social service or education professional 
(e.g., doctor, social worker, teacher) 

40 19.5% 

Sought advice from church or religious/spiritual community 10 4.9% 

Sought advice from cultural community 4 2.0% 

Attended privately-paid counselling 41 20.0% 

Attended community-based free counselling 21 10.2% 

Attended privately-paid mediation 2 1.0% 

Attended community-based free mediation 1 0.5% 

None of the above 118 57.6% 

 
As shown in Table 31, those who ultimately made their parenting arrangements themselves 
used few services or professionals. Around 60% did not use any family justice services (63%), 
lawyers (62%) or community or private services (58%). The most common steps they took to 
make their parenting arrangements were seeking legal advice (34%), accessing the Ministry 
of Justice website (23%), attending privately paid counselling (20%), seeking advice from a 
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health, social service or educational professional (20%), using the Ministry of WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ 
ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ όму҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ όмр҈ύΦ ¢ƘŜƛǊ 
use of Ministry of Justice funded dispute resolution services was low ς 4% went to the 
Family Court, and 3% attended Family Dispute Resolution. Those making parenting 
arrangements themselves largely used lawyers, private counselling and community services, 
rather than family justice services. 
 

Reasons for Taking the Resolution Pathway 
 
After indicating which resolution pathway they had taken, participants were asked in an 
open text box why that particular approach was taken to make or change their parenting 
arrangements. The most common reasons given are presented below for each resolution 
pathway.30 
 
Nothing specific, they just happened 
 
The most common explanation given for why the parenting arrangements ΨƧǳǎǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ 
was because one party opted out, was absent or would not communicate and therefore a 
unilateral decision was made by default. In some cases, one parent did not have the ability 
to care for children, for example, because of safety concerns or relocating. 
 

I was fortunate that my ex-partner decided to live a different life. I took initial steps to 
start instigating things, which didnΩt need to eventuate. (1065, Mother; Survey) 
 
As the other party has not seen my child for three years the arrangement came very 
naturally and has stayed the same due to their lack of interest or involvement. (1124, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The kidsΩ dad left and didnΩt tell me where he was living, so the kids just didnΩt see him. 
(1151, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex became an addict. He no longer contacts our child. He is no longer a safe carer 
for our child. (1626, Mother; Survey) 
 
In the end, I just had to tell him how it was as he was not interested in participating in 
trying to reach a solution or working together to come up with a solution. (1383, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
He stopped having contact and I stopped trying to get him to. (1906, Mother; Survey) 
 
No choice ς their father moved to Australia, so that move decided the parenting 
arrangements. (1628, Mother; Survey) 

 
My ex had domestic issues and mental health problems with his partner. They decided 
between them that my [children] could no longer stay on a regular basis to give them 
a chance to resolve their issues. My sons had no say in the matter, so just had to 
accept it. We didnΩt see the point in going through legal channels or counselling as 

 
30 9ȄǘǊŀŎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǾƛew transcripts have been edited slightly for 
ease of reading. To preserve ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ anonymity some details have been modified without changing the 
meaning. 
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theyΩd already made up their minds and I already have full custody. (1296, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The mother and [her] ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ the child anymoreΦ Χ [then they] 
broke up leaving the child with the only option to live with us. (1503, Father; Survey) 
 

Some participants reported that it was the children who determined the arrangements, 
largely based on their wish not to have contact with one parent. 

 
My son decided he wanted to live with me and his father moved a woman into the 
ƘƻǳǎŜ ǿƘƻ Ƴȅ ǎƻƴ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ, so [he] ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎǘŀȅ ǿƛǘƘ Ƙƛǎ ŦŀǘƘŜǊ ŀƴȅƳƻǊŜΦ (1202, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The kids wanted to stay with me in the family home I bought off my ex. Because he 
moved in with his young boyfriend, the kids didnΩt want to stay with him. (1276, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
At the time my oldest child was 19 so parenting arrangements did not apply, my 
middle child was 16 and my youngest child was 12. I was advised by my lawyer the 
children were old enough to make their own decision on who they lived with and the 
court could not rule otherwise. They did not want to have any contact with their father 
initially, let alone live with him, and it took them several months after our separation 
to agree to start having contact with him. (1759, Mother; Survey) 

 
For others, the arrangement just evolved naturally, and/or was based on a shared 
understanding between the parties of what was best for the children. 

 
We had always communicated well about the kids. After watching and supporting 
good friends through pretty nasty custody disputes we had previously spoken about 
what we'd do if we ever separated and vowed to put the kids first and never use them 
as pawns. (1268, Mother; Survey) 
 
We both knew what we wanted to do. (1495, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was the easiest and worked in the best interest of our child. (1267, Mother; Survey) 
 
Older child was already week about between both parents. Youngest child was born 
after the separation, and built up over time to become week about like their sibling. 
(1046 Mother; Survey) 

 
Mainly by ourselves 
 
The majority of those who had made arrangements jointly with their former partner/the 
other party attributed this to having had a relatively amicable relationship with their ex-
partner and/or both being in agreement, enabling them to make arrangements between 
themselves without outside help. 
 

[The] good relationship between myself and the father meant any changes to our 
ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜǎ ƻǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜƘŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ alternative care times 
and days discussed and agreed before any change happened. (1033, Mother; Survey) 
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We both agreed that a 50/50 share of parenting was best. Since we agreed right from 
the start itΩs been relatively easy to sort out the details and logistics to make it work. 
(1225, Mother; Survey) 
 
We were able to discuss it ourselves and come up with it ourselves without having to 
get others involved. (1284, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was really simple. We just went with week on, week off. Very short discussion. (1326, 
Father; Survey) 
 
We didnΩt disagree on who the children would live with, so didnΩt see any need to 
involve outside agencies. (1363, Mother; Survey) 
 
We had enough communication to sort it out ourselves despite the relationship being 
poor. (1484, Mother; Survey) 
 
WeΩre on reasonably good terms most of the time, seems like common sense to work 
together for the sake of our child. We also have similar ideas about the way we 
wanted things to work out. I know we would both access legal services if we could not 
reach an agreement. (1542, Mother; Survey) 
 
We didnΩt require outside help. We discussed what we thought would be best for the 
children and made sure the kids knew we were flexible around that if they felt it wasnΩt 
working for them. (1612, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was the simplest and didnΩt cost anything to do so. The kids were happy with the 
outcome so it was the best for everyone. (1674, Mother; Survey) 
 
We got along better being apart. We were communicating well so could arrange it 
ƻǳǊǎŜƭǾŜǎΦ ²Ŝ ǘƻƻƪ ƛƴǘƻ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ Ƨƻōǎ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ (1704, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
We both put down our ideal circumstances in a parenting plan then talked through 
points of contention and worked out compromises. (1806, Mother; Survey) 

 
Others explained that they worked out the arrangement between themselves because they 
put ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŜƴǘǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ and decision-making so as to 
reduce the impact on them. 
 

My ex and I were committed to reducing the impact on our children and we felt that if 
we could come to an arrangement ourselves then that was better for our family, time, 
emotions and money-wise. (1004, Mother; Survey) 
 
At the end of the day we both wanted to put the kids first and support each other. 
(1054, Mother; Survey) 
 
We wanted the separation process to be as easy on the kids as possible so they could 
still have strong positive relationships with both parents, and see their parents have a 
strong positive relationship to maintain the family unit, despite their parents living 
separately. (1217, Mother; Survey) 
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We wanted to keep the stress of the process as minimal as possible for the children 
and arrange our agreement completely around their needs. (1218, Mother; Survey) 
 
We both desired the best for our child and we were both willing to try something 
different. We could talk about it with ease. (1076, Mother; Survey) 
 
We had a good relationship and a good co-parenting relationship. We worked 
together to do what was best for our son and new whņnau dynamic. (1267, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Because the children were the most important and we both wanted what was best for 
them. (1294, Mother; Survey) 
 
To keep things amicable and provide a positive environment for our children. We 
believed that despite our differences we could work it out together and that we are 
grown up enough to solve the situation like mature individuals. (1487, Mother; Survey) 

 
Several participants said they made a conscious effort to resolve the issues themselves in 
order to avoid the delays, stress and costs associated with involving professionals.  
 

To try and retain some control over the situation after hearing horror stories about the 
Family Court process, to try and save money and to try and put aside personal feelings 
and just be parents. (1136, Mother; Survey) 
 
Split was amicable, so we decided together to save on legal fees. (1147, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
To save the hassle and cost of lawyers, and we know whatΩs best for our children. 
(1229, Mother; Survey) 
 
Because of the cost associated with attending mediation. (1321, Mother; Survey) 
 
To make it quicker and less stressful on my child. To save money, not pay for lawyers 
etc. (1365, Mother; Survey) 
 
We didnΩt want to go through the court system and we have a good relationship. 
(1369, Mother; Survey) 
 
After counselling and doing the separation course I decided not to try and fight and to 
work with the other parent as much as I could. (1393, Mother; Survey) 
 
Easy cheap and friendly, keeping it relaxed and kind. (1469, Mother; Survey) 
 
We wanted the least stressful, least involved method. (1530, Mother; Survey) 
 
We didnΩt want lawyers involved. They cost too much money. (1986, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was the least cost approach and we (my ex-partner and I) felt comfortable that we 
could work through together, provided that the agreement was well documented and 
agreed by both of us. (1690, Father; Survey) 
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It takes up so much time that can be used in a more positive and productive way so we 
all just compromised. (1752, Mother; Survey) 

 
Some parents reported that the children had made the decision and that they supported 
this. 
 

Our daughter expressed an interest in making the change so we all talked about it, 
gave her options that worked for all of us and she decided which she wanted to try. 
(1001, Mother; Survey) 
 
Well, the children were old enough to have their say about what they wanted to do. 
(1003, Mother; Survey) 
 
Our daughter was unable to live with her dad and his partner as she didnΩt feel 
welcome in the house and was told she couldnΩt be trusted. It was her decision to 
discontinue the shared care arrangements. (1232, Mother; Survey) 
 
The children chose who they wanted to live with. (1315, Father; Survey) 
 
My daughter decided and we abided by her decision even though her father wasnΩt 
happy about it. (1504, Mother; Survey) 

 
For a number of participants, the arrangements were dictated by the relocation of the 
other parent. 
 

The childrenΩs father works in a different country, so itΩs just how it works until heΩs 
back in NZ full time. (1023, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was easier. My ex-partner was relocating to a different country and, to me, didnΩt 
seem to consider the [children] as being part of his essential way of life. (1069, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Because he was moving to [country] and so our child needed to live with me full-time. 
(1352, Mother; Survey) 

 
The change was initiated by my ex moving to another city and our children choosing to 
stay with me full-time to finish high school. (2053, Father; Survey) 

 
For others, their ex-partner would not engage with any family justice services or 
professionals when making parenting arrangements.  
 

.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ƪƴŜǿ ƘŜ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘǳǊƴ ǳǇ ǘƻ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅΦ But it 
involved lots of arguments. (1170, Mother; Survey) 
 
Ex-partner refused to get a lawyer or attend any mediation. (1258, Mother; Survey) 
 
When I initiated mediation, he did not want to attend or agree and knew that my 
reasonable request for 50/50 custody would be granted if we ended up in court. (1420, 
Mother; Survey) 
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Fear of engaging in a formal process or of antagonising their former partner served as an 
impetus for some participants to resolve the parenting arrangements with their former 
partner. 
 

I feared he would take further financial advantage i.e., take my house if I involved a 
third party. (1281, Mother; Survey) 
 
Because the court process seemed daunting and there were safety concerns. (1365, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex can be controlling at times. I knew if I fought him he would dig his heels in and 
we would end up going through court. (1479, Mother; Survey) 
 
What he says goes ς [he] has become very passive aggressive. (1511, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It waǎƴΩt worth fighting him for what I really want. (2024, Mother; Survey) 
 
To involve any outside organisation or people, especially legal or government 
professionals, would antagonise my ex-husband and escalate the tension between us 
and most likely cause a poorer outcome and experience for my son. (1067, Mother; 
Survey) 

 
Privately through a professional 
 
The majority of people who commented on why they made their parenting arrangements 
privately through a professional made reference to mental illness, family violence and/or 
poor communication between the parties. These participants stated that they needed 
professional help to reach an agreement. 
 

CouldnΩt negotiate directly with ex due to his mental health issues. (1189, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
My ex-partner was extremely difficult and uncooperative (my lawyerΩs words) and 
would not discuss options for parenting arrangements. Our lawyers encouraged him to 
talk through the options with a professional counsellor and we were able to reach an 
agreement with the counsellorΩs help. (1203, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex-husband would not respond to me and it took eight months of negotiating and 
lengthy delays in replying via his lawyer to get a final agreement. (1368, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It took a long time back and forth through the lawyers and was done so we did not 
have direct contact. (1381, Mother; Survey) 
 
I made the arrangements through a lawyer because it was not safe for me to deal with 
my ex-partner directly. (1718, Mother; Survey) 
 
No communication was possible due to the risk of violence. (1747, Mother; Survey) 
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Lack of communication from ex. Decisions had to be made, so with legal advice I made 
the decision. (1866, Mother; Survey) 
 
Given the relationship it was the only option. (1075, Mother; Survey) 

 
Several participants commented that negotiating it privately was the best route to getting 
things resolved quickly and easily. For others, while settling their relationship property 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƭŀǿȅŜǊǎ ƛǘ άƳŀŘŜ ǎŜƴǎŜέ ǘƻ ǊŜǎƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΦ 
 

I wanted it sorted. I wanted my childrenΩs wellbeing to be put first. I needed legal 
advice to sort this for me. (1978, Mother; Survey) 
 
Easiest option. I knew what I wanted. (1673, Mother; Survey) 
 
Sterile, non-confrontational, and neither party had an issue with not wanting to care 
for our boy. (2050, Father; Survey) 
 
To avoid involvement with CYF31 and to reach an agreement as quickly as possible. 
(1750, Mother; Survey) 
 
The easiest way and most cost-effective. (1043, Father; Survey) 
 
We were also doing relationship property decisions at the same time. I also wanted to 
have a professional involved so I knew my rights/responsibilities. (1005, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
We mainly came to agreement between ourselves, but as we were also going through 
relationship property division it made sense for both to be covered by our lawyers. 
(1843, Mother; Survey). 

 
One participant wanted to have a written agreement άso it was on paper and had to be 
stuck toέ όмнтлΣ aƻǘƘŜǊΤ {ǳǊǾŜȅύ. 
 
Through Family Dispute Resolution 
 
Those participants who made their arrangements through FDR primarily did this because 
they had been unable to reach agreement and/or were unable to have constructive 
discussions. Others required the impartiality of a third party and the safety the mediation 
forum offered. 
 

We could not have constructive conversation independently. (1214, Mother; Survey) 
 
Prior to this, we had numerous discussions and it was very inconsistent and all over the 
show, at times nasty. (1473, Mother; Survey) 
 
We had both contacted the FDR to seek mediation because it was definitely not 
something we could work out together. (1757, Mother; Survey) 
 
We were not getting anywhere trying to do it ourselves and it was negative for 
everyone (including the kids). Mediation was the only way to go and even then, after 

 
31 Child, Youth and Family, now known as Oranga Tamariki. 
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two meetings, we were still stuck, but managed to work it out via emails through the 
mediator. (1603, Mother; Survey) 
 
Because other interfering people were taken out of the picture and we had someone 
balanced and fair, who cared about the child. (1187, Mother; Survey) 
 
We were unable to communicate with each other and unable to agree. (1472, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
My ex-partner would not engage in the process until the FDR process was established. 
(1292, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex and myself had concerns of who would be taking who for a ride. (1305, Father; 
Survey) 
 
Ensured that an agreed outcome was reached with the support of a third party, 
avoided manipulation of myself agreeing to something I didnΩt want. (1558, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Abuse and power issues with husband. Needed to discuss using a safer process. (1481, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The mother refused to negotiate in good faith, or even fairly. This was the only way to 
engage to try for shared custody. (1715, Father; Survey) 
 

Several participants commented that attending FDR was not their choice, but was initiated 
by the other party.  

 
We were unaware that there were issues with the previous arrangement, so being 
contacted by mediators was the first we knew of any problems with the care. It was 
initiated through the other party. The mediator had to help with the new 
arrangements as the other party was very negative and focused a lot on the past, and 
wasnΩt moving forward. (1025, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
My ex decided we couldnΩt work things out between us so initiated the family 
mediation approach. (1595, Mother; Survey)  
 
My ex-husband was uncooperative when I tried to make arrangements directly with 
him. He then started the mediation process. (1623, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex arranged mediation as he wanted the changes made. (1942, Mother; Survey) 

 
Through the Family Court 
 
Most of the participants who gave a reason for making their parenting arrangements 
through the Family Court commented that they had been unable to resolve the dispute 
though alternative avenues such as trying to reach agreement alone and through using FDR. 
Some had not wanted to take this approach, but tƘŜǊŜ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ άƴƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƭŜŦǘ.έ 
 

Other things failed. She was on Legal Aid and her lawyer wanted to milk it for all it was 
worth to them. (1014, Mother; Survey) 
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History of parenting orders not working and too much conflict and uncertainty for the 
children. Initially the hearing included a judge, but then an arrangement was made 
with both parties and their lawyers. (1097, Mother; Survey) 
 
We had no option left but to go to a three-day hearing in front of a judge ς the 
absolute last thing I wanted to happened. I knew it would be lose-lose for all 
concerned. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
We could not reach agreement in mediation. Could not reach full agreement in the 
Family Court though both parents made compromises. (1224, Mother; Survey) 
 
There were no other options left. Ex kept making agreements then breaking them 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘem and taking it to the next step. (1148, Mother; Survey) 
 
.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ Ƴȅ ŜȄ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ 
recognise my guardianship rights. (1155, Mother; Survey) 
 
No other intervention worked. (1156, Mother; Survey) 
 
We could not agree and had to be directed to a compromise. There were health and 
wellbeing issues and educational issues to be taken into account. (1325, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
My ex-partner only wanted a judge decision. Nothing else suited him. I was told that 
because he bought the case to lawyers he got to decide. (1328, Mother; Survey) 
 
We had opposite views, so a judge decided in a Family Court hearing. (1370, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It was impossible to negotiate with my ex-partner and I was forced to take this 
approach. We went to several joint counselling sessions (where a parenting agreement 
was made, that he did not adhere to), two mediations where no agreement was 
reached and then had to go to three court hearings for different decisions. (1426, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
For some participants, safety issues had necessitated their use of the Family Court. 

 
Safety issues and the ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ΨǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƴƻǘƛŎŜΩΦ (1012, Mother; Survey) 
 
I applied for a Protection Order and the judge made the decision that they must have 
supervised access permanently. He can reapply in two years, but will be unlikely to 
change. (1107, Mother; Survey) 
 
They were made by the judge as the children were not safe in my ex partnerΩs care. He 
was on drugs and being angry and violent. (1118, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex-husband has a meth addiction so we went through the courts with my lawyer 
and had a Parenting Order put in place to make sure the kids were safe seeing their 
dad. (1397, Mother; Survey) 
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You cannot facilitate, negotiate or mediate with abusers with unresolved issues such 
as mental health, addiction, anger etc., who refuse to acknowledge their actions or the 
consequences on the children. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
.ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ŘŀǳƎƘǘŜǊΩǎ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛƴ ƘŜǊ ŦŀǘƘŜǊΩǎ ŎŀǊŜ. (1286, Mother; 
Survey) 

 
Some participants stated that it was their former partner/the other party who took the 
matter to the Family Court, which often was not the approach they wanted to take or felt 
was justified.  
 

My ex-girlfriend made false statements about me having bipolar, so her lawyer and 
her put supervised visits in place, which I disputed and got a mental health check and 
finally got unsupervised contact with my sons. We got Lawyer for the Child 
appointed also and she seen straight through my ex and told me to hang in there as 
she deals with people like her (my ex) all the time. I won the court case for more 
visitation rights. (1053, Father; Survey) 
 
I was the respondent in a without notice application to vary an existing parent-
consented court order. Prior to being served, there had been virtually no discussion 
on the issue perceived by the other parent. The other parent chose not to go to FDR, 
and I was not given any choice in the matter. We ended up with a court-ordered 
Parenting Order that is not what either parent or the child wanted. (1401, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Ex put in applications to [the] court to change access, refused to talk to me, all done 
through lawyers. Very difficult man to deal with. (1410, Mother; Survey) 
 
This was not the approach I wanted to take. I wanted a mediated approach with a 
mediator and whņnau meetings. My ex-wife chose to use the Family Court despite 
my desire to mediate the decision. (1509, Mother; Survey) 
 
We were unable to come to a private agreement through lawyers and Round Table 
conferences, so my ex-partner filed a "without notice" [application], which put us 
into the system. (1614, Mother; Survey) 

 
Others also commented that going to the Family Court had been either initiated or advised 
by lawyers or Oranga Tamariki staff. 

 
Lawyer for the Child and Oranga Tamariki decided what they wanted to happen and 
that was what went to Family Court. (1139, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lawyer told me to. (1512, Mother; Survey) 
 
Advice by my lawyer. Which was the wrong thing to do, as he just wanted to clip the 
ticket. (1525, Father; Survey) 
 

A small number of participants commented that they wanted the orders to be binding to 
ensure stability.  
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So that the new arrangements were binding so they were set in stone. (1239, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
I sought the courtΩs help as my ex kept changing his mind about when he would have 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ Ǉŀȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ, so I needed a Parenting Order to sort this 
out. (1864, Mother; Survey) 

 

The Relationship Between Circumstances at the Time of Making Parenting 
Arrangements and Resolution Pathways 
 
A series of Pearson chi-square tests of independence were undertaken to examine the 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
parenting arrangements and how the arrangements were ultimately determined. Those with 
the following circumstances were more likely to have their parenting arrangements 
determined through the Family Court: 

¶ Safety concerns for self ς c2 = 61.75, p<0.001 

¶ Safety concerns for the children ς c2 = 115.06, p<0.001 

¶ Safety concerns for the other party ς c2 = 15.02, p=0.005 

¶ Family violence ς c2 = 77.37, p<0.001 

¶ Protection Order ς c2= 58.15, p<0.001 

¶ Trespass Order ς c2 = 51.98, p<0.001 

¶ Mental health issues ς c2= 19.65, p<0.001 

¶ Addiction issues ς c2= 13.89, p=0.008 

¶ Supervised contact ς c2= 78.54, p<0.001 

¶ Involvement with Oranga Tamariki ς c2= 68.67, p<0.001 

¶ Involvement with Police ς c2= 105.29, p<0.001 [Involvement with Police was also 
associated with being less likely to use Family Dispute Resolution] 

 
One of the objectives of the 2014 reforms was to refocus the Family Court on the most 
serious and urgent cases. The above data, although not representative, shows that within 
this study, those resolving their parenting arrangements through the Family Court did 
appear to be more likely to have complex cases, involving safety concerns, violence, and 
mental health and addiction issues.  
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŀƴ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
former partner or the other party at the time they were making or changing their parenting 
arrangements and who decided on the arrangements (see Table 32) and how they were 
ultimately made (see Table 33). 
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Table 32: Quality of the relationship with the ex-partner/other party by who decided on 
the parenting arrangements 
 

Who decided on parenting arrangements 
Very 
Poor 

Poor 

Neither 
poor 
nor 

good 

Good 
Very 
Good 

TOTAL 
n 

No-one really, they just happened 8 4 4 0 0 16 

My ex-partner/the other party and I decided 
together 

58 63 54 35 20 230 

I decided 27 15 16 4 1 63 

My ex-partner/the other party decided 17 12 10 2 3 44 

The children decided 19 6 5 5 2 37 

A judge decided 88 21 9 0 1 119 

Someone else decided 10 2 1 0 0 13 

TOTAL 227 123 99 46 27 522 

 
A chi-square test showed evidence that the quality of the relationship between parties at 
the time of making the arrangement was associated with who decided on the parenting 

arrangements (c2= 106.39, p<0.001). In particular, when the relationship was very poor 
there were more arrangements than expected ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƧǳŘƎŜ ƻǊ ΨǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ŜƭǎŜΩΦ !ƭǎƻΣ 
for those with a very poor relationship, fewer arrangements were decided by the other 
party. However, if the relationship between the parties was good or very good, fewer 
arrangements were decided by a judge than would be expected if there was no association. 
 
Table 33: Quality of the relationship with the ex-partner/other party by resolution 
pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Very 
Poor 

Poor 

Neither 
poor 
nor 

good 

Good 
Very 
Good 

TOTAL 
n 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 
decision 

16 6 5 1 2 30 

Mainly by ourselves  30 55 59 41 22 207 

Privately through a professional  29 10 8 1 1 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  24 22 9 1 1 57 

Through the Family Court  128 30 17 2 1 178 

Some other way  0 0 1 0 0 1 

TOTAL 227 123 99 46 27 522 

 
A chi-square test provided evidence that the quality of the relationship between the 
participants and their former partner/the other party at the time of making parenting 

arrangements was also associated with how parenting arrangements were made (c2= 
182.18, p<0.001). When the relationship between the parties was very poor, there were 
more arrangements than expected made through a professional or through the Family 
Court. Also, for those with a very poor relationship, fewer arrangements than expected were 
made by the parents/caregivers jointly ('mainly by ourselves'). Conversely, if the relationship 
was good or very good, fewer arrangements than expected were ultimately made through 
the Family Court and more were made by the parents/caregivers jointly. 
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Views on the Resolution Pathway 
 
In order to determine how well the approach (i.e., the resolution pathway and who made 
the decision) participants took to make or change their parenting arrangements worked, 
participants were asked how strongly they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements, 
which are presented in the Tables 34-42. CƻǊ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ Ψ!ƎǊŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ 
Ψ{ǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ5ƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩ ŀƴŘ Ψ{ǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜΩ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƭƭŀǇǎŜŘ (see Tables 194-
202 in Appendix L for the full data tables). 
 
Table 34: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ Ψ¢his approach worked well for meΩ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅ 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 36.7% 33.3% 30.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  13.5% 8.7% 77.8% 207 

Privately through a professional  18.4% 20.4% 61.2% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 42.1% 15.8% 42.1% 57 

Through the Family Court  52.8% 18.3% 28.9% 180 

 
As shown in Table 34, the majority (78%) of those who made their arrangements mainly by 
themselves (and the other party) agreed that the approach worked well for them. Similarly, 
for those participants making arrangements privately through a professional, 61% agreed 
that the approach worked well for them. Over half (53%) of those making their 
arrangements through the Family Court disagreed that the approach worked for them. 
 
There was evidence of an association between the resolution pathway and whether 

participants thought that the approach had worked well for them (c2 = 114.37, p<0.001). 
More participants than expected agreed that the approach worked for them if they worked 
the arrangements out themselves or through a private professional. Conversely, fewer 
participants than expected thought the approach had worked for them if they made their 
parenting arrangements through FDR or the Family Court, or did nothing specific. 
 
Table 35: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨThis approach worked well for my ex-partner/the other partyΩ 
for each resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 

nor 
disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 

n=519 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 13.3% 36.7% 50.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  5.3% 17.5% 77.2% 206 

Privately through a professional  12.2% 42.9% 44.9% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 12.3% 36.8% 50.9% 57 

Through the Family Court  23.7% 32.8% 43.5% 177 

 
Table 35 shows that of those who made their parenting arrangements with the other party 
mainly by themselves, over three-quarters (77%) thought this approach had worked well for 
their former partner or the other party. Over half (51%) agreed FDR had worked well for the 
other party, compared with 12% who did not. 
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There was evidence of an association between the resolution pathway and whether 

participants thought that the approach had worked well for the other party (c2 = 61.36, 
p<0.001). More participants than expected agreed that the approach had worked well for 
their former partner if they had made the arrangements themselves or had resolved them 
through the Family Court. 
 
Table 36: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨThis approach worked well for the childrenΩ for each resolution 
pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 40.0% 20.0% 40.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  11.1% 9.2% 79.7% 207 

Privately through a professional  22.5% 16.3% 61.2% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 35.1% 22.8% 42.1% 57 

Through the Family Court  60.0% 13.3% 26.7% 180 

 
The majority of participants who made their parenting arrangements with their former 
partner/other party mainly by themselves or through a professional agreed the approach 
worked well for the children (80% and 61% respectively). The reverse was seen for those 
who made their arrangements through the Family Court, with 60% disagreeing that the 
approach had worked well for their children. 
 
There was evidence of an association between the resolution pathway and whether 

participants thought that the approach had worked well for the children (c2 = 133.12, 
p<0.001). More participants than expected agreed that the approach had worked well for 
their children if they had made their arrangements mainly by themselves. Fewer participants 
than expected thought it had worked well for their children if they had made their parenting 
arrangements through the Family Court. 
 
Looking across Tables 34, 35 and 36, reveals that if participants made their parenting 
arrangements themselves, most (between 77-80%) thought this approach had worked well 
for themselves, the other party, and the children. In contrast, a considerably lower 
proportion thought that going through the Family Court worked well for them (29%) or the 
children (27%). Also, while over half thought that going through the Family Court did not 
work well for themselves (53%) or the children (60%), less than a quarter (24%) thought it 
did not work well for their former partner or the other party. 
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Table 37: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨI had an adequate opportunity to put my position forwardΩ ŦƻǊ 
each resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 50.0% 20.0% 30.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  18.8% 10.1% 71.0% 207 

Privately through a professional  22.5% 12.2% 65.3% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 24.6% 17.5% 57.9% 57 

Through the Family Court  56.1% 8.9% 35.0% 180 

 
The majority (71%) of the participants who made their arrangements with their former 
partner/the other party agreed that they had had an adequate opportunity to put their 
position forward, as did those participants who made their arrangements through a private 
professional (65%) or through FDR (58%). 
 
A chi-square test showed evidence of an association between the approach taken and 
whether participants believed they had an adequate opportunity to put their position 

forward (c2= 77.65, p<0.001). More people than expected agreed that they had an adequate 
opportunity to put their position forward when they had worked it out themselves, and, to a 
lesser extent, privately through a professional. Fewer people than expected agreed that they 
had an adequate opportunity to put their position forward when they had gone through the 
Family Court, and, to a lesser extent, when they had done nothing specific.   
 
Table 38: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨMy ex-partner/the other party had an adequate opportunity to 
put their position forwardΩ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅ 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=521 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 6.7% 23.3% 70.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  3.9% 7.7% 88.4% 207 

Privately through a professional  4.1% 10.2% 85.7% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 1.8% 12.3% 86.0% 57 

Through the Family Court  3.4% 12.9% 83.7% 178 

 
Table 38 shows that regardless of the resolution pathway, the vast majority of participants 
thought their former partner/the other party had had an adequate opportunity to put their 
position forward. This contrasts with Table 37, which shows lower proportions agreeing that, 
they themselves, had had an adequate opportunity to put their own views forward and, in 
the case of making arrangements through the Family Court or through doing Ψnothing 
specificΩ, only around a third reported having an adequate chance to put their views 
ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨƴƻǘƘƛƴƎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎΩ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ƘŀŘ 
ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ Ƨƻƛƴǘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƘŀŘ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ǳƴƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ 
decision. It could be the case that if the participants were not the ones making such 
unilateral decisions, they could well believe that the other party had had more of an 
opportunity to put their position forward than they themselves had. 
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A chi-square test revealed no evidence of an association between how parenting 
arrangements were determined and whether participants thought their former partner/the 
other party had had an adequate opportunity to put their views forward. 
 
Table 39: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨThe process was fairΩ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘƘǿŀȅ 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 46.7% 20.0% 33.3% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  16.4% 14.5% 69.1% 207 

Privately through a professional  26.5% 24.5% 49.0% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 42.1% 12.3% 45.6% 57 

Through the Family Court  63.3% 12.2% 24.4% 180 

 
As Table 39 shows, most (70%) of those participants who had made or changed parenting 
arrangements mainly by themselves thought the process was fair, compared with under 50% 
for all other resolution pathways. Those where arrangements just happened or were made 
through the Family Court had the lowest proportion agreeing that the process was fair. 
 
There was evidence of a strong association between the approach taken and whether the 

process was viewed as fair (c2 = 104.97, p<0.001). Many more people than expected agreed 
that the process was fair when they made parenting arrangements mainly by themselves 
with their former partner/other party, and far fewer than expected agreed that the process 
was fair when arrangements were made through the Family Court. 
 
Table 40: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨThe time it took to make the arrangements was reasonableΩ ŦƻǊ 
each resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 33.3% 30.0% 36.7% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  19.3% 13.5% 67.2% 207 

Privately through a professional  46.9% 8.2% 44.9% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 35.1% 7.0% 57.9% 57 

Through the Family Court  73.3% 8.9% 17.8% 180 

 
Nearly three-quarters (73%) of the participants whose parenting arrangements were 
determined by the Family Court did not think the time it took to make the arrangements was 
reasonable. In contrast, 67% of those participants who made their parenting arrangements 
themselves and 58% of those who made them through FDR agreed that the time it took to 
make their arrangements was reasonable. 
 
There was evidence of an association between the resolution pathway and whether 
participants thought that the time it took to make the parenting arrangements was 

reasonable (c2= 133.54, p<0.001). More people than expected agreed that the time it took 
to make their arrangements was reasonable when they made them mainly themselves or if 
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they went through FDR. Fewer than expected agreed that the time it took to make the 
arrangements was reasonable when they went through the Family Court. 

 
Table 41: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨThe financial cost of making the arrangements was reasonableΩ 
for each resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 43.3% 33.3% 23.3% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  17.4% 21.7% 60.9% 207 

Privately through a professional  57.1% 14.3% 28.6% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 26.3% 21.1% 52.6% 57 

Through the Family Court  73.9% 12.8% 13.3% 180 

 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ of the resolution approach 
they took followed a similar pattern to that outlined above in relation to views about the 
reasonableness of the time it took to make the arrangements. Nearly three-quarters (74%) 
of the participants whose parenting arrangements were determined by the Family Court did 
not think the cost of making the arrangements was reasonable. In contrast, 61% of those 
participants who made their parenting arrangements themselves and 53% of those who 
made them through FDR, agreed that the cost of making their arrangements was 
reasonable. Over half (57%) of the participants who made their arrangements privately 
through a professional did not think the cost was reasonable, compared with 29% who 
thought it was reasonable. 
 
Evidence of an association was found between the resolution pathway and whether 

participants thought that the cost of making the parenting arrangements was reasonable (c2 
= 148.65, p<0.001). More people than expected agreed that the cost of making their 
arrangements was reasonable when they made them mainly themselves or if they went 
through FDR. Fewer than expected agreed that the cost of making the arrangements was 
reasonable when they went through the Family Court. 
 
Table 42: !ƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ΨI was satisfied with the approach takenΩ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ 
pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Disagree
/Strongly 
disagree 

Neither 

agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree/ 
Strongly 
Agree 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 53.3% 13.3% 33.3% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  14.5% 14.0% 71.5% 207 

Privately through a professional  26.5% 28.6% 44.9% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 40.4% 15.8% 43.9% 57 

Through the Family Court  64.4% 16.7% 18.9% 180 

 
The only group of participants where the majority indicated that they were satisfied with the 
approach they took to make their parenting arrangements were those who made the 
arrangements themselves, with 72% agreeing they were satisfied. Those who made their 
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arrangements through the Family Court were not satisfied with the approach they took, with 
64% disagreeing and 19% agreeing with the statement. 
 
Evidence of an association was found between the resolution pathway and whether 

participants were satisfied with the approach they took (c2= 131.95, p<0.001). More people 
than expected agreed that they were satisfied when they made the arrangements mainly 
themselves and fewer agreed they were satisfied with the approach when they went 
through the Family Court. 
 
The findings detailed in Tables 34-42 highlight a clear contrast between those who made 
their parenting arrangements themselves and those whose were made by the Family Court. 
The majority of those who ultimately made their arrangements with their former 
partner/the other party themselves agreed that: the approach had worked well for them, 
the other party, and the children; they and the other party had had an adequate opportunity 
to put their positions forward; the process was fair; the time and the cost it took to make 
the arrangements was reasonable; and they were satisfied with the approach they took. On 
all measures, those making arrangements themselves had the highest proportion of all 
resolution pathways agreeing with each statement. 
 
With two exceptions (relating to the other party) the reverse trend was seen for those 
whose arrangements were ultimately determined through the Family Court. The majority 
disagreed that: the approach worked well for them and the children; they had an adequate 
chance to put their position forward; the process was fair; the time and the cost it took to 
make the arrangements was reasonable; and they were satisfied with the approach they 
took. On every statement, except one, this group had the highest proportion who disagreed 
with each statement.  
 
¢ƘŜ ǘŀōƭŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜws that, generally, the process had been better for 
their former partner/the other party than for themselves. This was apparent in the finding 
that for those where the arrangements Ψjust happenedΩ, and those whose were made 
through FDR or the Family Court, the proportion of those agreeing the approach worked 
well for the other party was greater than the proportion agreeing that it had worked well for 
themselves. Similarly, regardless of how the parenting arrangements were ultimately made, 
the proportion agreeing that their former partner/the other party had had an adequate 
opportunity to put their position forward far exceeded the proportion agreeing that they 
themselves had an adequate opportunity to put their position forward. 
 
Participants were asked if, looking back, they would have rather taken a different approach 
to make or change their parenting arrangements, and their responses are presented in Table 
43. Nearly a third (32%) indicated they would have rather resolved the matter in a different 
way, with a fifth (20%) not being sure. Nearly half (48%) were happy with the approach they 
had taken. 
 
Table 43: Looking back, would you rather have taken a different approach to make or 
change your parenting arrangements?  
 

 n Percent 

Yes 166 31.7% 

No 250 47.8% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ 107 20.5% 

Total 523 100% 
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The resolution pathways of those participants (n=250) who indicated that, in hindsight, they 
would not have taken a different approach are presented in Table 44. The majority (59%) of 
those who were happy with the approach they took, were those who had made their 
arrangements mainly by themselves with their former partner/the other party. Just over a 
fifth (21%) of those participants who would not change the way they had made their 
parenting arrangements had done so through the Family Court. 
 
Table 44: Resolution pathways of those participants who would not have preferred to 
have taken a different approach to making their parenting arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 9 3.6% 

Mainly by ourselves  148 59.2% 

Privately through a professional  22 8.8% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  19 7.6% 

Through the Family Court  52 20.8% 

Total 250 100% 

 
The resolution pathways of those participants (n=166) who indicated that they would have 
preferred to have taken a different approach are presented in Table 45. 
 
Table 45: Resolution pathways of those participants who would have preferred to have 
taken a different approach to making their parenting arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 13 7.8% 

Mainly by ourselves  32 19.3% 

Privately through a professional  16 9.6% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  26 15.7% 

Through the Family Court  79 47.6% 

Total 166 100% 

 
Those who had resolved their dispute through the Family Court were the group who most 
commonly indicated that, on reflection, they would have rather taken a different approach, 
if possible. This was true for nearly half (48%) of those using the Family Court, compared 
with 19% of those who had resolved the matter mainly themselves, 16% of those who did so 
through FDR, 10% who went privately through a professional, and 8% where the 
arrangements just happened or it was a unilateral decision. 
 
Those participants who indicated they would rather have taken a different approach (n=166) 
were asked to choose which resolution pathway they would have preferred. The findings are 
presented in Table 46 cross tabulated with their actual pathway. 
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Table 46: Preferred resolution pathway 
 

 Preferred resolution pathway  

Actual resolution pathway 
Mainly by 
ourselves 

Privately 
through a 

professional 
Through FDR 

Through the 
Family Court 

Some other 
way 

TOTAL 
 

Nothing specific, they just 
happened/unilateral 

2  3 3 2 3 13 

Mainly by ourselves  6 6 10 7 3 32  

Privately through a professional  4 1 1 9 1 16  

Through Family Dispute 
Resolution  

6 2 3 12 3 26  

Through the Family Court  15 8 15 13 28 79  

TOTAL  33 20 32 43 38 166 

 
About a quarter of the preferred resolution ΨSome other wayΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘƛƴƎ 
the Family Court. The remainder outlined something about the process that participants 
would change (rather than the pathway itself) or they did not know what approach they 
would have preferred. 
 
As shown in Table 46 (in red), 23 participants chose the same pathway for their preferred 
one as the pathway they had actually taken. However, as indicated above, open-ended 
comments indicated that some participants may have chosen the same pathway, but 
handled the matter differently, e.g., they would have still used the Family Court, but would 
have sought a Protection Order.  
 
Over half (56%) of those who resolved their parenting arrangements through the use of a 
privately-paid professional would have preferred to have done so through the Family Court, 
as would nearly half (46%) of those who reached agreement at FDR. 
 

Views on the Outcome of Making Parenting Arrangements  
 
Participants were asked for their views on the outcome of the dispute resolution process 
i.e., the parenting arrangements that were decided. Tables 47, 48, and 49 show ratings of 
satisfaction, perceptions of fairness and confidence in the arrangements working out, at the 
time they were decided. 
 
Table 47: Satisfaction with parenting arrangements at the time they were decided  
 

 n Percent 

Very dissatisfied 92 17.6% 

Dissatisfied 79 15.1% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 82 15.7% 

Satisfied 186 35.5% 

Very satisfied 85 16.2% 

Total 524 100% 
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Table 48: Perceptions of fairness about parenting arrangements at the time they were 
decided  
 

 n Percent 

Very unfair 83 15.9% 

Unfair 92 17.6% 

Neither fair nor unfair 80 15.3% 

Fair 179 34.2% 

Very fair 89 17.0% 

Total 523 100% 

 
Table 49: Confidence in parenting arrangements working at the time they were decided  
 

 n Percent 

Very unconfident 78 14.9% 

Unconfident 109 20.8% 

Neither confident nor unconfident 120 22.9% 

Confident 151 28.8% 

Very confident 66 12.6% 

Total 524 100% 

 
As shown in Tables 47-49, overall, just over half (52%) the participants were ΨsatisfiedΩ or 
Ψvery satisfiedΩ with the parenting arrangements at the time they were made, compared with 
33% who were ΨdissatisfiedΩ or Ψvery dissatisfiedΩ with them. Similarly, just over half (51%) 
thought the arrangements were ΨfairΩ or Ψvery fairΩ at the time, compared with 33% who 
rated them as ΨunfairΩ or Ψvery unfairΩ. The proportion of those who were ΨconfidentΩ or Ψvery 
confidentΩ the arrangements would work (41%) did not differ markedly from the proportion 
of those who were ΨunconfidentΩ or Ψvery unconfidentΩ (36%). 
 
Tables 50, 51 and 52 present ratings of satisfaction, fairness and confidence with parenting 
arrangements at the time they were made, for different dispute resolution pathways. The 
two positive and negative points on the scale have been collapsed (see Tables 203-205 in 
Appendix L for the full data tables). 
 
Table 50: Satisfaction with parenting arrangements at the time they were decided by 
resolution pathway  
 

Resolution pathway 
Dissatisfied/

Very 
dissatisfied 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Satisfied/ 
Very 

satisfied 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 33.3% 26.7% 40.0% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  16.4% 14.5% 69.1% 207 

Privately through a professional  22.4% 20.4% 57.1% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  43.9% 19.3% 36.8% 57 

Through the Family Court  50.0% 12.8% 37.2% 180 

 
Of those participants who made their arrangements mainly by themselves with their former 
partner/the other party or privately through a professional, the majority were satisfied with 
the arrangements at the time they were decided (69% and 57% respectively). However, half 
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of those who made their arrangements through the Family Court were dissatisfied with 
them.  
 
Evidence of an association was found between the resolution pathway and satisfaction with 

the resulting parenting arrangements (c2= 64.70, p<0.001). More people than expected 
were satisfied with their arrangements when they made them themselves, and fewer than 
expected were satisfied when they made them through FDR or the Family Court. 
 
Table 51: Perceptions of fairness about parenting arrangements at the time they were 
decided by resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway Unfair/Very 
Unfair 

Neither fair 
nor unfair 

Fair/Very 
Fair 

TOTAL 
n=522 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 40.0% 13.3% 46.7% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  21.3% 14.5% 64.3% 207 

Privately through a professional  20.8% 20.8% 58.3% 48 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  36.8% 22.8% 40.4% 57 

Through the Family Court  48.3% 12.8% 38.9% 180 

 
The same pattern for ratings of fairness of arrangements was found as for ratings of 
satisfaction, as indicated in Table 51. The majority of those making arrangements mainly by 
themselves or through a professional thought the arrangements were fair, and the highest 
proportion of those using the Family Court (48%) thought the arrangements were unfair. 
Similar proportions thought the arrangements were fair and unfair when they were made 
through FDR (40% and 37% respectively). 
 
A chi-square test also found evidence of a similar association between the resolution 

pathway and perceptions of fairness with the resulting parenting arrangements (c2 = 42.12, 
p<0.001). More people than expected thought the arrangements were fair when they made 
them themselves, and fewer than expected thought they were fair when they made them 
through FDR or the Family Court. 
 
Table 52: Confidence in parenting arrangements working at the time they were decided by 
resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Unconfident

/Very 
unconfident 

Neither 
confident 

nor 
unconfident 

Confident/ 
Very 

confident 

TOTAL 
n=523 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 30.0% 23.3% 46.7% 30 

Mainly by ourselves  20.3% 22.7% 57.0% 207 

Privately through a professional  28.6% 26.5% 44.9% 49 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  47.4% 24.6% 28.1% 57 

Through the Family Court  52.8% 21.1% 26.1% 180 

 
Table 52 shows that the only group where over half (57%) felt confident that the parenting 
arrangements would work were those who had made their arrangements themselves. 
However, the proportions of those who had confidence in the arrangements working were 
greater than those who were not confident when the arrangements just happened or when 
they were decided privately through the use of a professional. The reverse was true for 
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those resolving their arrangements through FDR or the Family Court, with the highest 
proportions indicating they were unconfident the arrangements would work. 
 
Again, evidence of an association was found between confidence in arrangements working 

and the resolution pathway (c2 = 57.25, p<0.001). More participants than expected felt 
confident their arrangements would work if they made them themselves with the other 
party, and fewer than expected felt confident they would work if they were made through 
FDR or the Family Court. 
 
The above three tables are summarised in Table 53, which shows the proportion of those 
who gave positive ratings of satisfaction, perceptions of fairness and confidence in the 
arrangements working at the time they were made.  
 
Table 53: Positive perceptions of parenting arrangements at the time they were made by 
resolution pathway 
 

Resolution pathway 
Very satisfied/ 

Satisfied  
Very fair/ 

Fair 
Very confident/ 

Confident 

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilateral 40.0% 46.7% 46.7% 

Mainly by ourselves  69.1% 64.3% 57.0% 

Privately through a professional  57.1% 58.3% 44.9% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution  36.8% 40.4% 28.1% 

Through the Family Court  37.2% 38.9% 26.1% 

 
Table 53 shows that, across these three variables (satisfaction, fairness and confidence), 
those participants who were the most positive about their parenting arrangements when 
they were made, had made them mainly by themselves, followed by those who had decided 
on the arrangements privately through a professional. The participants with the lowest 
proportion of positive ratings of satisfaction, fairness and confidence had made their 
arrangements through FDR or the Family Court. 
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Formalisation of Parenting Arrangements 
 
Whether, and if so, how, ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ŀ 
parenting agreement, parenting plan or Family Court order is shown in Table 54. 
 
Table 54: Formalisation of parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Not formalised  146 27.9% 

Informal parenting agreement or parenting plan (e.g., a 
verbal agreement or understanding)  

63 12.0% 

Written parenting agreement or parenting plan  104 19.9% 

Consent Order made by the Family Court  47 9.0% 

Parenting Orders made by the Family Court  158 30.2% 

Some other way 4 0.8% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκbƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ 2 0.4% 

Total 524 100% 

 
Of those who specified if, and how, their parenting arrangements were formalised (i.e., 
ŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀȅΣ n=518), 40% (n=209) were 
either not formalised or were done so informally, and 60% (n=309) were formalised in either 
a written agreement, consent order or Family Court Parenting Order. Over a quarter (28%) 
of the participants had not formalised their parenting arrangements at all. The most 
common way agreements were formalised was through Family Court Parenting Orders 
(30%) or by a written agreement or parenting plan (20%). Converting a parenting agreement 
into a Consent Order through the Family Court was relatively infrequent, with less than one 
in ten (9%) doing so. 
 
Table 55 presents a cross tabulation of whether arrangements were formalised with the 
resolution pathway (n=521) όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
formalised in any way). 
 
Table 55: Formalisation of parenting agreements by resolution pathway 
 

 Resolution Pathway 

Formalisation of parenting 
agreement 

Nothing 
specific 
(n=29) 

Mainly by 
ourselves 
(n=207) 

Privately 
through a 

professional 
(n=49) 

Through 
FDR 

(n=57) 

Through the 
Family Court 

(n=179) 

No formalisation 55.2% 57.0% 10.2% 3.5% 2.2% 

Informal agreement 27.6% 24.6% 4.1% 3.5% 0% 

Written agreement 3.5% 14.5% 42.9% 71.9% 6.2% 

Consent Order 0% 1.9% 14.3% 5.3% 18.4% 

Parenting Order 6.9% 1.0% 28.6% 15.8% 73.2% 

Some other way 6.9% 1.0% 0% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Those who made their parenting arrangements themselves or did nothing specific most 
commonly had no formal parenting agreement (83% and 82% respectively), although around 
a quarter of each group had an informal agreement ς 28% of those who did nothing specific 
and 25% of those who made their arrangements themselves. Having a written parenting 
agreement or parenting plan was the most common outcome for those who made their 
arrangements through FDR (72%) or privately through a professional (43%). For those going 
through the Family Court, most (73%) had their arrangements formalised by a Parenting 
Order by judicial determination, but nearly a fifth (18%) had a Consent Order made. Only 5% 
of those making their arrangements through FDR converted their agreement into a Consent 
Order, although oddly 16% reported having a Parenting Order through the Family Court.  
 
It is somewhat surprising that 27 participants who did not resolve their parenting 
arrangements through the Family Court indicated that their parenting arrangements were 
judicially determined and formalised into a Parenting Order. However, it is possible that 
their attempts to change an existing parenting arrangement, which had been formalised into 
a Family Court Parenting Order, through other resolution pathways were unsuccessful. 
Alternatively, an agreement made privately may have been converted into a Consent Order, 
but participants may not have been familiar with tƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨConsent OrderΩ.  
 

Cost of Making Parenting Arrangements 
 
One of the objectives of the reforms was to reduce the stress on families and children by 
avoiding, wherever possible, the delays, conflict and expense that court proceedings can 
entail. The survey, therefore, asked participants about the cost of making their parenting 
arrangements and what they spent money on (see Tables 56 and 57). A quarter of the 
participants indicated that they had received Legal Aid. 
 
Table 56: What participants spent money on to make or change parenting arrangements 
 

 n Percent 

Legal fees/lawyer  258 49.2% 

Private counselling  107 20.4% 

Private mediation  24 4.6% 

Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) 70 13.4% 

Court fees  105 20.0% 
Court-ordered cost contributions for Lawyer for the Child 
or a specialist report  44 8.4% 

Court-ordered costs to the other party 12 2.3% 

Something else  35 6.7% 

None of the above  198 37.8% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Nearly 38% reported not incurring any of the costs listed in Table 56, with 62% spending 
some money on fees, professionals or services to make or change their parenting 
arrangements. ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜƎŀƭκƭŀǿȅŜǊΩǎ ŦŜŜǎ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ Ƙŀlf 
(49%) of the participants spending money on this. A fifth (20%) spent money on court fees 
and on private counselling.  
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Table 57: Total personal cost to make parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Nothing 182 34.9% 

$1-$500 55 10.6% 

$501-$1000 33 6.3% 

$1001-$2000 38 7.3% 

$2001-$5000 49 9.4% 

$5001-$10,000 37 7.1% 

$10,001-$20,000 46 8.8% 

$20,001-$50,000 34 6.5% 

$50,001-$75,000 9 1.7% 

$75,001-$100,000 1 0.2% 

$100,001-$150,000 2 0.4% 

$150,001-$200,000 0 0% 

$200,001 or more 5 1.0% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 30 5.8% 

Total 521 100% 

 
As shown in Table 57, 35% reported that they spent no money to make their parenting 
arrangements and almost half (45%) spent $500 or less. Very few (8) participants reported 
spending in excess of $75,000. 
 
Overall, over half (56%) of the participants believed the amount they paid was reasonable 
and half (50%) reported it was affordable for them. 
 
Tables 58 and 59 show a breakdown of ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ reasonableness and 
affordability of the amount they spent for each expenditure bracket (excluding those who 
did not know how much they spent and those who skipped one of the questions). 
 

Table 58: Reasonableness of cost by expenditure amount  
 

 Cost reasonable? 

Expenditure No Yes 

Nothing 0.6% 99.4% 

$1-$500 27.3% 72.7% 

$501-$1000 45.4% 54.6% 

$1001-$2000 50.0% 50.0% 

$2001-$5000 59.2% 40.8% 

$5001-$10,000 83.8% 16.2% 

$10,001-$20,000 93.3% 6.7% 

$20,001-$50,000 100% 0% 

$50,001-$75,000 100% 0% 

$75,001-$100,000 100% 0% 

$100,001-$150,000 100% 0% 

$150,001-$200,000 0% 0% 

$200,001 or more 100% 0% 

Total n 221 291 
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Table 59: Affordability of cost by expenditure amount 
 

 Cost affordable? 

Expenditure No Yes 

Nothing 0.6% 99.4% 

$1-$500 40.0% 60.0% 

$501-$1000 45.5% 54.6% 

$1001-$2000 63.2% 36.8% 

$2001-$5000 81.6% 18.4% 

$5001-$10,000 100% 0% 

$10,001-$20,000 95.7% 4.3% 

$20,001-$50,000 97.1% 2.9% 

$50,001-$75,000 88.9% 11.1% 

$75,001-$100,000 0.0% 100% 

$100,001-$150,000 100% 0% 

$150,001-$200,000 0% 0% 

$200,001 or more 80.0% 20.0% 

Total n 254 260 

 
Tables 58 and 59 show that the threshold for whether the cost of making parenting 
arrangements was seen as reasonable and affordable was $2000 and $1000 respectively. Up 
until expenditure reached $501-$1000, a larger proportion of participants said this was 
reasonable than not. When expenditure was between $1001-$2000, equal proportions said 
it was reasonable and was not reasonable. When expenditure was greater than $2000 a 
greater proportion thought it was unreasonable than reasonable. Expenditure over $20,000 
was regarded by all participants as unreasonable. 
 
This threshold was lower for affordability. Up until expenditure of $1000 the percentage of 
participants reporting the cost to make their arrangements as affordable was greater than 
the percentage stating it was not affordable. With one exception, when expenditure was 
greater than $1000 the vast majority (80-100%) reported this as not being affordable to 
them. One person who spent between $75,000 and $100,000 indicated that this amount 
was affordable for them. 
 
Table 60 shows a cross tabulation of the proportion of participants who indicated how much 
they had spent making parenting arrangements (n=490) with their resolution pathway 
(excluding those who skipped the question and did not know how much they spent). When 
reading this table it must be remembered that the resolution pathway refers to how 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ may have used 
other services. For example, although participants may have ultimately made their 
arrangements themselves or privately through a professional, prior to this they could also 
have spent money on lawyers, FDR or gone through the Family Court. 
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Table 60: Cost of making parenting arrangements by resolution pathway 
 

 Resolution pathway 

Total cost  Nothing specific Mainly ourselves 
Through 

professional 
Through  

FDR 
Through  
the FC 

Nothing 53.6% 65.0% 8.5% 30.9% 10.4% 

$1-$500 14.3% 12.2% 6.4% 27.3% 5.5% 

$501-$1000 7.1% 5.6% 8.5% 18.2% 3.7% 

$1001-$2000 10.7% 7.6% 14.9% 12.7% 3.7% 

$2001-$5000 10.7% 4.6% 25.5% 3.6% 14.1% 

$5001-$10,000 0% 3.0% 8.5% 1.8% 16.0% 

$10,001-$20,000 3.6% 1.5% 12.8% 3.6% 20.9% 

$20,001-$50,000 0% 0% 14.9% 1.8% 16.0% 

$50,001-$75,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 5.5% 

$75,001-$100,000 0% 0.5% 0% 0% 0% 

$100,001-$150,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 1.2% 

$150,001-$200,000 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

$200,001 or more 0% 0% 0% 0% 3.1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
Table 60 shows that the majority of those participants who did not do anything specific to 
make their parenting arrangements, or did so mainly with their former partner/the other 
party themselves, spent nothing to make their parenting arrangements. Those who made 
their arrangements through FDR largely either spent nothing (31%) or spent $500 or less 
(27%), as some would have qualified for government funding to receive FDR for free and 
others will have paid $448.50. For those resolving their parenting arrangements through the 
Family Court, the greatest proportion (21%) spent between $10,000 and $20,000. Just over a 
quarter (26%) of those whose parenting arrangements were made through the Family Court 
spent in excess of $20,000 and 3% spent in excess of $200,000. Generally, those who made 
their arrangements through the Family Court, and to a lesser extent privately through a 
professional, spent more.  
 

 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ !ǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ Ƙŀǎ reported on the process parents and 
caregivers engaged in to make or change parenting arrangements. For the purpose of this 
report, the survey data presented provides an overview of how the respondents made or 
changed their parenting arrangements and provides some analysis of what factors are 
associated with different resolution pathways and outcomes. More detailed analysis will be 
undertaken in future publications.  
 

 

  



 

 60 

Summary 
 
The majority (59%) of the parents and caregivers surveyed were making parenting 
arrangements since the reforms came into effect, and 41% had made arrangements under 
the previous family justice system, but had had to change them since the reforms. Of those 
who had experience with the previous system, 17% preferred the old system and 10% 
preferred the current system. One third of the participants were aware of the reforms at the 
time they were making or changing parenting arrangements, but the majority (59%) were 
not. The most common issues needing to be resolved were day-to-day care and contact 
arrangements. The majority of participants also needed to resolve child support issues and 
the division of their relationship property. 
 
Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police were present in at least a 
ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
arrangements. One third had safety concerns for themselves, and 42% had concerns about 
the safety of the children. Most (70%) reported a poor or very poor relationship with their 
former partner/the other party when they were making or changing their parenting 
arrangements. 
 
Most of the participants (97%) had taken informal steps to make their parenting 
arrangements, with around two-thirds using family justice services (67%) or lawyers (66%), 
and 57% using community or private services. The top five most common steps taken were 
discussing the matter with the other paǊŜƴǘκǇŀǊǘȅΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǿƘņƴŀǳ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƛŜƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ 
seeking legal advice. The most frequently used family justice services funded by the 
government included the Ministry of Justice website (40%), the Family Court (37%), 
Parenting Through Separation (PTS) (33%), the Ministry of Justice ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ 
workbook (24%) and Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) (24%). 
 
The five steps rated most helpful in making parenting arrangements included: talking with 
the children (58%), discussion with the other parent/party (49%), seeking legal advice (48%), 
going to the Family Court (42%), and attending private counselling (40%). Nearly a third of 
the participants rated FDR or PTS as one of the most helpful steps they took. 
 
A quarter of the participants reported that someone external to the family decided on their 
parenting arrangements, with 75% reporting the parenting arrangements were decided by a 
family member ς one or both parents/caregiver and/or the children. 
 
The most common pathway to make parenting arrangements was the parties resolving the 
matter mainly by themselves (40%). Just over half of the participants mainly made their 
arrangements though the use of a professional or service, either the Family Court (34%), FDR 
(11%) or privately through a professional (9%). 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ the parenting arrangements were 
associated with the resolution pathway they took. More participants had their parenting 
arrangements determined through the Family Court when there were safety concerns, 
family violence, mental health and addiction issues and involvement with external agencies 
such as Police and/or Oranga Tamariki. The quality of the relationship between the 
parents/parties was also associated with how parenting arrangements were made. More 
arrangements were made through the Family Court, or privately through a professional, if 
the relationship was very poor, and conversely, more were made by the parties themselves 
when the relationship was good/very good. 
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How participants viewed the resolution pathway they took showed a clear contrast between 
those who made their parenting arrangements themselves and those whose arrangements 
were made by the Family Court. The majority of those who ultimately made their 
arrangements with their former partner/the other party themselves agreed that: the 
approach had worked well for them, the other party, and the children; they and the other 
party had had an adequate opportunity to put their positions forward; the process was fair; 
the time it took to make the arrangements and the associated costs were reasonable; and 
they were satisfied with the approach they took. The reverse trend was seen for those 
whose arrangements were determined through the Family Court. Generally, participants 
held the view that the process of making parenting arrangements had been a better one for 
their former partner/the other party than for themselves.  
 
Overall, 32% would have preferred to make their parenting arrangements in a different way, 
nearly half of whom had made their arrangements through the Family Court. The majority 
(59%) of those who were happy with the approach they took to make their arrangements 
had done so with their former partner/the other party mainly by themselves. 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ that were made were associated with the 
resolution pathway taken to make them. The greatest proportion of those who were 
satisfied with the parenting arrangements, thought they were fair, and had confidence in 
them working (at the time they were made), were those who had made them mainly by 
themselves, followed by those who had decided on the arrangements privately through a 
professional. Generally, the participants with the lowest proportion of positive ratings of 
satisfaction, fairness and confidence had made their arrangements through FDR or the 
Family Court. 
 
The majority (60%) of participants had formalised their parenting arrangements, with the 
most common way being through Family Court Parenting Orders (30%) or a written 
parenting agreement or plan (20%). Those who had not done anything specific to make their 
parenting arrangements or did so mainly with their former partner/the other party, most 
often had no formal agreement. Those who made the arrangements privately through a 
professional or through FDR most commonly had a written agreement, and those who had 
gone through the Family Court most commonly had Parenting Orders. 
 
Nearly two-thirds (62%) incurred costs to make their parenting arrangements. The most 
ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŜƎŀƭκƭŀǿȅŜǊΩǎ ŦŜŜǎ όпф҈ύΣ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ όнл҈ύ ŀƴŘ 
court fees (20%). Nearly half (45%) spent $500 or less to make their parenting arrangements 
and 10% spent $20,000 or more. Generally, those who made their arrangements through 
the Family Court, and to a lesser degree privately through a professional, spent more. 
Expenditure over $2000 was regarded as unreasonable by a greater number of participants 
than saw it as reasonable. Expenditure over $1000 was seen by the vast majority as 
unaffordable. 
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Key Findings ς Making Parenting Arrangements 
 
ü 59% were making or changing parenting arrangements since the reforms came 

into effect; 41% had experience with the previous family justice system ς 17% 
preferred the previous system, 10% preferred the current system 

ü 59% were unaware that the family justice system had been reformed; 33% were 
aware of the reforms 

ü Issues to be resolved included: day-to-day care (71%), contact arrangements 
(76%), guardianship issues (33%) and relocation (22%); child support (58%) and 
relationship property division (39%) also needed to be resolved 

ü Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police were present 
ƛƴ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ Ƴŀƪƛƴg or 
changing parenting arrangements 

ü 33% had safety concerns for themselves, 42% had safety concerns for the 
children at the time of making or changing parenting arrangements 

ü 70% reported a poor/very poor relationship with their former partner/the other 
party at the time they were making or changing parenting arrangements 

ü Steps taken to make parenting arrangements included: informal steps (97%), use 
of family justice services (67%), lawyers (66%), and community or private services 
(57%) 

ü The five steps rated most helpful in making parenting arrangements included: 
talking with the children (58%), discussion with the other parent/party (49%), 
seeking legal advice (48%), going to the Family Court (42%), and attending private 
counselling (40%) 

ü 32% rated FDR and 31% rated PTS as one of the most helpful steps they took 
ü 75% of the parenting arrangements were decided by a family member ς one or 

both parents and/or the children 
ü 44% decided on their arrangements jointly with their former partner/the other 

party; in 23% of cases the decision was judicially determined; and in 7% of cases 
the children had decided the parenting arrangements 

ü Parenting arrangements were most commonly decided by the parties themselves 
(40%) 

ü 55% made their arrangements through the use of a professional or service ς the 
Family Court (34%), FDR (11%) or privately through a professional (9%) 

ü More arrangements were made through the Family Court or privately through a 
professional when there were safety concerns, family violence, mental health 
and/or addiction issues and involvement with external agencies, and when the 
relationship between parties was very poor 

ü More arrangements were made by the parties themselves when the relationship 
between them was good/very good 

ü Participants who made arrangements themselves held more positive views on 
the process than did those who went through the Family Court 
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Key Findings ς Making Parenting Arrangements 
 
ü 32% would rather have taken a different approach to making their parenting 

arrangements, 48% of whom had made arrangements through the Family 
Court 

ü Of those who were happy with the approach they had taken, 59% had made 
the arrangements mainly themselves with their former partner and 21% had 
made their arrangements through the Family Court 

ü More participants were satisfied with their arrangements when they made 
them themselves with the other party, and fewer were satisfied when they 
were made through FDR or the Family Court 

ü More people thought the arrangements were fair when they made them 
themselves, and fewer thought they were fair when they made them through 
FDR or the Family Court 

ü More participants felt confident their arrangements would work out if they 
made them themselves with the other party, and fewer felt confident they 
would work if they made them through FDR or the Family Court 

ü 60% had formalised their parenting arrangements ς most commonly through 
Family Court parenting orders (30%) or a written parenting agreement/plan 
(20%) 

ü The majority (around 82-83%) who did not use a professional or service to 
make their parenting arrangements had no formal agreement 

ü Those making arrangements privately through a professional (43%) or through 
FDR (72%) most commonly had a written agreement  

ü Those who had gone through the Family Court most commonly had Parenting 
Orders (73%) 

ü 62% had incurred costs making their parenting arrangements 
ü ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƻƴ ƭŜƎŀƭκƭŀǿȅŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜǎ όпф҈ύΣ private 

counselling (20%) and court fees (20%) 
ü 45% spent $500 or less; 10% spent $20,000 or more 
ü Those who made their arrangements privately through a professional or 

through the Family Court spent more money 
ü Expenditure of over $2000 was viewed by more people as unreasonable than 

reasonable 
ü Expenditure of over $1000 was viewed by more people as unaffordable than 

affordable 
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Stability of Parenting Arrangements 
 
The 524 participants who had completed making or changing their parenting arrangements, 
either by the time of the initial survey, or by the time of a follow-up survey, were asked if 
these arrangements had been changed subsequently (see Table 61). Changing the time of 
contact or changing pick-up and drop-off arrangements was classified as a minor change, 
whereas changing who the children lived with, major changes to contact arrangements and 
relocation were classified as substantial changes. 
 
Table 61: Subsequent changes to parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

No 281 53.6% 

Minor changes made 178 34.0% 

Substantial changes made 65 12.4% 

Total 524 100% 

 
In only 12% of cases, substantial changes were made to parenting arrangements after they 
had initially been made. The majority (54%) had made no changes after the arrangements 
were made, and in just over a third of cases (34%) minor changes were made. 
 
Table 62 shows the stability of parenting arrangements by the dispute resolution pathway 
that participants took to make the arrangements. 
 
Table 62: Changes to parenting arrangements made by dispute resolution pathways 
 

 No changes 
Minor 

changes 
Substantial 

changes 
Total 

Nothing specific, they just happened (n=30) 63.3% 16.7% 20.0% 100% 

Mainly by ourselves (n=207) 43.0% 45.9% 11.1% 100% 

Privately through a professional (e.g., 
lawyer, counsellor) (n=49) 

59.2% 34.7% 6.1% 100% 

Through Family Dispute Resolution 
(FDR)/Family Mediation (n=57) 

40.4% 40.4% 19.3% 100% 

Through the Family Court (n=180) 67.2% 20.6% 12.2% 100% 

 
As shown in Table 62, with the exception of the those who made the parenting 
arrangements mainly by themselves or through FDR, for all other dispute resolution 
pathways the parenting arrangements remained stable, with the majority not changing at 
all. Two-thirds of those who had made their arrangements through the Family Court 
reported no changes since they had been made, compared with 43% who had made the 
arrangements themselves, and 40% who had made them though FDR. Higher proportions 
όŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀ ŦƛŦǘƘύ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻǎŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ΨƧǳǎǘ ƘŀǇǇŜƴŜŘΩ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ C5w 
had made substantial changes.  
 
There is evidence of an association between how the parenting arrangements were made 

and the stability of parenting arrangements (c2 = 42.15, p<0.001). More people than 
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expected made minor changes to their parenting arrangements when they were made 
mainly by themselves, and more people than expected made no changes to their 
arrangements when they made them through the Family Court.  

 
Table 63 presents the stability of parenting arrangements by if, and how, the arrangements 
were formalised. 
 
Table 63: Changes to parenting arrangements made by formalisation of arrangements 
 

 No changes 
Minor 

changes 
Substantial 

changes 
Total 

Not formalised (n=146) 46.6% 41.1% 12.3% 100% 

Informal parenting agreement or parenting 
plan (n=63) 

46.0% 46.0% 7.9% 100% 

Written parenting agreement or parenting 
plan (n=104) 

41.3% 43.3% 15.4% 100% 

Consent Order made by the Family Court 
(n=47) 

68.1% 23.4% 8.5% 100% 

Parenting Orders made by the Family Court 
(n=158) 

66.5% 19.6% 13.9% 100% 

 
As shown in Table 63, those who had formalised their parenting arrangements in a court 
order (either a Consent Order or a judicially decided Parenting Order) were more likely to 
have not changed their arrangements. Around two-thirds of those with a court order, made 
either by consent (68%) or by judicial decision (67%) had not changed their parenting 
arrangements after the orders had been made. This compares with less than half for those 
who had not formalised their arrangements (47%), or had done so informally (46%) or with a 
written agreement (41%). 
 
Evidence of an association was found between the formalisation of parenting arrangements 

and whether they had had to be changed after they were made (c2 = 35.45, p<0.001). More 
people than expected had made minor changes to their arrangements when they had not 
been formalised and more arrangements than expected were not changed when they were 
formalised in a court order.  
 

Follow-up Surveys 
 
Participants who had provided an email address when they completed the initial survey 
(91%, n=595) were invited to complete two subsequent online follow-up surveys; one 
approximately six months after their initial survey completion and then six months after 
completion of the first follow-up survey (or 12 months after their initial survey if they did not 
complete the first follow-up survey).  
 
If participants had not completed making or changing their parenting arrangements at the 
time they completed the initial survey (n=238), the follow-up surveys were used to track 
their progress over time. If the process of making parenting arrangements was completed at 
the time of either the first or second follow-up survey, the follow-up survey collected data 
about the process of making arrangements that were missing from their initial survey. Of the 
238 participants who had not concluded making their parenting arrangements at the time of 
the initial survey, 164 (69%) completed at least one follow-up survey. Of these, 124 
participants (76%) had still not finalised their parenting arrangements at the time they 
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completed one or both follow-up surveys. Of the 164 participants who were still in the 
process of making their arrangements at the time they completed the initial survey, 92 
(56%) had finalised their arrangements at the time they completed the first follow-up 
survey.  
 
Of those who had finalised their parenting arrangements at the time they completed the 
initial survey (n=417), 265 participants (64%) completed the first follow-up survey and 124 
participants (30%) also completed the second follow-up survey. The data presented below 
relates to these participants ς those who had completed making their parenting 
arrangements at the initial survey and had completed at least one follow-up survey. 
 
The follow-up surveys asked participants whether their parenting arrangements had 
changed since they had completed the previous survey, and if not, if attempts had been 
made to change them. The outcome of such attempts was also ascertained ς either the 
attempt was unsuccessful or was still in progress. 
 
Table 64 sets out the trajectories of changes to parenting arrangements over the three data 
collection points (initial survey, first follow-up survey and second follow-up survey). It 
presents the totals of those who had made no, minor or substantial changes to their 
parenting arrangements since completing the previous survey, along with information about 
attempts to change arrangements. 
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Table 64: Trajectories of changes to parenting arrangements 

Initial Survey 
n=417 

1st Follow-up Survey 
Change since Initial Survey 

n=265 

1st Follow-up Survey 
Attempts to change since  

Initial Survey n=171 

2nd Follow-up Survey 
Change since First  
Follow-up n=124 

2nd Follow-up Survey  
Attempts to change since  

First Follow-up n=124 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Parenting arrangements 
complete 

 
n=417 

 
 
 
 
 

No change 
 

65% 
(n=171) 

 

 
No attempt to change 

87% 
(n=148) 

 
No change n=45 

No attempt to change n=38 

Unsuccessful attempt to change n=1 

Attempt to change in progress n=6 

Minor change n=21  

Substantial change n=7  

 
Unsuccessful attempt to change 

7% 
(n=12) 

 
No change n=4 

No attempt to change n=4 

Unsuccessful attempt to change n=0 

Attempt to change in progress) n=0 

Minor change n=0  

Substantial change n=2  

 
Attempt to change in progress 

6% 
(n=11) 

 
No change n=2 
 

No attempt to change n=2 

Unsuccessful attempt to change n=0 

Attempt to change in progress n=0 

Minor change n=2  

Substantial change n=2  

 
Minor change 

20% 
(n=53) 

  
No change n=8 

No attempt to change n=8 

Unsuccessful attempt to change n=0 

Attempt to change in progress n=0 

Minor change n=13  

Substantial change n=2  

 
Substantial change 

15% 
(n=41) 

  
No change n=8 

No attempt to change n=6 

Unsuccessful attempt to change n=1 

Attempt to change in progress n=1 

Minor change n=3  

Substantial change n=5  
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Table 64 shows that the parenting arrangements were relatively stable over time, with the 
majority of the participants in both follow-up surveys reporting no changes to their 
parenting arrangements. 
 
At the time of the first follow-up survey, 65% reported no changes to their parenting 
arrangements, 20% reported a minor change, and 15% reported a substantial change. Of 
those reporting no change, the majority (87%, n=148) reported that no attempts to change 
the arrangements had been made; 7% (n=12) reported that an unsuccessful attempt had 
been made to change the arrangements, and 6% (n=11) indicated that an attempt had been 
made to change arrangements, but it was yet to be resolved. 
 
Nearly half (47%) of those who completed the first follow-up survey (n=265) also completed 
the second follow-up survey (n=124). At the time of the second follow-up survey, 54% 
(n=67) had not changed their arrangement since they completed the first follow-up survey, 
31% (n=39) reported minor changes, and 15% reported a substantial change. Of those 
reporting no changes (n=67), the vast majority (87%, n=58) also reported that no attempts 
had been made to change them. 
 
Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƘŜƴΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ƻǾŜǊ 
the time periods surveyed. This stability was further reflected in the large proportions (87% 
at both follow-up surveys) who reported that no attempts to change arrangements had 
been made. It was, therefore, not the case that parenting arrangements did not change 
because attempts to change them were unsuccessful. Overall, there were very few 
unsuccessful attempts to change arrangements (14 cases across both follow-up surveys). 
 
Future more in-depth analysis will examine if particular factors are associated with the 
stability of parenting arrangements over time. 
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Family Justice Services Funded by the Government 
 
As part of the evaluation of the 2014 reforms, the participants were asked evaluative 
questions about family justice services they had used since the reforms took effect. 
Participants may have experienced making and/or changing parenting arrangements more 
than once since the reforms were implemented. Therefore, as detailed earlier, for the 
purpose of answering the first section of the survey presented above, participants were 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ƻƴŜ ΨƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΩ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ 
when evaluating family justice services, participants were asked if they had ever used a 
service since the reforms took effect. This may or may not have been in relation to the 
process of making arrangements that the participants outlined in the first section of the 
survey. Therefore, data from this section and the first section cannot necessarily be linked. 
Participants may have also answered questions about particular services in relation to 
making or changing different parenting arrangements for different children and/or for 
different relationships that do not necessarily relate to the same situation. The purpose of 
these questions was to evaluate each service individually.  
 
The following section reports on data from all of the participants who completed the first 
survey (n=655), including those who had completed their parenting arrangements (n=417) 
and those who were still in the process (n=238) at the time the first survey was completed. 
 
Participants were first asked if they knew about and/or ever used family justice services 
funded by the government to make or change parenting arrangements since 1 April 2014. 
These findings are presented in Table 65. 
 
Table 65: Knowledge about, and use of, family justice services since the reforms 
 

Family Justice Service 

Used this 
service 

since 1 April 
2014 

Knew about 
this service 
but ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 

use it 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
about this 

service 
Total 

Ministry of Justice website (n=654)* 55.5% 23.5% 20.9% 100% 

Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE  
phone line (n=653) 

9.6% 17.6% 72.7% 100% 

Parenting Through Separation (PTS) (n=654) 39.8% 44.9% 15.3% 100% 

Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) (n=649) 12.3% 24.2% 63.5% 100% 

Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) ς 
intake and assessment (n=646) 

28.6% 40.6% 30.8% 100% 

Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) ς  
joint mediation (n=642) 

22.0% 54.8% 23.2% 100% 

Family Court (n=653) 47.2% 49.3% 3.5% 100% 

Note: *Percentages are based on the proportion who indicated that they used, knew about or were 
unaware of each service. In some instances, small numbers of participants skipped the question and 
these were excluded from Table 65, hence nґсрр. Other participants indicated that they used a 
service, but their responses to later questions revealed that they were referring to another service or 
it was clear from their comments that they had not actually used the service. However, it was not 
possible to determine whether they knew about the service or not. These data were also treated as 
missing and excluded from Table 65. The most common confusion was in relation to Family Court-
based Round Table Meetings being mistaken for Family Dispute Resolution. 
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As shown in Table 65, the most commonly used services were the Ministry of Justice website 
(56%), the Family Court (47%) and Parenting Through Separation (40%). Just over a fifth 
(22%) of the survey respondents had participated in FDR mediation. As they were self-
selecting, these figures cannot be read as prevalence of use of different services, but they 
Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΦ bŜŀǊƭȅ 
three-quarters (73%) of the participants did not know about the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 
AGREE phone line, and nearly two-thirds (64%) did not know about the Family Legal Advice 
Service (FLAS). Given FLAS is only available to those meeting an income eligibility threshold, 
it is understandable that many participants were not aware of this service. Over a fifth (21%) 
were not aware of the existence of the Ministry of Justice website and 15% did not know 
about Parenting Through Separation. Nearly a quarter (23%) did not know about Family 
Dispute Resolution.  
 
Those participants who indicated they had used a particular service since the reforms came 
into effect were asked a series of questions about their experiences of, and satisfaction with, 
the service. Qualitative data from both open-ended survey questions and interview material 
are also presented. 
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Ministry of Justice Website 
 
TƘŜ Ψ/ŀǊŜ ƻŦ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ (MOJ) website32 was the family 
justice service most commonly used by the survey respondents, with 56% (n=363) indicating 
they had accessed it and another 24% (n=154) knowing about it, but not using it. Just over a 
fifth (21%) were not aware of the website.  
 
Those participants who had used the website were asked about how they had found out 
about it, their experience of using it, how helpful they found it, and their overall satisfaction 
with the website.  
 

Accessing the Ministry of Justice Website 
 
As shown in Table 66, the most common way people found out about the website was via 
the Internet or another website (70%). Lawyers and Parenting Through Separation courses 
were the next most common ways the participants heard of the website (19% and 16% 
respectively). 
 
Table 66: Where participants had heard of the Ministry of family justice website  
 

 n Percent 

On the Internet/another website 253 69.7% 
From the Ministry of Justice/Family Court 0800 2 AGREE phone line 10 2.8% 
At a Parenting Through Separation course 58 16.0% 
From a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) service/mediator 19 5.2% 
From a lawyer 68 18.7% 
From the Family Court 38 10.5% 
From another professional or agency  22 6.1% 
Some other way  13 3.6% 
5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 42 11.6% 

Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 

  

 
32 https://www.justice.govt.nz/family/care-of-children/ 

 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/family/care-of-children/
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Experience of Using the Ministry of Justice Website  
 
Table 67: What participants used the Ministry of Justice website for  
 

 n Percent 

Finding information and resources (e.g., factsheets, brochures, booklets) 318 87.6% 

Watching the videos about family justice 52 14.3% 

Understanding how the family justice system works 194 53.4% 

Finding a family justice service provider  51 14.1% 

DŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 77 21.2% 

Downloading forms (e.g., Court applications) 131 36.1% 

Finding a Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) provider 42 11.6% 

Finding a Parenting Through Separation (PTS) course 93 25.6% 

Finding a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation) provider 56 15.4% 

Something else  1 0.3% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Table 67 shows that the website was used by the majority (88%) of the participants to find 
information and resources and to understand how the family justice system and its 
processes and procedures worked (53%). Just over a third (36%) accessed the website to 
download forms, such as court applications, and around a fifth (21%) used it to access the 
ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪΦ  
 
Using the website to find family justice services and professionals was not that common, 
with just over a quarter (26%) using it to find a PTS course to attend, and less than a fifth 
using it to find an FDR provider (15%) or FLAS provider (12%). However, not all participants 
would have needed or wanted to access these services. 
 
The website was predominately used for finding information and resources. Participants 
were asked to rate the quality of the website in terms of the information provided (see 
Table 68) and the ease of use in finding and downloading information and/or forms (see 
Table 69). 
 
Table 68: Quality of the website on the information provided 
 

 n Percent 

Very poor 13 3.6% 

Poor 31 8.5% 

Neither poor nor good 104 28.7% 

Good 182 50.1% 

Very good 33 9.1% 

Total 363 100% 

 
Ratings of the website in terms of the information provided and ease of use were more 
positive than negative. Over half (59%) rated the quality of the information provided on the 
ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀǎ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΩΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴƭȅ мн҈ ǿƘƻ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ ΨǇƻƻǊΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ 
ǇƻƻǊΩΦ  
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Table 69: Ease of use of the website to find and download information and/or forms 
 

 n Percent 

Very poor 12 3.3% 

Poor 47 13.0% 

Neither poor nor good 105 29.1% 

Good 165 45.7% 

Very good 32 8.9% 

Total 361 100% 

 
{ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ рр҈ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǳǎŜ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘκƻǊ 
ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀǎ ƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΩΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴƭȅ мс҈ ǿƘƻ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ ŀǎ ΨǇƻƻǊΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǇƻƻǊΩΦ 
 
When asked if the website provided the information or resources they needed, only 5.5% of 
the respondents said it had not, with almost 95% reporting that it provided at least some, if 
not all, of the required information (see Table 70). 
 
Table 70: Did the Ministry of Justice website provide the information/resources required? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 151 41.6% 

Some, but not all 192 52.9% 

No 20 5.5% 

Total 363 100% 
 

Information/ Resources Participants Needed that they Could not Find on the 
Website 
 
The 58% (n=212) of participants who indicated that the website had not provided some or 
all of the information or resources that they required, were asked in an open text box what 
they had needed that they could not find or access. Over half (58%, n=124) detailed what 
this information or resource that they could not access was and their responses were 
amalgamated with relevant quotes from interview transcripts. Five categories of information 
that participants needed, but could not find, on the website included: 

¶ A lack of detailed and specific information; 

¶ Information about processes and procedures; 

¶ Information about the law and rights; 

¶ Locating forms and guidelines; 

¶ Links to services and professionals to access support. 
 
Lack of detailed and specific information 
 
A common response from participants was that the information provided on the website 
was too generic and what they had needed was more specific information that could be 
applied to their particular situation. 
 

Was quite generalist and not helpful to my circumstances. (1171, Mother; Survey) 
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I wanted more in-depth knowledge than the vague explanations. (1059, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
{ƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀƴ ƻǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǘƻ 
figure out what the rules are. (1368, Mother; Survey) 
 
Hard to actually find correct information for the situation. A lot information but unsure 
what was the right for my situation. (1243, Father; Survey) 
 
{ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ƛǘ L ŦŜƭǘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΦ (1047, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
L ǿŜƴǘ ƻƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ ǘƛƳŜǎΦ Χ !ƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ L ǘǊƛŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ 
out some information, but everything was quite vague. I guess every situation is 
different. So, I found it quite frustrating. (1636, Mother; Interview) 
 
I prefer having any and all information available to me. I think at the time the website 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƧƛƎƎƭȅ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΦ (1538, Mother; Survey) 
 

Participants had been looking for more specific or in-depth information that related to their 
own situation and circumstances. 
 

Information specific to my situation that I sought from a lawyer ς e.g., regarding 
balancing the importance of religion with contact arrangements with the father. 
(1453, Mother; Survey) 
 
The ability to locate specific detail was an issue. (1646, Mother; Survey) 

 
The pathway I needed ς I suppose the situation was quite specific, where my daughter 
was too unwell to travel with her father and her father intended to uplift her, but the 
information I needed was not on the website. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
Specifics relating to my situation. (1392, Mother; Survey) 

 
Several particular areas were identified where the website did not provide adequate 
information. The most frequently mentioned was information about how to negotiate 
difficult scenarios, such as dealing with a difficult former partner/other party and what to 
do when orders were breached. 
 

Very difficult situations i.e., where other party will not cooperate. (1917, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
No information on vexatious litigation. (1109, Mother; Survey) 
 
Help to get my ex-husband to want to provide care and contact with/for his children. 
(1244, Mother; Survey) 
 
Information about how to seek help when the other party is misusing the Family Court. 
(2057, Mother; Survey) 
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How to deal with Parenting Orders being broken, who to talk to and where to get help. 
A lot of the information focused on making your own arrangements, but did not 
address the problems faced when another party did what they wanted and Parenting 
Orders were just a piece of paper, had no weight with Police or family violence teams. 
(1097, Mother; Survey) 
 
Information on what to do when the other party does not respond in time. Information 
on how to deal with the other party committing perjury and fraud. (1044, Father; 
Survey) 
 
Who, where or how to speak to someone about an issue and breach of process from a 
broad range of services. (1210, Mother; Survey) 
 
How to deal with a sociopath. (1169, Mother; Survey) 
 
What to do if drugs were involved. (1617, Mother; Survey) 

 
Those with safety concerns also outlined their need for more specific information. 
 

I was trying to find ways that would legally protect my children from their abuser, it 
was not there. (1119, Mother; Survey) 
 
Where children would be protected from post-separation abuse. (1207, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
What to do as a victim of domestic violence, particularly for children who have been 
abused and witnessed it. (1092, Mother; Survey) 
 
No information on what child abuse looks like, what a traumatised child might look 
like, be experiencing, how DV might impact on proceedings. (1142, Grandmother; 
Survey) 
 
Ability to manage separation and child support etc. with abusive ex-husband. (1481, 
Mother; Survey)  
 
Protection Order specifics. (1132, Mother; Survey) 
 
I needed to find out how could I keep my children safe when the [Lawyer for the Child] 
and CŀƳƛƭȅ /ƻǳǊǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƭƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ alleged child abuse. (1110, 
Mother; Survey) 
 

Needing specific information about responding to without notice applications was also 
mentioned. 
 

Without notice application and response to a without notice application. (1916, 
Father; Survey) 
 
How to respond to a without notice application that was full of lies and untruthful 
accusations. (1770, Father; Survey) 
 
Dealing with false and misleading without notice applications. (1855, Father; Survey) 
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Information about processes and procedures 
 
The second type of information that participants required, but could not find or access on 
the website, related to family justice processes and procedures. This was particularly true 
for those involved in Family Court proceedings and/or who were self-representing and 
navigating the process themselves. Several mentioned a lack of information about the 
sequence or flow of these processes. 
 

When self-representing, clear information on court processes is needed in detail. The 
court rules and acts are very muddly to read through and do not explain what is meant 
clearly. (1102, Mother; Survey) 
 
{ƻΣ L ƎǳŜǎǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǎǘŜǇ-by-step instruction type information on 
the website for you to go it alone. And so, either more of that, or somebody who can 
just contact you and let you know what your next steps are, would be good. (1239, 
Mother; Interview) 
 
The layout of the courtroom, particularly High Court, court etiquette. Information 
about the judges, their background and experience, if they understand domestic abuse 
(not just violence, but all aspects of domestic abuse). How to address concerns about a 
judgeΩs and Lawyer for the ChildΩs behaviour, actions and decision making. (1092, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The basic legal processes are not clear. (1713, Father; Survey) 
 
I certainly didnΩt think that there was good information. The websites just provide a 
general flow ς ƴƻǘ ŀ Ŧƭƻǿ ŎƘŀǊǘΣ ōǳǘ Χ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƘŜƭǇΦ {ƻΣ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŦƛƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
information that I wanted. You do get a bit lost. I was trying to research the 
conferences and what was going to happen and who was going to be there and things, 
but it was all just quite vague. If youΩve had no experience of the justice system at all, 
then I can imagine. Χ LΩǾŜ ƘŀŘ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƛǘ ƻŦ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΣ ōǳǘ ƎƻǎƘΣ ƛǘ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜƭȅ 
daunting for some people. (1636, Mother; Interview) 
 
The information provided was not very straightforward or easy to understand. It was 
very difficult to get a clear picture of how the Family Court system is set up in New 
Zealand and how to find your way through it. It is quite overwhelming and 
intimidating when you need to ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ōǳǘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘŜƭƭ 
where to even start. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
I went down [to the] court to ask about it. I basically got told, άAh, go to our website.έ 
!ƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ŀ ƘŜƭƭ ƻŦ ŀ ƭƻǘΦ Lt tells you all the factual stuff, 
ōǳǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ Χ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩre doing this on your own, these are the steps 
you need to go through. (1566, Father; Interview) 
 
Definitions of how processes actually work in practice (such as admonishments, 
warrants to enforce etc). (1855, Father; Survey) 
 
Flowcharts that matched my situation. (1055, Father; Survey) 
 
Info about defended hearings. (1283, Father; Survey) 
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I think the biggest problem doing it yourself, and you are in shock, theyΩǊŜ, άwƛƎƘǘΣ ȅƻǳ 
can go on the JǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ Χ  L ƘŀǾŜ 
spoken to a few other people about the website, and a lot of people think it is 
purposely designed to hoodwink you to what you are going to do next. Yeah, they 
ŎŀƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ƘŜŀŘ ƴƻǊ ǘŀƛƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΦ L ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ. L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜǊ-friendly. (1036, Father; Interview) 
 
How does the court make decisions ς what matters? (2024, Mother; Survey) 
 
How to take the practical steps needed or a walk-through on the process. I found it 
confusing, but understood once I spoke to a lawyer. (1288, Mother; Survey) 
 
Information for children needing lawyers and how they do their job. (1737, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The processes in the Family Court are complex and while I understand them now, it 
would be beneficial for the MOJ website to be able to explain in simple English what, 
why and how, about many of the Family Court processes. (1591, Father; Survey) 
 
More comprehensive info about what all the legal conferences mean and are for, e.g., 
what is a Directions Conference? Also, more comprehensive info about the steps that 
need to be taken to get to a hearing. We knew thereΩd be no agreement and 
mediation was a waste of money, but we needed to budget time and money and have 
an end in sight somewhere. (1660, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
Just understanding the flow of what happens. [It] is extremely difficult to work out. 
(1077, Mother; Survey) 
 

Information about the law and rights 
 

Several participants detailed information about the law and rights that they needed, but 
could not access from the website. They mentioned wanting to access relevant case law and 
legislation, as well as more information about the rights of parents, guardians and children. 
 

Your rights as the non-custodial parent. (1516, Father; Survey) 
 
[When] a parent is in jail, what right do they have for visitation. (1643, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The Care of Children Act 2004 ς I had to go to the legislation website to find the Act 
that underpins all of this. The information provided on the Ministry of Justice website 
was very basic and not nearly detailed enough. There were many questions I had that 
were not answered on the site, limited information and no links to find the required 
information. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
Relevant case law. (1934, Father; Survey) 
 
Help concerning legal points of a Parenting Order. (1861, Mother; Survey) 
 
Parental rights regarding schooling and medical care. (1773, Mother; Survey) 
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Care of Children Act & Amendments ς Children, Young Persons and their Families Act ς 
Domestic Violence Act. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 

FathersΩ rights to have access to children. (1855, Father; Survey) 
 
Iǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŎƭŀǊƛŦȅ ǿƘŀǘ Ƴȅ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǿŜǊŜΣ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘ 
ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ L ƘŀŘ ǎŀǾŜŘ ŦƻǊΦ (1075, Mother; Interview) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ L ƪƴŜǿ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ōǳǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ. (1687, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The website gives plenty of information and processes, but it is overwhelming and you 
ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ƛŘŜŀ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƻƴŜǎ ȅƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŀ ǿƘņƴŀǳ 
caregiver/additional legal guardian, e.g., there are many grey areas around what 
rights an additional legal guardian has, a huge grey area of child-raising decisions that 
may be guardianship or may be day-to-day care, which cause constant on-going 
friction between the parties. Χ Lǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ 
recognise third parties (i.e., grandparents sent to the Family Court by Oranga 
Tamariki). (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
General rights of the children. (1455, Mother; Survey) 
 
The website says most of the right things. Apart from the main thing, which is it 
doesnΩt tell us our rights, which is our right of 50-50 parenting, natural right. So thatΩs 
the main ς well, the big problem. Χ Info regarding our unalienable natural rights 
including our right to free will, our right to non-consent to the legal system, our right 
to 50:50 parenting, our right to free communications, our right to self-defence etc. 
(1693, Father; Interview and Survey) 

 
Some participants mentioned that they were looking on the website for some ideas of likely 
outcomes from previous decisions and case law. Others had wanted to access examples of 
different types of arrangements and how others had made arrangements. 
 

Previous decisions, so I could understand how cases like mine might be processed by 
the court. (1211, Mother; Survey) 
 
LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎΣ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǇǇŜƴΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ aOJ 
website is just BS and propaganda that supports its own idiotic programmes e.g., FDR 
(sitting at a table with your abuser) and t¢{ όǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƎǊŜŀǘest waste of 
ǘƛƳŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǎǘǊŀƴƎŜǊǎ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜύΦ (1180, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Guidance on pragmatically what to expect in regard to regular/standard outcomes 
from the Family Court. Acknowledging that yes, every child is different, but the 
statistics of outcomes based on child age and gender would have been helpful in 
getting a reality check, right or wrong, about what care arrangements might look like. 
(1584, Father; Survey) 

 
Relocation examples and case studies. (1398, Mother; Survey) 
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More examples [of] family experiences would help. (1392, Mother; Survey) 
 
More ideas around what other people do to share care of their children. (1754, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
aƻǊŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎκƛŘŜŀǎ ƻƴ Ψǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ approaches to take with 
extremely difficult ex-partners. (1067, Mother; Survey) 
 
Not a negative as such, but at the time, it was actually an American website that we 
ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ рлκрл Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ǿƻǊƪΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘΣ ŀǘ 
the time, find any practical info on the different scenarios via the MOJ site ς this might 
have changed since. (1004, Mother; Survey) 
 

Locating forms and guidelines 
 
Not being able to find and access forms from the website was problematic for some. There 
were comments that poor labelling made it difficult to find them and that some forms and 
resources were not available. Others mentioned that the website provided inadequate 
advice and guidance for how to complete the forms. 
 

The forms are poorly labelled and it is hard to find the correct form to use. Even the 
court staff are at times not sure what form should be used. (1116, Father; Survey) 

 
Difficult to find forms, had to phone court registrar for assistance. (1064, Step-parent; 
Survey) 
 
It is very obviously intended that you have a lawyer to complete the Protection Order 
and Parenting Order without notice forms. There is no guide to completing them. 
(1175, Mother; Survey) 
 
Information full stop! Very hard to navigate unless you know exact name of forms etc. 
(1833, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
[The website] is a lot more form based. You actually need to know the name of the 
form that you are looking for and to know what that form relates to. So, you have got 
ȅƻǳǊ ǘŀōǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ǘŀō Ƙŀǎ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƛƴ ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ Ǝƻ ƛƴǘƻΣ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛǘΩǎ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ L ŀƳ ƴƻǘ ǎǳǊŜ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŜǾŜƴ ƛǎ ŀ ǘŀō ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŀǘΣ ōǳǘ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ hǊŘŜǊǎ ŦƻǊ 
/ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ ƛǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ and all the stuff that you need under there. You 
actually have to go into the form and know that you are looking for this particular 
ŦƻǊƳΦ Lǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ŜǾŜƴ ǘŜƭƭ ȅƻǳ ǿƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘΦ {ƻΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳΣ ǿŜƭƭ 
maybe it does say what form, but it is just the way that the website was created and 
the government has enough resources to upgrade it. (1073, Mother; Interview) 

 
[ƛƪŜΣ L ŀƳ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘΣ άDƻ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜέ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀȅΣ άDƻ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ 
look at the website.έ L ŘƛŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŜƭǇ ȅƻǳ ǿƛǘƘ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ 
information on the forms or getting all the evidence that you need, or if you miss one 
thing they send it all back and you start again with it. It is not helpful. (1156, Mother; 
Interview) 
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Due to the website changing frequently at one stage, it would be hard finding 
particular forms again and some forms now not being available after 1 April 2014. 
(1123, Stepmother, Survey) 
 
Not all forms available on there. (1821, Mother; Survey) 
 
Forms to fill in to apply for an urgent Parenting Order. (1286, Mother; Survey) 
 
Some specific help with the forms (level of detail and how much of the history to 
include). (1394, Mother; Survey) 
 
Parenting Plan booklet was unavailable when I tried to download this. (1098, Mother; 
Survey) 

 
Links to services and professionals to access support 
 
The final type of information or resource that participants needed, but could not access, 
from the website related to a lack of information about and/or links to other services, 
professionals and places to access support and guidance. Participants most often wanted to 
know how to find a lawyer, how to access emotional support, and what professionals could 
help with issues such as dealing with domestic violence, accessing benefits and financial 
assistance, navigating the process and assisting when problems arose. 
 

Who, where or how to speak to someone about an issue and breach of process from a 
broad range of services. (1210, Mother; Survey) 
 
Where to find a lawyer who offers Legal Aid. (1722, Mother; Survey) 
 
When the main income earner just up and leaves the home environment ς I had no 
idea what benefits were available or how to engage in the process. There is too much 
separation between organisations ς WINZ, IRD and Ministry of Justice. More combined 
info required, so there is a step-by-step process with info. In the distraught state and 
the unknown of the new situation ς it was very difficult to piece all the information 
together. (1451, Mother; Survey) 
 
How to deal with not being able to pay legal costs whilst being in hardship and going 
through a separation with an abusive and manipulative partner was not able to be 
sourced. (1098, Mother; Survey) 
 
I just needed more information on how to cope in general due to the sudden and 
dramatic change in circumstances. Perhaps links to other sites, e.g., parenting sites, 
health/wellness sites, Plunket, counsellors etc. I was diagnosed with post-traumatic 
shock after my husband walked out ς I think others would be too ς links to help with 
coping on a day-to-day basis would help anyone left with sole responsibility for [the] 
care of children ς which will always be a difficult situation. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
If there was any support for parents trying to deal with issues arising with using the 
Family Court, or having difficulty with the processes. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
A number to call or person to speak with at the beginning of the separation who could 
give advice. (2045, Mother; Survey) 
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Emotional support and an understanding of how long this process would take. (1325, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
If there was any support for parents trying to deal with issues arising with using the 
Family Court, or having difficulty with the processes. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
How to deal with Parenting Orders being broken, who to talk to and where to get help. 
(1097, Mother; Survey) 
 
How to access family mediation and/or professional support in constructing a healthy 
parenting plan. (1628, Mother; Survey) 
 
Courses on dealing with family violence. The system feels very unfair in dealing with 
violence as it makes me feel more unsafe and unsecure. (1152, Mother; Survey) 

 
Other specific areas mentioned by a small number of participants included information 
about: 

¶ Supervised contact; 

¶ Separation/divorce; 

¶ Parenting after separation; 

¶ Legal procedures for separating; 

¶ Self-representation; 

¶ Child support; 

¶ Mental health and addiction issues; 

¶ Financial issues, cost and funding; 

¶ Relationship property division; 

¶ Relocation; 

¶ Information and resources specifically for men; 

¶ Information and resources about family violence. 
 

Helpfulness of the Ministry of Justice Website 
 
Participants were asked how helpful they found the website in making or changing their 
parenting arrangements (see Table 71). While more than twice as many participants 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ ΨǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ Ψvery 
unƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ǳǇ ƻƴƭȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ƻǾŜǊ ŀ ǘƘƛǊd (34%). Half were neutral, rating the website 
as Ψneither helpful nor unhelpfulΩ ŀƴŘ мс҈ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ΨǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩΦ 
 
Table 71: Helpfulness of the Ministry of Justice website in making or changing parenting 
arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Very unhelpful 20 5.6% 

Unhelpful 37 10.3% 

Neither helpful nor unhelpful 179 49.7% 

Helpful 110 30.6% 

Very helpful 14 3.9% 

Total 360 100% 
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What Participants Found Particularly Positive or Helpful About the Ministry of 
Justice Website 
 
The survey asked participants what information or resources provided on the website they 
found helpful and 58% of those who had used the website provided a codable response 
which was combined with relevant interview material. The information and resources 
identified as helpful centred mainly around the following five categories: 

¶ Information about procedures and processes; 

¶ Other helpful information; 

¶ The ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ Parenting PlanΩ workbook; 

¶ Forms; 

¶ Links to services and professionals. 
 
Information about processes and procedures 
 
Information explaining the family justice system procedures and processes to make 
parenting arrangements was the most commonly mentioned information that participants 
found helpfulΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ άǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎέ ƛƴ 
general was helpful, others specified particular aspects they found helpful, mainly relating 
to understanding Family Court processes and procedures. These included videos, flow 
charts and descriptions of processes.  

 
The videos on self-representation and Family Court processes. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
The flow diagrams of when and how things take place. (1051, Mother; Survey) 
 
The processes of the Family Court ς how to apply for a Parenting Order, and what to 
expect. (1220, Mother; Survey) 
 
The process for dealing with day-to-Řŀȅ ŎŀǊŜ ŘƛǎǇǳǘŜǎΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ 
first. (1104, Father; Survey) 
 
The process of getting a Parenting Order, information on Protection Orders and the 
law on relationship property. (1847, Mother; Survey) 
 
The order that I needed to do things was clear to me. (1347, Mother; Survey) 
 
Steps to take in the process of resolving disputes. (2028, Father; Survey) 
 
What happens in court video and info. Services available. (1943, Mother; Survey) 
 
Steps for resolution (the process before Family Court). I was threatened with Family 
Court action by the other party and knowing the steps required before court action 
was possible, helped me not to feel intimidated. (1186, Mother; Survey) 
 
I have looked at the Ministry of Justice website for guidance as well as the IRD and 
Work and Income websites and have used their resources as a guide to my own 
separation agreement. So information that is easy to access is the most useful 
resource for my own purposes. (1194, Mother; Survey) 
 
The information about how the Family Court system worked. (1635, Mother; Survey) 
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Other helpful information 
 
In addition to information about processes and procedures, the participants also 
commented on finding a range of other information helpful. Some made general comments 
about ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴέ ŀƴŘ fact sheets and brochures helpful. References to 
specific topics being helpful included information about: rights, relationship property, 
domestic violence, protection orders, costs, parenting, separation/divorce, legislation, 
guardianship, child support, different types of Family Court orders, explanations of 
terminology, ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƭŀǿȅŜǊǎΩ ŦŜŜǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǿǊƛǘŜ ŀƴ ŀŦŦƛŘŀǾƛǘΦ 
 

Parenting Through Separation book and handouts about putting children first. (1252, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
What rights IΩm entitled to when it comes to my child. (1621, Father; Survey) 
 
The specifics on relationship property. (1392, Mother; Survey) 
 
The information about lawyers and fees. (1307, Father; Survey) 
  
Legal information around separation and what steps need to be taken. (1743, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Information on guardianship ς to know what my rights were and the rights of the 
other parent. (1442, Mother; Survey) 
 
Family legal resources. (1305, Father; Survey) 
 
How to write an affidavit and response. (1821, Mother; Survey) 
 
Advice regarding violence/domestic violence when considering Parenting Order 
arrangements. Ability to represent self and make own application without lawyer. 
(1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
Clarification on various topics that I had been given conflicting information about 
previously. (1561, Father; Survey) 

 
ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ Parenting PlanΩ workbook 
 
One resource participants found particularly helpful was the Ministry of Justice άaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ 
tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴέ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪΦ33 It was regarded as a helpful starting point and acted as a 
checklist for discussion and consideration. 
 

The parenting agreement booklet was the most helpful. It gave me an idea about what 
I needed to think about. (1215, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think that when I first went through it, I went online and found a resource. I canΩt 
remember what it was called. A booklet that was really helpful about how to go about 

 
33 https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/MOJ0504-Jul16.pdf 

 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/MOJ0504-Jul16.pdf
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preparing [a] parenting arrangement. I found that really useful. (1690, Father; 
Interview)  
 
The Parenting Through Separation booklet to create a private arrangement. (1106, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
I went online and had a look at parenting agreements and I think I got to, it might be 
ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŦƻǊƳŀǘ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ōƻƻƪƭŜǘΦ Χ ²Ŝ ǎƻǊǘ 
of met at a what do you call it ς a place that was neutral, on neutral grounds, and I 
had printed it off. We talked it over and went through the whole booklet and then 
what we both wanted and agreed ς made an agreement. (1218, Mother; Interview) 
 
Positives: interesting actually, the parenting plan, the written form, and just being able 
to answer all the questions was really good. It was logical, it was able to cover most of 
the steps. Yeah, I found that really good. Χ I went online and grabbed the parenting 
booklet. Read all about it, read all the stuff that should go in it. Sort of at one of our 
Friday night handovers, just said to him, άLook, I am starting to put all this in writing. 
Once IΩve written that, I will send it to you for a draft so you can have a look. Please 
add to it. Offer suggestionsΦέ It went back and forward probably five or six times. 
(1312, Mother; Interview) 
 
I started investigating the Ministry of Justice website and found parenting plan 
templates and all that kind of stuff which was fantastic. ... Oh, I found it incredibly 
useful because it gave me an agenda to work through and a bunch of things to think 
through.  Not that it actually served any purpose, because it never got traction with 
ƘŜǊ ŀƴȅǿŀȅΦ Χ I guess it helped me present a very, very credible, thought through, 
coherent case for myself to the legal profession fraternity and specifically the boysΩ 
lawyer at that point. (1691, Father; Interview) 
 

However, a few participants, noted that while they did find ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ helpful 
to some extent, it was narrow and ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ Ŧƛǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ aņƻǊƛ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
the involvement of other caregivers. 
 

The booklets are helpful and the Preparing a Parenting Plan is a good guide, but again 
ǘƻƻ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛǾŜΣ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ aņƻǊƛ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ǾŀƭǳŜǎ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƎǊŀƴŘǇŀǊŜƴǘκǿƘņnau 
involvement in caregiving. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
The parenting plan booklet but was too Ψstandard/basicΩ so wasnΩt that helpful really. 
(1067, Mother; Survey) 
 
The parenting plan, to a degree. It did not completely suit my situation. (1519, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
When I printed off that booklet, it was just a very basic way of looking at things and 
my circumstances were much more complicated than that. Χ ώL ǳǎŜŘ ƛǘϐ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ 
assist me in ideas and so forth that I could take with me to discuss with my ex-
husband. So, the purpose was to assist me in the discussion, really. I think it gave me 
ǎƻƳŜ ƛŘŜŀǎΣ ōǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘƭȅ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ. (1067, Mother; Interview) 
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Forms 
 
Being able to access, download and complete forms online and having guidelines for 
completing them was considered helpful. Participants liked being able to complete 
electronic forms online rather than use printable hard copies.  
 

The application process and forms needed were easy to access too. (1307, Father; 
Survey) 
 
The court order application form download is good for filling out electronically. (2139, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Printable forms instead of having to get hard copies from the courts. (1722, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It was good that they simplified the forms online so that if you were representing 
yourself it was easy to know whaǘ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ 
(1123, Stepmother; Interview) 
 
Without notice templates and explanation sheets for completion. (1921, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
All the forms, though a little confusing on how to generate the correct ones. (1236, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Being able to download forms and fill out on [a] computer. (1139, Mother; Survey) 

 
Links to services and professionals 
 
The final type of information on the website that participants found helpful was the 
provision of contact details and links to services and professionals, including Parenting 
Through Separation (PTS) and Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) providers, lawyers, 
counsellors and supervised contact centres. 
 

The list and map of FDR providers is very helpful. (2139, Father; Survey) 
 
I was able to use the information there to find a legal advice provider who was very 
helpful. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
It had information about courses and accredited counsellors. (1448, Father; Survey) 
 
Information about the Parenting Through Separation course locations and times. 
(1101, Mother; Survey) 
 
Finding mediation, lawyers and PTS courses. (1872, Mother; Survey) 
 
I literally just searched Parenting Through Separation after being told that I needed to 
Řƻ ƛǘΦ !ƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ LΩƳ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǎǳǊŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ 
than calling. I think it was all done electronically. And, that was that really. I knew that 
there were other resources available there and I did have a little scan down the page 
with the resources, all about the parenting booklet that had already been used from 
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when my ex-wife had gone, was there, and that was really it as far as use of the 
website was concerned. But, it was very easy to find and I got what I wanted out of it. 
(1016, Father; Interview) 
 

In addition to particular information and resources they found helpful, participants were 
also asked what else they found particularly positive or helpful about the website. Their 
comments largely related to: the design of the website; the availability and accessibility of 
information; and the information being clear, straightforward and easily understood. 
 
Website design  
 
Participants described the layout and ease of navigating around the website as a helpful or 
positive aspect of the website. Many commented on the ease with which they found the 
information they required. 
 

The way it was laid out, the information was easy to find. (1307, Father; Survey) 
 
The design was nice. (1187, Mother; Survey) 
 
Forms easy to complete and download. (1921, Mother; Survey) 
 
Reasonably easy to navigate around. (1690, Father; Survey) 
 
It is relatively easy to get around and relatively fast. Videos are good. More please. 
(1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
It had a good search function. (1181, Mother; Survey) 
 
Easy to use/search for information. (1011, Father; Survey) 

 
I could search for things I was looking for on the search bar. (2012, Mother; Survey) 
 
I easily found the information I was looking for. (1442, Mother; Survey) 

 
Availability and accessibility of useful information 
 
The availability and volume of the useful information on the website was commonly 
mentioned. 
 

Just the availability of info. (1749, Mother; Survey) 
 
Had a lot of useful information. (1920, Mother; Survey) 
 
Ease of use and the massive amount of information available. (1004, Mother; Survey) 
 
All information is set out very helpfully for first time parents using the service, with 
other opportunities to try other providers before applying to the court. (1123, 
Stepmother; Survey) 
 
A lot of things. Wish IΩd discovered it earlier. (1101, Mother; Survey) 
 



 

 87 

Lots of resources available if needed. (1958, Mother; Survey) 
 
That the information was readily available and easy to understand. (1581, Father; 
Survey) 
 

A few participants found having the information available in an online format helpful. Two 
commented that this was preferable to seeking information from others directly, such as a 
lawyer or Family Court staff member. A third found it helpful that the website provided an 
anonymous and non-judgemental way to access information. 

 
Answers. The process was laid out so it ŦŜƭǘ ƭŜǎǎ ŘŀǳƴǘƛƴƎΦ L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǿŀǎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ 
expensive lawyerΩs time with questions, I could look it up myself. (1761, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Better than dealing in person with MOJ staff, some of whom are ς ƭŜǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎŀȅ ς 
challenging and often do not have very good knowledge. (1079, Mother; Survey) 
 
Maybe just that at least there was information and ideas for help when there could 
have been none. I guess it helps ΨnormaliseΩ a really painful/difficult thing. (1067, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
ItΩs a non-threatening way to find information, because no one knows your situation. 
You can just look up whatever you want. ThereΩs no judgement. (1635, Mother; 
Interview) 

 
Information clarity and straightforwardness 
 
Having clear, straightforward and easy to understand information on the website was also 
regarded as helpful. Use of plain, concise and simple language without too much legal 
jargon was considered easy to understand and accessible. 

 
The information was straightforward and easy to understand. (1601, Father; Survey) 
 
Very clearly laid out what is involved in the various processes that can be followed. 
(1367, Mother; Survey) 
 
The information is pretty easy to read. (1180, Mother; Survey) 
 
Simple information, well laid out and easy to follow ς not overwhelming. (1335, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Plain, easy to understand information. (1455, Mother; Survey) 
 
The more humble approach rather than a stern, blank sort of take. (1305, Father; 
Survey) 
 
It is clear and concise. (2006, Mother; Survey) 
 
Most of the content was plain English and easy to understand. (2036, Mother; Survey) 
 
Language seemed to be great for anyone to understand. (1845, Mother; Survey) 
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Written simply so easy to understand. (1105, Mother; Survey) 
 
Accessible language. (1044, Father; Survey) 
 
Easy to read, not a lot of legal jargon. (1170, Mother; Survey) 
 
!ƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀǊŜ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ. (1533, Mother; Survey) 

 

What Participants Found Particularly Negative or Unhelpful About the Ministry of 
Justice Website 
 
Participants also detailed aspects of the website they found particularly negative or 
unhelpful, which centred mainly around four areas of dissatisfaction:  

¶ The content;  

¶ A ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƎǊǳŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜs;  

¶ Navigation and functionality;  

¶ Difficulty with forms. 
 
Website content 
 
The most common aspect that participants found unsatisfactory about the website related 
to its content. In contrast to those participants cited above who found the information 
helpful and clear, many others thought the information was άtoo genericέ, άvagueέ and not 
detailed enough. There were also complaints that it was confusing and included too much 
ƭŜƎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ άjargonέ ǘƘŀǘ was difficult for lay people to understand. Others thought 
that there was not enough support offered for self-representing litigants or for those who 
were just beginning the process. 
 

The information provided on the Ministry of Justice website was very basic and not 
nearly detailed enough. Not helpful for anyone wanting to properly understand their 
situation or attempt to proceed without legal representation. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
Very wishy washy about critical information. (1520, Mother; Survey) 
 
²ŀǎƴΩǘ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎ. (1134, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think it could be written using more simplified language. (1583, Mother; Survey) 
 
Too hard to understand. (1110, Mother; Survey) 
 
Not much information about anything. (1376, Mother; Survey) 
 
Some too much jargon ... needs to be in easy to understand language. (1737, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
ώ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎϐ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ. (1075, Mother; Interview) 
 
Lack of expansion on technical terms, and how these work in practice, such as 
enforcement orders (I was representing myself) and had to guess my way through 
these. (1522, Father; Survey) 
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Not user friendly for self-litigants. It is very confusing to use and needs to be simplified 
and clarification on what form should be used including the affidavit processes. (1116, 
Father; Survey) 
 
It is not designed for people who self-represent. It should be easy for people who self-
represent to access the information and protocols they need. (1064, Step-parent; 
Survey) 
 
Finding connecting and relevant information in the same place was a bit tricky. If not 
used by a lawyer is not that easy to follow correct pathway. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
I was frustrated that there is no clear flow chart, or explanation of each step. I recall 
just finding vague info continually encouraging working things out amicably. Also, 
donΩt understand why the other party gets Legal Aid, and couldnΩt find info to support 
why she would. (1660, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
It seems written by people who know what they are talking about, but fail to 
understand that those reading and navigating through the site are mostly doing this 
for the first time and are not familiar with any part of the legal system, probably never 
having had legal issues to sort out before and holding two massive concerns: they are 
going to lose their kids, they have no money to access the legal system to protect 
themselves, their kid and their rights. Intimidating. (2049, Mother; Survey) 
 
I found it too intimidating to be helpful. The expectation that citizens will be able to 
find their way around this process without attorneys is great cost-wise, but not good if 
there is not clear accessible information for the more vulnerable population to find 
their way through. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 

Some participants thought the information was inadequate for those who were in the 
Family Court process and/or that it did not provide enough information about the court 
process. 
 

Everything was fluffy language, compelling parents to seek solutions, which is not 
helpful when every recommended avenue has been explored. Very basic information, 
not much [was] helpful once already heavily into the process. (1044, Father; Survey) 
 
Perhaps not a job of the website itself, but there was not enough information on the 
implications of going through the Family Court system. (1427, Mother; Survey) 
 
Need more emphasis on the court process. (1539, Mother; Survey) 
 
It lacks the things needed to make a court process easier. Like how to file an affidavit 
electronically. Or any advice. (1713, Father; Survey) 
 
No ongoing information for processes within court. (1883, Mother; Survey) 
 

Two participants, who had found the process of making parenting arrangements very 
difficult emotionally, thought that the website did not provide enough links to support 
services. 
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Lack of supportive content. Very basic. Lists token links to other agencies, but not 
anything about if you find the court system itself problematic who to turn to for 
support. I wanted to find somebody who could help me understand and work through 
the terrible disempowerment and distress with the system I was feeling, but there was 
nothing really. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was very legal! When I needed this information, I was very emotional and links to 
other services would have been good. (1389, Mother; Survey) 

 
[ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƎǊǳŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 
 
Several participants indicated that they felt the website did not reflect the reality of the 
system and/or their lived experience, particularly in relation to their involvement with the 
Family Court. Some thought the website portrayed a simplistic view of ǘǿƻ άǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜέ 
people making parenting arrangements, but the reality was that it was a difficult time and 
ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀǎ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅŜŘ. There were also comments that 
information on the website was inaccurate and lacked consistency ǿƛǘƘ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭǎΩ 
advice and behaviour. Some said the website raised expectations that were then not met by 
the process itself. 

 
I read this website thoroughly and felt confidŜƴǘ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ Ǉǳǘ 
first. The reality is that depends on which judge, Lawyer for the Child you have etc. 
What you read on the website does not happen in realityΦ Χ I read through it and it all 
seemed very good, childΩs best interests etc. It is just not true. (1129, Mother; Survey) 
 
The website is patronising and unrealistic. It makes the Family Court sound like a safe 
place for women and children and it is not. (1081, Mother; Survey) 
 
The instructions differed from the courts and the lawyers. (1181, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was inaccurate!!! The judges/lawyers were not respectful, not there to help you. 
Court staff were also difficult. ... The website said theyΩd help. (1256, Mother; Survey) 
 
What happens in the courtroom and between lawyers is different to what is supposed 
to happen according to the MOJ information. (1092, Mother; Survey) 
 
The website does not reflect the actual court experiences. It does not equip people 
with the realities that they are going to face; specifically, difficulties dealing with 
forms, unpleasant experiences in court itself, incredibly long delays between actions in 
a case, the uncertainty, the control over your life, the intrusion into your personal life, 
the problem with providing evidence especially around abuse, the feelings of 
disempowerment, etc. ItΩs not there visibly for people who have no idea what they are 
in for in the long run. The reality is not as straightforward as it may seem in the 
website. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
The unrealistic videos and comments about άrepresenting yourselfέ at Family Court 
and the Family Court process (in real life was completely different). (1544, Father; 
Survey) 
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Too basic/standard situation stuff. Separation is much more messy and complicated 
and extremely difficult. It made things seem straightforward and simple when they 
arenΩt. (1067, Mother; Survey) 
 
There are resources there. I listened to everything and I read everything, I read so 
ƳǳŎƘ ǎǘǳŦŦΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƭ ǾŜǊȅ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƻǾŜƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŜƭǎŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ 
ǾŜǊȅ ƳǳŎƘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘǿƻ ǎŜƴǎƛōƭŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ L ƳŜŀƴΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ 
that are not out of their mind with worry, anger and all the other emotions that come 
ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŀƭƭ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǿƻǊƪΦ .ǳǘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ are 
highly emotional, because it is an emotional subject ς and you might not have 
ǎƻƳŜōƻŘȅ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǘŜǊǊƛōƭȅ ǎǘŀōƭŜ ŜǾŜƴΣ ŦƻǊ ƻƴŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ƻǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ς I donΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ 
going to matter. (1325, Mother; Interview) 
 
I also think that just aligning the website to what people are telling you on the ground 
would have made it easier. Χ ¢he website differed to what the court said, so that 
wasnΩt good. So I looked up on the website and I figured it right, and then I went and I 
saw the court registrar and they told me something else, and so then I got annoyed 
and I rang and I talked to [another] court registrar at a different court, who explained 
to me that every region has its own nuances. Χ Also, that the website didnΩt ς while it 
said something, that wasnΩt really the reality of what happened. So that was a pain, 
and just the differences in different regions. (1181, Mother; Interview) 

 
There were also comments that the website did not adequately or realistically address 
family violence and abuse. 
 

It is completely unrealistic when dealing with issues of domestic violence and child 
abuse. (1137, Mother; Survey) 
 
The entire site does not address post-separation abuse or the reality of how άparenting 
arrangementsέ are going to take priority over safety, including where children disclose 
sexual abuse. It is completely unhelpful to present the post-separation period as some 
sort of high conflict situation where two adults cannot agree on άthe best interestsέ of 
the child/ren. The reality is many of these cases are about post-separation abuse, 
power and control dynamics and continued exposure of children by the court to 
abusive situations. (1207, Mother; Survey) 
 
Unhelpful to portray the post-separation process in NZ as professional, protective and 
accountable ς women who are abused do not need to think this system is going to help 
them and their children ς the reality is far from what the MOJ website makes the 
process out to be. (1027, Mother; Survey) 
 

Navigation and functionality 
 
As detailed earlier, many participants found the website easy to use, but others reported 
difficulties with finding the information they needed. They commented that the website 
was hard to navigate, not user-friendly or intuitive, and had a poor layout with broken 
links and incorrect or out-of-date information. 
 

The website is not particularly intuitive to navigate which means I spent quite a lot of 
time clicking around it. (2139, Father; Survey) 
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I remember it being difficult to find exactly what I was looking for. (1193, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
I kept getting dumped back into the same pages when searching for more information. 
Felt like I was stuck in a loop because there wasnΩt enough information provided. 
(1017, Mother; Survey) 
 
Very difficult to search for ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ŧƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
topics presented on the website, it just wasn't there. Inadequate legal information. 
(1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
Hard to navigate. ... Hard to find correct docs. (1883, Mother; Survey) 
 
Broken links, out-of-date information. (1585, Father; Survey) 
 
Accessibility to forms. Knowing what to download. Tabs are confusing and not very 
user friendly. (1073, Mother; Survey) 
 
Very hard to find what I needed. KŜȅ ǿƻǊŘ ǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ. (1821, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Too many clicks for some elements. (2036, Mother; Survey) 
 
Too busy. It was hard to follow especially when feeling overwhelmed. (2045, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The wording and layout was terrible. Too hard to find info. (1055, Father; Survey) 
 
It has info that is out-of-date and some incorrect info. (1544, Father; Survey) 

 
Difficulty with forms 
 
Considerable frustration was expressed in relation to accessing and using the online forms. 
Participants outlined difficulties in finding forms and knowing which forms to use, while 
other complaints related to the poor functionality of the online forms. Some also 
commented that instructions on how to fill the forms out correctly were unclear.  
 

The right forms were hard to find. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
The navigation of the forms and explanations of them are hard to understand. (1060, 
Father; Survey) 
 
The forms are a nightmare. You can download a PDF and says to fill in electronically, 
but once you fill it in you canΩt save it. It wipes everything you have written. You have 
to type the whole thing out and print straight away which is ridiculous when you have 
so much to input for a Parenting Order. (1030, Father; Survey) 
 
That the court applications came as PDF files only. This made it difficult to complete 
online. (1581, Father; Survey) 
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Forms have restrictions on length and format. Can cause difficulty when completing 
form. Opted to summarise on form and attach appendices. Need information that 
more than one issue can be addressed in one application. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
That the questions to find the form you need are confusing and not helpful. (1263, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
It was hard to know what forms were needed for our particular case. (1238, Step-
parent; Survey) 
 
Confusing forms and unnecessary duplication. (1158, Father; Survey) 
 
The website changing several times, made finding forms harder as the form generator 
did not always give you the correct forms you needed. (1123, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
The forms are hard to use and difficult to type into, they donΩt save well either. (1014, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Filling out the forms proved problematic and difficult. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
I needed to apply for an urgent Protection Order for my children, and spent hours 
completing the online form, then it just stopped working and I lost it all. (1137, 
Mother; Survey) 
 

Satisfaction with the Ministry of Justice Website 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ rating of their overall satisfaction with the website is presented in Table 72. 
 
Table 72: Satisfaction with the Ministry of Justice website  
 

 n Percent 

Very dissatisfied 13 3.6% 

Dissatisfied  33 9.2% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 143 39.8% 

Satisfied 152 42.3% 

Very satisfied 18 5.0% 

Total 359 100% 

 
A similar pattern was seen with ratings of satisfaction with the website as was reported 
earlier for ratings of helpfulness. Nearly four times as many participants reported they were 
ΨǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ (47%) with the website, ǘƘŀƴ ǿŜǊŜ ΨŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ 
ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ (13%). However, less than half (47%) gave positive satisfaction ratings and a 
large proportion όоф҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΣ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ƴƻǊ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ 
 
Participants were asked if they would recommend the website to other people making 
parenting arrangements (see Table 73). Only 14% said they would not recommend it to 
other people. Nearly half (49%) indicated they would recommend it, with a further 37% 
indicating they maybe would. 
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Table 73: Would you recommend the Ministry of Justice website to other people making 
parenting arrangements? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 177 49.3% 

Maybe 133 37.0% 

No 49 13.6% 

Total 359 100% 

 

Suggested Improvements to the Ministry of Justice Website 
 
Around 35% of those who had used the Ministry of Justice website provided one or more 
suggestions as to how it could be improved. Some suggested improvements related to the 
functionality of the website, while most related to the content it provided. Many directly 
addressed improving aspects of the website that participants found problematic or lacking. 
 
The areas for improvement participants identified included: 

¶ Improving the functionality of the website; 

¶ Improving the processes to access and complete forms; 

¶ Improving the website content; 

¶ Providing links to sources of support. 
 

Improving the Functionality of the Website 
 
Participants mentioned difficulties with navigating around the website, and suggested 
changes to improve the functionality and the layout by making the website easier to 
navigateΣ ŎƭŜŀǊŜǊ ŀƴŘ άƳƻǊŜ ǳǎŜǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ.έ Improvements to the search engine were also 
suggested. 
 

The user experience can be frustrating. People who need to use the MOJ website are 
usually in a very difficult and stressful situation. (1591, Father; Survey) 

 
Simplify the layout. (2045, Mother; Survey) 
 
Possibly make it easier to use on smartphones. I used a laptop at home in the end after 
struggling to navigate it on phone screen. (1561, Father; Survey) 
 
Need[s] to be easier to navigate. (1386, Father; Survey) 
 
Improve the search functionality. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
Links attached to specific questions, like frequently asked questions section with more 
questions and links to help find things. (1261, Mother; Survey) 
 
Make it easier to find things. (1072, Father; Survey) 
 
Make access to information easier. Have more information under main tabs that will 
ƭŜŀŘ ǘƘŜ ǳǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳκƛƴŦƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ. (1073, Mother; Survey) 
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Just minor improvements to the website interface to make it easier to navigate. (2139, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Easier directory. (1260, Mother; Survey) 
 
Customer-centric design. (1182, Mother; Survey) 
 
Better search function ς it can be hard to find what you want. (1079, Mother; Survey) 
 
Better navigation and key word searches. (1420, Mother; Survey) 

 
Improving the Processes to Access and Complete Forms 
 
As outlined earlier, some participants found completing the forms on the website 
problematic. Suggestions for improvement included making changes to technical aspects to 
make the form generator more user friendly and allow for the forms to be saved. Providing 
better guidance to help people complete forms without legal assistance was also suggested. 
 

The form generator needs to be more straightforward and with easy to find 
information. (2047, Mother; Survey) 
 
The applications should be easy to complete and save as an electronic file. I had to 
print them out then scan them in before being able to send by email, plus file 
applications in person. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
Get the forms sorted so progress can be saved! (1030, Father; Survey) 

 
Proper guides for people to do the forms themselves. Thousands of dollars shouldnΩt 
be required in order to protect yourself and your children. (1175, Mother; Survey) 
 
Probably a bit more user friendly with forms. My legal background made this process 
simple as I understand how it works. I had an advantage. Most people donΩt and 
probably need access to court staff to assist with completing forms. If I had to pay for 
a lawyer this process would have been financially tough on me and my family. (1921, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Knowing what forms are to be used for certain things without lawyerΩs help. (1238, 
Step-parent; Survey) 
 
More user friendly with forms. (1883, Stepmother; Survey) 

 
Better explanation of forms and circumstances in which you used them. (1139, 
Mother; Survey) 
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Improving the Website Content 
 
Suggestions for improving the content on the website mainly focused on four areas: 

¶ Providing more in-depth information; 

¶ Providing more information and guidance about family justice system processes; 

¶ tǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ΨǊŜŀƭΩ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ; 

¶ Simplifying the language used. 
 
More in-depth information 
 
As noted earlier, some participants commented that the information provided was too 
generic and they could not access in-depth, detailed information about a range of issues that 
they required. Not surprisingly then, many of the suggestions related to providing more 
άǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴ-ŘŜǇǘƘέ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ. There were suggestions to include more 
information on topics such as legislation, domestic violence and Protection Orders, parental 
alienation syndrome, funding, mental health issues and more information specifically for 
children. 
 

Put some more in-depth information on there. (1376, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think it provides the basics, but any difficult situations will need further advice from 
lawyers. But there is a massive gap, especially for abuse victims. Like you go to the 
website and get no answers and then jump to a huge cost to get any assistance. (2006, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
aǳŎƘ ƳƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǳǎŜǊΩΦ LƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ 
COCA34 for those wanting to read the law behind the parenting arrangements. Provide 
much more variety of information outside of the very targeted topics chosen to be 
included. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
More information on what to do to find funding for lawyers. More information on 
support available and how best to utilise your mediation support person. (2049, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
More information for those who have a without notice Protection Order and what a 
Parenting Order may look when there is an urgent safety need not dealt with by 
CYFS.35 (1519, Mother; Survey) 
 
Needs more drill-Řƻǿƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎΦ (1522, Father; Survey) 
 
Having a section on what to do if your parenting arrangements need to be flexible or 
different from the norm. (1347, Mother; Survey) 
 
Have better information and advice, plus help for people that are trying to support a 
ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊΦ (1566, Father; Survey) 
 
I looked on the court website, but it was hard to find exactly what I was looking for, so 
L ǎƪƛǇǇŜŘ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊΦ Χ [ƛƪŜΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ŀōƻǳǘΣ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜΣ ǿƘŀǘ 

 
34 Care of Children Act (2004). 
35 Child, Youth and Family ς now called Oranga Tamariki ς The Ministry for Children. 
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ƘŀǇǇŜƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΣ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ƴŜǿ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜǊŜ 
are very few communications between you? Like, how does it work? (1047, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
Seems to be set up for domestic violence cases. ... Needs to focus more on thing like 
PAS [Parental Alienation Syndrome]. (2056, Father; Survey) 
 
More information especially catered for children to understand the Family Court 
process. (1220, Mother; Survey) 
 
Focus on mental health, addiction issues. (1941, Mother; Survey) 
 
Clearer outline of what happens with a disagreement. What to do in case of 
emergencies/abuse/neglect. (1764, Mother; Survey) 
 
It would help if there was somewhere that gives understanding to the legal words used 
in letters. ... I had to Google the words to understand my letters received. (1047, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
More information about family justice system processes and procedures 
 
Many of the suggested improvements to the information provided on the website referred 
to providing more information and guidance about family justice system processes and 
procedures. Some wanted step-by-step guides, checklists and flow charts to be provided to 
better assist parents through the process, particularly those who were self-representing. 
 

This is a very complex issue with no Ψone size fits allΩ process that would work. Any 
simplification of steps would be useful. (1325, Mother; Survey) 
 
[Include a] beginnerΩs guide. (1957, Mother; Survey) 
 
[Use] flow charts. Has this happened? If yes, go here, if no, go here. State options. 
(1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
Needs to cater better for self-litigants. Step-by-step guides would be useful. (1116, 
Father; Survey) 
 
More details. The website makes it seem simple, but it is not clear on court processes 
and what to submit when. (1109, Mother; Survey) 
 
More detail on processes once initial applications have been made. A better FAQ 
answering how to appropriately deal with various situations that may arise. (1044, 
Father; Survey) 
 
It needs realistic info on attending the Family Court, self-representation, your rights as 
a parent, how do deal with court appointed Lawyer for the Child/psychologist. (1544, 
Father; Survey) 
 
It needs a system to guide someone through a decision-making process, so a person 
ƪƴƻǿǎ άǿƘŀǘέ ǘƻ ŘƻΣ ǘƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŜƳ ǿƛǘƘ άƘƻǿέ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŀǘΦ (1713, Father; 
Survey) 
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I felt that it would be useful to have an advocate or even a checklist to help you work 
out what your needed to do regarding separation and making arrangements for 
children. (1005, Mother; Survey) 
 
Having some kind of process flow of navigating through the system. (1077, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
More information for men going through the court process. (1555, Father; Survey) 
 
For self-represented parties, a flow chart outlining the steps for particular applications 
which show the guidelines and how their file will [be] expected to be progressed 
through the court system would be extremely helpful e.g., application filed, service, 
defence, mediation/hearing etc. Notes that when cases will be heard at hearing Χ that 
it depends on amount of hearing time required and the availability of judges. (1592, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
aƻǊŜ ΨǊŜŀƭΩ information 
 
As noted earlier, some participants commented that the information on the website did not 
match their actual experiences and suggested that the website reflect reality and align the 
information with what actually happens. 
 

Tell the truth. How biased the court system is. Costs involved. Time it takes. How your 
ex can make up lies and the judge or lawyers will believe them. (1256, Mother; Survey) 
 
Reflect reality for dads. Could not find anything on hearing procedures other than a 
video that was nothing like what really happened. Χ Most of what it says is nothing 
like what happens when you are a dad. (1702, Father; Survey) 
 
Print exactly what could happen in court, not lies. (1256, Mother; Survey) 
 
New Zealand needs to own the violence and make the MOJ website a reflection of 
reality where victims of abuse can come to find ways to keep themselves and their 
children safe. (1207, Mother; Survey) 
 
Material that actually aligns with the way things are done in the Family Court. (1081, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ǎŀƛŘΣ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƎƻƻŘΦ Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ 
just aligning the website to what people are telling you on the ground would have 
made it easier. (1181, Mother; Interview) 
 
Be more honest and realistic about the process and the way people are going to be 
treated. (1081, Mother; Survey) 

 
As part of this, several participants suggested including real-life examples and case studies 
to help people learn from what others had done. 
 

More stories from real people. (1122, Mother; Survey) 
 
More examples of other peopleΩs plans would help. (1754, Mother; Survey) 
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More examples of other peopleΩs situations. (1674, Mother; Survey) 
 
More detail, or real-life case study/vignettes. Like, άMeet Sally. Sally got cross with her 
ex and refused contact with their daughter. The ex engaged a lawyer and applied 
without notice to get the status quo returned. Unfortunately, the application wasnΩt 
successful due to x, y, z. So then the ex had to wait forever for a date in court before he 
could see his daughter again.έ (1660, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
Maybe videos of people who have gone through the system telling their story. (1119, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Just a form to help with a reality check before embarking on lawyers and court 
process. This could include, time spent, money spent ($450 per hour for lawyers) and 
examples/likely outcomes based on stats from recent court cases. (1584, Father; 
Survey) 
 
Actual percentage split parenting models could be available for download. (1004, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
Simplifying the language used 
 
Some suggestions focused on making the language used on the website easier for people to 
understand, by ǳǎƛƴƎ ƭŀȅǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǾƻƛŘƛƴƎ ƧŀǊƎƻƴ. 
 

Use more layperson terms for sections ς i.e., if you want to file a without notice 
application, then [have] all the information there, including the forms and a clear 
description of forms and how to file them. (1064, Step-parent; Survey) 
 
Use easier simpler language, not so much jargon. ... If [they] need to use legal jargon 
ensure the meanings are included. (1737, Mother; Survey) 
 
Make it easier for parents to understand. A lot of the information is written in a way 
that is confusing for those that are not lawyers. Information broken down and without 
complicated jargon would be easier to understand. Especially for younger parents. 
(1629, Mother; Survey) 

 
Simply the language or terms used for the average person to understand. (1060, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Re written from the perspective of a vulnerable stressed person desperately looking for 
help. Plain English. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 

Providing Links to Sources of Support 
 
As outlined earlier, participants reported that they had needed information about sources of 
advice, help and support that was not available on the website. Therefore, some suggested 
the website could provide links to other agencies or professionals that parents/caregivers 
could contact if they needed more information or support. 
 

More links/information for local legal/counselling providers. (1011, Father; Survey) 
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More information on what to do to find funding for lawyers. More information on 
support available and how best to utilise your mediation support person. (2049, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
More contacts, i.e., people to talk to. (1168, Father; Survey) 
 
Give more direct links to other websites e.g., have your children witnessed abuse 
between you and your partner? Unsure what domestic abuse is? Provide link to 
Shine,36 [services for children], etc. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
Links to community services coordinators to help parents care for themselves and to 
care for their children. Anyone needing to access this service will be going through a 
difficult time. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
Actually give ways they can help and how to access this help. Instead of just info on 
processes. (1588, Mother; Survey) 
 
For there to be an option for contacting someone directly, who can help you 
understand the system more clearly, especially for difficult cases, or sensitive 
information that needs to be dealt with (e.g., abuse). (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
Actually one website with links to all services. (1009, Father; Survey) 
 

Summary 
 
The Ministry of Justice website was the family justice service most commonly used by 56% 
of the participants. There was a high level of awareness of the website, with only a fifth not 
knowing of its existence. The most common way people heard of the website was through 
the Internet, but lawyers and Parenting Through Separation courses also referred clients to 
it. The website was predominately used to find information and resources, with around a 
half of the participants also using it to better understand how the family justice system 
worked. Just over a third used it to access, download or complete forms, such as court 
applications. 
 
More participants rated the quality of the website positively than negatively in terms of the 
information provided and its ease of use to find and download information and/or forms. 
Over half rated the website as good/very good on the information provided (59%) and the 
ease to find and download information and forms (55%).  
 
The website had provided the vast majority (94%) of the participants with at least some of, if 
not all, the information they required. Participants whose information needs were not 
completely satisfied by the website described the information as too generic and basic, 
when what they required was more detailed, in-depth and specific information that could be 
applied to their own situation. In particular, they needed information about how to 
negotiate difficult scenarios, such as when the other party would not co-operate, breached 
orders or when drugs or safety concerns were involved. They also could not find information 
about how to respond to without notice applications, family justice processes and 
procedures (particularly the sequence), legislation, the law and rights, and links to other 
services and professionals to access support and guidance. Information about likely 

 
36 A national domestic violence service provider.  
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outcomes and examples of different types of parenting arrangements were also sought, but 
not located on the website. 
 
Just over a third of the participants rated the website as helpful/very helpful in making or 
changing parenting arrangements, with 16% rating it as unhelpful/very unhelpful. Comments 
about the website showed a polarisation of opinion, with those aspects of the website that 
participants found helpful often also being deemed unhelpful by others. Many mentioned 
finding the information on the website helpful, particularly about processes and procedures, 
and information that helped them to understand Family Court processes. They valued the 
availability and volume of information and found it clear, straightforward and easy to 
understand. BŜƛƴƎ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƘŜ άaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴέ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘŜŘ ŀǎ 
particularly helpful. However, others thought that the information was inadequate, too 
generic, lacked depth and did not provide enough detail. There were complaints that there 
was ǘƻƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƭŜƎŀƭ άƧŀǊƎƻƴέ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘΦ There were also criticisms that 
ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǘƻƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛǎǘƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
lived experiences. Some also regarded the website as not adequately or realistically 
addressing family violence and abuse. 
 
Similarly, being able to access, download and complete forms online was seen as a helpful 
feature of the website, but others expressed frustration with forms, citing difficulties with 
finding, completing and saving them. The website design, in terms of its layout and 
navigation, was viewed positively by some participants who reported ease in finding and 
downloading information. For others, though, this was a negative aspect and they described 
it as not user-friendly, and cited difficulties with navigation, search functions and finding 
material. 
 
Having links on the website to services and professionals, such as lawyers, Parenting 
Through Separation and Family Dispute Resolution providers, was considered helpful, but 
some participants would have liked the website to provide links to other services, agencies 
and professionals who could provide advice and support. Another suggested improvement 
to the website focused on improving its functionality, including changes to the technical 
aspects of generating and saving forms, and providing more guidance to assist people 
completing forms. Improvements to the website content were also suggested, including the 
provision of more detailed and in-depth information, particularly about family justice 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΣ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ΨǊŜŀƭ-ƭƛŦŜΩ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǎŜ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ, and simplifying 
the language used. 
 
Overall, participants were more satisfied than not with the website with nearly half (47%) of 
them indicating they were satisfied or very satisfied and only 13% being dissatisfied or very 
dissatisfied. Only a small proportion (14%) would not recommend the website to others 
making parenting arrangements, with around half (49%) indicating they would, and 37% 
saying they maybe would. 
 



 

 102 

  Key Findings ς Ministry of Justice Website 
 

ü 56% of the participants had used the website 
ü 21% had were unaware of the website 
ü 70% heard of the website via the Internet; 19% from a lawyer and 16% from 

Parenting Through Separation 
ü Most used the website to find information and resources (88%), understand 

how the family justice system worked (53%), download forms (36%) and find a 
Parenting Through Separation course (26%) 

ü 59% rated ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΩ 
ü рр҈ ǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǳǎŜ ŀǎ ΨƎƻƻŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƎƻƻŘΩ 
ü 95% reported the website had provided at least some, if not all, the 

information they required; 42% had been provided with all the information 
they needed 

ü Information and resources that could not be accessed/found included: 
-  Detailed, in-depth and specific information 
-  Information about processes and procedures 
-  Information about the law and rights 
-  Locating forms and guidelines 
-  Links to services and professionals to access support 

ü 34% found the website helpful/very helpful; 16% found it unhelpful/very 
unhelpful 

ü What participants found particularly helpful or positive about the website: 
-  Information ς particularly, about processes and procedures 
-  !ŎŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴΩ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ 
-  Ability to access and complete forms online 
-  Links to  services and professionals 
-  Ease of navigation  
-  Availability and accessibility of useful information 
-  Information that was clear and straightforward 

ü What participants found particularly unhelpful or negative about the website: 
-  Website content ς being too generic, vague, inadequate for those in 

Family Court process, difficult to understand 
-  [ŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŎƻƴƎǊǳŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ 
-  Not adequately addressing domestic violence and abuse 
-  Poor navigation and functionality 
-  Forms ς difficult to find and complete 

ü 47% were satisfied/very satisfied with the website; 13% were dissatisfied/very 
dissatisfied 

ü 14% would not recommend the website to other people making parenting 
arrangements; 49% would recommend it and 37% possibly would 

ü Suggested improvements to the website included: 
-  Improving its functionality ς  the layout, navigation, and search engine 
-  Improving the process to access and complete forms 
-  Improving the content ς providing more in-depth information; more 

guidance about family justice system processes; providing real 
examples; and simplifying the language used 

-  Providing links to sources of support 
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Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE Phone Line 
 
A small number of participants (n=63; 10% of the participants) indicated that they had called 
the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line. Nearly three-quarters (73%) of the survey 
respondents were not aware of this service, and 18% knew of it, but did not use it. Those 
who had used the phone line were asked how they found out about it, how helpful they 
found it, and how satisfied they were with the service. 
 

Accessing the Phone Line 
 
As shown in Table 74, the most common ways people found out about the phone line were 
via the Ministry of Justice website (56%), and through lawyers (21%) and Parenting Through 
Separation courses (18%). 
 
Table 74: Where participants heard of the 0800 2 AGREE phone line  
 

 n Percent 

On the Ministry of Justice website 35 55.6% 
On the Internet/another website 9 14.3% 
At a Parenting Through Separation course 11 17.5% 
From a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) service/mediator 5 7.9% 
From a lawyer 13 20.6% 
From the Family Court 7 11.1% 
From another professional or agency  3 4.8% 
Some other way  3 4.8% 
5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκCŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 9 14.3% 

Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 

Helpfulness of the Phone Line 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ overall helpfulness of the phone line in making or changing 
parenting arrangements are presented in Table 75. A greater proportion of the participants 
ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƭƛƴŜ ΨǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ όо2҈ύ ǘƘŀƴ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ 
ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ όн2%). However, the largest proportion (47%) were those who found the phone line 
ΨƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƴƻǊ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩΦ 
 
Table 75: Helpfulness of the 0800 2 AGREE phone line in making or changing parenting 
arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Very unhelpful 10 16.7% 

Unhelpful 9 15.0% 

Neither helpful nor unhelpful 28 46.7% 

Helpful 11 18.3% 

Very helpful 2 3.3% 

Total 60 100% 
 



 

 104 

Analysis of the open-ended responses to survey questions asking participants what they 
found particularly helpful or positive and what they found particularly unhelpful or negative 
about the phone line, as well as any suggestions for improvement are presented below. 
Forty-two participants (70%) provided some comment about the phone line, which have 
been combined with relevant comments from the interview transcripts. 
 

What Participants Found Particularly Helpful or Positive about the 0800 2 AGREE 
Phone Line 
 
The most frequently mentioned positive comment about the phone line related to the 
practical help it provided in explaining processes, giving clear and helpful advice and 
answering queries and providing clarification. The participants also liked being able to talk to 
ŀ άǊŜŀƭ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ.έ 
 

They provided clear advice, in a way that was easily understood. (1975, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
They knew their stuff. (1836, Mother; Survey) 
 
They were helpful in explaining where to find things on the website. (1073, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The operator listened to me and gave me practical steps of what to do. (1122, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Staff outlined the procedure for FDR ς it was helpful. (1451, Mother; Survey) 
 
Staff gave clear instructions to process. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
Everything. So helpful. Offering support, advice and knowing the system well. (1900, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Just talking and clarifying. (1170, Mother; Survey) 
 
Practical advice on process matters. (1584, Father; Survey) 
 
The availability of someone to get clarification on any odd questions. (1749, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Helped with where to start proceedings. (1140, Mother; Survey 

 
The positive interpersonal skills of the staff were also regarded as a positive aspect of the 
phone line. Staff who were knowledgeable, empathic, and friendly were seen as helpful. 
 

The person was very well informed and very good at communication at my level of 
understanding. (1564, Mother; Survey) 

 
Staff were empathetic, even if powerless in a system that oppresses victims of 
violence and enables abusers. (1886, Mother; Survey) 

 
Helpful and friendly. (1749, Mother; Survey) 
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Friendly staff. (1318, Mother; Survey) 
 
Participants also appreciated having access to free advice via the phone line.  
 

LǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ƻǳǊ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƭŀǿȅŜǊΦ 
(1521, Father; Survey) 
 
Good having free calling. (1139, Mother; Survey) 
 
Glad it was a 0800. (1537, Father; Survey) 
 
Being free. (1139, Mother; Survey) 

 

What Participants Found Particularly Unhelpful or Negative about the 0800 2 
AGREE Phone Line 
 
Participants were asked what aspects, if any, they found particularly unhelpful or negative 
about the phone line, and how they thought the service could be improved. Given the small 
number of responses and the fact that the suggested improvements most often related to 
addressing a negative or unhelpful aspect about the phone line, the responses to both 
questions have been amalgamated and reported together. 
 
The most frequently mentioned negative or unhelpful aspect about the phone line was that 
the advice given was too general or not specific enough to be helpful to those calling. 
Others complained that the information and advice provided was inconsistent. 
 

Too general in information. (1030, Father; Survey) 
 
/ƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ. (1181, Mother; Survey) 
 
All they do is direct you to the website. (1023, Mother; Survey) 
 
Hard to get the correct information for the same situation. (1243, Father; Survey) 
 
Different answers from different staff. (1941, Mother; Survey) 
 

Some participants commented that the staff did not appear to be well informed and able to 
provide adequate information, and instead, told callers to approach a lawyer.  

 
{ƘŜ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ 
much about the FDR and counselling services. Though she did put me onto [the] 
Parenting Through Separation course. (1017, Mother; Survey) 
 
So, first I rung the helpline about what I needed to do and they said get a lawyer. 
Χ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǎŜƳƛ-ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΣ ōǳǘ ƻōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅΣ L ƘŀŘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ ƛŦ 
that makes sense. But when it got to tƘŀǘ ǎǘŀƎŜ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΣ 
they told me to speak to a lawyer. It happened right at the time that the changes 
ŎŀƳŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƳŀȅōŜ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭǇƭƛƴŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǇ-to-date with the 
changes as much as they should have been. (1023, Mother; Interview) 
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¢ƘŜȅ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǘŜƭƭ ƳŜ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƻ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊΦ Χ ¢ƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ 
seem to be keen in directing people to lawyers. (1014, Father; Survey) 
 
Agents do not tend to give information and simply say, ά¢alk to your lawyerέ (thus we 
are not encouraged to talk to them anymore). (1521, Father; Survey) 
 
Some [customer service representatives] have poor knowledge and customer service. 
(1079, Mother; Survey) 
 

Some would have liked the service to provide more detailed information. 
 
Have more knowledge with legal stuff regarding Oranga Tamariki. (1737, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Advice on services to help look after yourself and the children while the official care of 
the children arrangements are being made would be useful. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
Provide advice on the reality of the court process and likely outcomes based broadly on 
a formula. (1584, Father; Survey) 
 
Just need more info about the system families need to work through in dealing with 
separation arrangements for children. (1017, Mother; Survey) 

 
Some participants did not think the information provided reflected the reality or 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ. 
 

tǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǎǘŜǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŜǉǳŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ 
system. Χ Perhaps the process [should] be aligned with the actualities occurring in the 
system for parents and children now. (1122, Mother; Survey) 
 
Makes it sound too easy to sort out arrangements without lawyers, mediators, other 
professionals, but sometimes in complex situations this is not possible. (1097, Mother; 
Survey) 
 

In contrast to those parents/caregivers outlined earlier who found the phone line operators 
helpful, others detailed a different experience, describing the staff as rude and unhelpful 
and lacking empathy or an understanding of what parents were going through. 
 

Staff have no empathy or compassionΦ Χ {ǘŀŦŦ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ [L{¢9b ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭƭŜǊ and be NON-
JUDGEMENTAL. (1141, Mother; Survey) 
 
It needs to be more supportive. (1014, Father; Survey) 
 
Maybe have some staff that have actually been through this experience as no one 
family is the same and no one solution fits all. (1097, Mother; Survey) 

 
They were rude and unhelpful. Basically [I] got told that unless I had a lawyer she 
could breach the court order aƭƭ ǎƘŜ ǿŀƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ ƻǊ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ (1566, 
Father; Survey) 
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Not all dŀŘǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜŀŘōŜŀǘ Ǝǳȅǎ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǳƴōŜŀǊŀōƭŜΦ aƻǎǘ ƻŦ ǳǎ 
Ƨǳǎǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ƪƛŘΩǎ ƭƛŦŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘΦ ²Ŝ 
would not be fighting for this if we did not care deeply for our children and consider 
our roles in their lives as important as their mǳƳΩǎΦ CŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŦȅ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
various agencies who simply say this is the way it is, decline requests for information 
about your kid etc. (e.g., passport info) is demoralising. (1584, Father; Survey) 

 
Some participants suggested the service would benefit from staff training to improve the 
ǇƘƻƴŜ ƭƛƴŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ knowledge, their understanding of the issues facing parents, and their 
communication skills. 

 
They need to be trained how to speak with people who are going through stressful 
situations. (1023, Mother; Survey) 

 
Agents should be trained more [on the] emotional feeling of the caller. Caller might 
have had a very hard time not being able to see his/her kids, but having to deal with 
the agents makes them more frustrated. (1521, Father; Survey) 
 
Better service. Better knowledge. Better understanding of violence or have specialist 
[customer service representatives] who have been trained in domestic violence. Be 
able to get back to the same person to follow up on a query. (1079, Mother; Survey) 
 
Staff to attend a course on NVC, and have personal experience of the Family Court and 
how it conducts itself. (1141, Mother; Survey) 

 
Operational issues such as call wait times and continuity of service were also considered 
problematic. 
 

The wait time to talk to a person was a little long. (1236, Mother; Survey) 
 

Getting through could be difficult. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 

{ƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ Ŏǳǘ ƻŦŦ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǊǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴΦ /ŀƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ōŀŎƪ in 
touch with the person that has the history of your query. Really, really hard to get to 
speak to a particular person e.g., a case manager. (1079, Mother; Survey) 
 
Long wait times. (1170, Mother; Survey) 

 
One mother questioned the use of the phone line as a way of helping people negotiate the 
Ministry of Justice website and regarded ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ōƻǘƘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŀǎ ŀ άwasted resourceέΦ 
 

The phone line seems to help with the website, but seems like a double up of 
resources, rather than improve the website and then ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŀǎ 
ƳǳŎƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇƘƻƴŜ ƭƛƴŜΦ Χ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀǎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎ 
ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜǊ ŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƘŜ лулл 
number, so then people end up ringing the 0800 number and the people on the 0800 
number direct them to what tabs to press on the website to get to the right thing 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊΦ ²ŜƭƭΣ ƛǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǿŀǎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜΚ (1073, Mother; 
Interview) 
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Satisfaction with the Phone Line 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ratings of overall satisfaction with the phone line and whether they would 
recommend it to others are presented in Tables 76 and 77. 
 
Table 76: Satisfaction with the 0800 2 AGREE phone line  
 

 n Percent 

Very dissatisfied 6 10.0% 

Dissatisfied  12 20.0% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 23 38.3% 

Satisfied 16 26.7% 

Very satisfied 3 5.0% 

Total 60 100% 

 
Table 76 shows that similar pǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ όо2%) and 
ΨŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ό30%) with the phone line. The largest proportion (38%) 
ƎŀǾŜ ŀ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ΨƴŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ƴƻǊ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ 
 
Table 77: Would you recommend the 0800 2 AGREE phone line to other people making 
parenting arrangements? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 22 36.7% 

Maybe 26 43.3% 

No 12 20.0% 

Total 60 100% 

 
A fifth (20%) of those who had used the phone line would not recommend it to others 
making parenting arrangements. However, over a third (37%) indicated that they would 
recommend it to others and 43% indicated they maybe would. 
 

Summary 
 
The number of users of the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line was low amongst 
the survey respondents, with only 10% calling it, and nearly three-quarters being unaware it 
existed. Most of those who had used the phone line had found out about it from the 
Ministry of Justice website (56%), lawyers (21%) and through a Parenting Through 
Separation course (18%). 
 
More participants rated the phone line as unhelpful (32%) than rated it as helpful (22%), but 
nearly half (47%) found it neither helpful nor unhelpful. Aspects of the phone line that 
participants found helpful included the practical information and advice given, the friendly 
and empathic staff, and the fact that it was a free service. However, others found the 
information provided was too generic to be helpful and did not match the reality of the 
system. While some participants had had a positive experience with the phone line staff, 
others reported that they lacked empathy and were not well informed or understanding of 
the issues facing parents. Providing staff with training to improve their knowledge and 
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communication skills was suggested. Long wait times and a lack of continuity between 
operators was also mentioned as problematic. 
 
Overall, similar proportions (around a third) were satisfied and dissatisfied with the phone 
line. A fifth would not recommend it to others making parenting arrangements, with 37% 
indicating they would, and 43% maybe would. 
 
 

  

Key Findings ς 0800 2 AGREE Phone Line 
 

ü 73% were not aware of the service 
ü 56% heard of the phone line from the Ministry of Justice website; 21% from 

lawyer and 18% from Parenting Through Separation 
ü 32% found it helpful/very helpful; 22% found it unhelpful/very unhelpful 
ü What participants found particularly helpful or positive about the phone line: 

-  The practical help and helpful advice 
-  The friendly, caring staff 
-  That it was a free service 

ü What participants found particularly unhelpful or negative about the phone 
line: 

-  ¢ƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǊŜŀƭƛǘȅ 
-  The lack of staff knowledge and empathy 
-  Long wait times 
-  Lack of continuity in operators 

ü 32% were satisfied/very satisfied with the phone line; 30% were 
dissatisfied/very dissatisfied 

ü 37% would recommend the service to other people making parenting 
arrangements; 43% maybe would, and  20% would not  
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Parenting Through Separation 
 
The majority (85%) of the survey respondents were aware of Parenting Through Separation 
(PTS) and 40% (n=260) had attended a course since the reforms took effect. Only 15% were 
not aware of this service. 
 

Reasons for Not Attending PTS 
 
The 294 participants (45%) who knew about PTS, but had not used the service since the 
reforms, were asked their reasons for not attending a course (see Table 78). 
 
Table 78: Reasons for not attending PTS 
 

 n Percent 

DƛŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƻǊ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ 196 66.7% 

DƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ŀ t¢{ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ 11 3.7% 

CƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ (or access) a PTS course to attend 11 3.7% 

Other commitments e.g., work, family  57 19.4% 

It was too difficult/far to travel to attend 20 6.8% 

CƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ/cost 8 2.7% 

Had an exemption from attending 18 6.1% 

Other  34 11.6% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
The most common reason for not using PTS given by over two-thirds (67%) of the 
participants who were aware of the service, but did not use it, was that they did not need or 
want to. Given that 41% of the participants had made their arrangements prior to the 
reforms, but were now in the position of changing them under the new system, it is likely 
that many of this group may have attended PTS prior to the reforms. In fact, many indicated 
in an open-text box that they had already attended a course previously. It must also be 
remembered that participants may have separated some time before making or changing 
their parenting arrangements. 
 

I attended a PTS course in 2007, the year after we initially separated and when the 
relationship was very fraught. We have had enough time apart to now have a very 
good relationship with excellent communication and no longer have issues with each 
other. (1889, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǎ L ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ Ƴȅ ǎƻƴΩǎ ŘŀŘ ŦƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ 
ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ L ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ it. 
(1539, Mother; Survey) 

 
Some participants noted that, based on their prior attendance, they would not attend again 
because they had not found PTS helpful in the past. 
 

We attended one prior to 2014, under the old system ς it was largely not worthwhile. 
(1210, Mother; Survey) 
 
I did but pre-2014 ς and what a waste that was. (1637, Mother; Survey) 
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I had completed PTS before in the previous round of Parenting Orders. I did not find it 
very helpful because I was not dealing with standard post-separation difficulties or 
ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ (1908, Mother; Survey) 
 
I have undertaken a PTS course in the past and I did not find it useful. It was poorly run 
ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎŀǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻΦ (1083, Mother; Survey) 
 

Few (less than 5%) reported difficulties finding or accessing a PTS course to attend or 
indicated that the cost of attending was a barrier to attendance. A small percentage (6%) 
had been granted an exemption from attending and others noted their non-attendance was 
due to family violence and the view that it was not appropriate or relevant for them to 
attend. 
 

Due to the nature and level of family violence, I felt it was an unnecessary intrusion. If 
there was no history of [family violence], I would have happily attended. (1359, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
I have friends who have attended and said it was an utter waste of time. Especially for 
those of us dealing with abusive ex-partners. It was NOT relevant. (1971, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Absolutely not an appropriate course to attend when violence is involved. (1079, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
I was in recovery/still afflicted by domestic violence and unsure if it would be 
appropriate. (1105, Mother; Survey) 

 
Nearly a fifth (19%) indicated they did not attend because of other commitments such as 
work or family, with 7% reporting that travel was a barrier to attendance. Other reasons for 
non-attendance included the mistaken view that both parties had to attend, or a belief that 
there was no point ƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ. For 
others, ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ t¢{ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƭƛƎƛƻǳǎ ŀŦŦƛƭƛŀǘƛƻƴ or feeling unable to 
participate due to their emotional state. 

 
To my knowledge he would also have to attend one so I figured it would be a pointless 
exercise as he was not likely to attend. Childcare was also an issue. (1906, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
There was no point when dealing with an ex-partner that is uncooperative and only 
wanted what was best for herself. (1659, Father; Survey) 
 
The other party refused to attend, communicate or do anything to work together, so 
PTS was pointless. (1398, Mother; Survey) 
 
I was extremely uneasy about attending PTS with a religious provider as in my 
experience, religious providers of community services have difficulty separating 
community services from proselytisation. (1224, Mother; Survey) 
 
Not confident enough to attend. (1279, Mother; Survey) 
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Due to family violence and sexual abuse and the ongoing court battle between my ex 
ŀƴŘ ƳȅǎŜƭŦΣ ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ōŀǘǘƭŜΣ L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƻǇŜ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘǊŀ 
pressure of attending that this course would put on me. (1835, Mother; Survey) 
 

Those participants who had attended PTS since the reforms took effect (n=260, 40%) were 
asked about their experience of accessing and participating in a PTS course, their views on 
its helpfulness and their satisfaction with it. 

 
Accessing PTS 
 
Participants heard about PTS mainly from lawyers (44%), the Ministry of Justice website 
(25%) and the Family Court (19%) (see Table 79). 
 
Table 79: Where participants had heard of PTS  
 

 n Percent 

On the Ministry of Justice website 65 25.0% 

On the Internet/another website 25 9.6% 

From the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line 5 1.9% 

From a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) service/mediator 22 8.5% 

From a lawyer 115 44.2% 

From the Family Court 49 18.9% 

From another professional or agency  39 15.0% 

Some other way  19 7.3% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 20 7.7% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 

As shown in Tables 80 and 81, the vast majority of participants ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ΨŜŀǎȅΩ ƻǊ 
ΨǾŜǊȅ ŜŀǎȅΩ ǘƻ both find and enrol in a PTS course (86% and 90% respectively). 
 

Table 80: Ease of finding a PTS course 
 

 n Percent 

Very difficult 3 1.2% 

Difficult 10 3.9% 

Neither difficult nor easy 24 9.3% 

Easy 144 55.8% 

Very easy 77 29.8% 

Total 258 100% 
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Table 81: Ease of enrolling in a PTS course 
 

 n Percent 

Very difficult 3 1.2% 

Difficult 8 3.1% 

Neither difficult nor easy 16 6.2% 

Easy 142 55.0% 

Very easy 89 34.5% 

Total 258 100% 

 
Tables 82, 83, and 84 present the length of time participants had to wait to attend PTS once 
they had enrolled in a course and their views on the reasonableness of this wait time. Two-
thirds (67%) reported waiting four weeks or less to attend a course. The vast majority (90%) 
thought the time they had to wait was reasonable. 
 
Table 82: Waiting time to attend PTS 
 

 n Percent 

Less than a week 13 5.0% 

1-2 weeks 82 31.8% 

3-4 weeks 79 30.6% 

1-2 months 42 16.3% 

3-4 months 4 1.6% 

5-6 months 3 1.2% 

More than 6 months 1 0.4% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκCŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 34 13.2% 

Total 258 100% 

 
Table 83: Was the length of time you had to wait to attend PTS reasonable to you? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 229 89.5% 

No 27 10.5% 

Total 256 100% 

 
Table 84 shows a cross tabulation of perceived reasonableness of wait time with the delay 
between enrolling and attending a course (excluding those who did not know how long they 
waited and those who skipped one of the questions). 
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Table 84: Reasonableness of delay by wait time 
 

 Reasonable wait time? 

 No Yes 

Less than a week (n=13) 0%  100%  

1-2 weeks (n=82) 0% 100% 

3-4 weeks (n=79) 8.9% 91.1%  

1-2 months (n=42) 26.2% 73.8% 

3-4 months (n=4) 75.0% 25.0% 

5-6 months (n=3) 100% 0% 

More than 6 months (n=1) 100% 0% 

Total 27 229 

 
Table 84 shows that the majority of participants who waited two months or less to attend 
PTS saw this as a reasonable delay. Although numbers of those waiting longer than two 
months are small, the reverse was seen, with more (if not all) participants regarding this 
delay as unreasonable. 
 
Tables 85, 86 and 87 detail the distance participants had to travel (one way) to attend PTS 
and, for those who travelled, their views on the reasonableness of the distance. The majority 
(72%) of participants had to travel less than 20 kilometres to attend PTS, and a fifth travelled 
20-49 kilometres. The majority (93%) also thought the distance they travelled was 
reasonable.  
 
Table 85: Distance travelled (one way) to attend PTS 
 

 n Percent 

Under 10 km 133 52.6% 

10-19 km 49 19.4% 

20-29 km 24 9.5% 

30-49 km 27 10.7% 

50-99 km 16 6.3% 

100-199 km 3 1.2% 

200-499 km 1 0.4% 

Total 253 100% 

 
Table 86: Was the distance you had to travel (one way) to attend PTS reasonable to you? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 237 93.3% 

No 17 6.7% 

Total 254 100% 

 
Table 87 shows a cross tabulation of distance travelled by reasonableness of travel distance 
(excluding those who skipped one of the questions). 
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Table 87: Reasonableness of travel distance (one way) to PTS by distance travelled 
 

 Reasonable travel distance? 

 No Yes 

Under 10 km (n=133) 1.5%  98.5%  

10-19 km (n=49) 0% 100% 

20-29 km (n=24) 4.2% 95.8%  

30-49 km (n=27) 25.9% 74.1% 

50-99 km (n=16) 37.5% 62.5% 

100-199 km (n=3) 33.3% 66.7% 

200-499 km (n=1) 0% 100% 

Total n 17 236 

 
As shown in Table 87, perceptions of travel distance as being reasonable generally 
decreased as the distance increased. However, for all distances travelled, the proportion of 
participants who saw the distance as reasonable was greater than the proportion who 
deemed it unreasonable, no matter what the distance travelled. Even the one person who 
travelled more than 200 kilometres (an over 400 km round trip) considered this reasonable. 
 

Helpfulness of PTS 
 

The survey asked participants a series of questions about how helpful they found PTS. Table 
88 presents how helpful participants found learning about the various areas that PTS covers. 
A small number of participants indicated that the topic area had not been covered37 in the 
course they attended or skipped the question. These have been excluded from the 
percentages presented in Table 88. CƻǊ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛŜǎ ΨHelpfulΩ ŀƴŘ ΨVery 
ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨUnhelpfulΩ ŀƴŘ ΨVery unhelpfulΩ have been collapsed (see Table 206, in 
Appendix L for the full data table). 
 
  

 
37 The most common content area that participants indicated was not covered in the course they attended was 
ΨhǘƘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΩ όnҐнтύΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ōȅ ΨIƻǿ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŀ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǇƭŀƴΩ όnҐсύΣ ΨIƻǿ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ 
ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǿƻǊƪǎΩ όnҐрύΣ ΨIƻǿ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ 
ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊΩ όnҐоύΣ ŀƴŘ ΨIƻǿ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƴŜŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ǘŀƭƪ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΩ 
(n=1). 
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Table 88: Helpfulness of PTS content 
 

 Unhelpful/  
Very 

unhelpful 

Neither helpful 
nor unhelpful 

Helpful/ 
Very 

helpful 
Total 

How separation affects children, what 
children need, and how to talk to them 
about it (n=256) 

8.2% 25.4% 66.4% 100% 

How to discuss parenting arrangements with 
ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ƻǊ ŎŀǊŜƎƛǾŜǊ 
(n=254) 

26.4% 35.0% 38.6% 100% 

How to make a parenting plan (n=251) 16.3% 35.5% 48.2% 100% 

How the Family Justice system works 
(n=252) 

15.5% 31.3% 53.2% 100% 

Other community support services (n=231) 16.0% 48.5% 35.5% 100% 

 
As shown in Table 88, for every content area, more participants reported finding the content 
ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ǘƘŀƴ ΨǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩΦ Two-thirds found learning 
about the impact of separation on children and how to talk to them about it helpful and just 
over a half (53%) reported finding learning about how the family justice system works 
helpful. Less than half found learning about how to discuss parenting arrangements with the 
other party and finding out about support services available in their community helpful (37% 
and 36% respectively). 
 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ of how helpful overall they found PTS in making or changing parenting 
arrangements are presented in Table 89. 
 
Table 89: Helpfulness of PTS in making or changing parenting  
 

 n Percent 

Very unhelpful 38 14.8% 

Unhelpful 39 15.2% 

Neither helpful nor unhelpful 86 33.6% 

Helpful 74 28.9% 

Very helpful 19 7.4% 

Total 256 100% 

 
Approximately equal proportions found PTS ΨhelpfulΩ ƻǊ Ψvery helpfulΩ (36%) as found it 
Ψneither helpful nor unhelpfulΩ (34%) in making or changing parenting arrangements, with 
slightly less (30%) finding PTS ΨunhelpfulΩ ƻǊ Ψvery unhelpfulΩ. 
 

What Participants Found Particularly Positive or Helpful About PTS 
 
The survey asked participants to detail what, if anything, they found particularly positive or 
helpful about PTS (if anything). Of the 260 participants who attended PTS, 63% (n=163) 
provided at least one aspect of PTS that they found helpful or positive. These aspects are 
detailed below, along with relevant quotes from the interview transcripts. Several 
participants provided general comments that the course was helpful or useful, and a few 
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mentioned being reluctant to attend initially, but then finding it valuable once they had 
attended. 
 

The whole course was awesome and helped me out a lot. (1621, Father; Survey) 
 
Totally positive experience. Wish I had done it earlier. (1101, Father; Survey) 
 
Everything was useful. I found it extremely useful I wouldnΩt change it. Χ !ƭƭ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ 
separating should have to do this course. (1548, Mother; Survey) 
 
Amazing. HIGHLY RECOMMEND. (1555, Father; Survey) 
 
Very worthwhile course. (1011, Father; Survey) 
 
L ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΦ L ŦƻǳƴŘ ƻǳǘ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΦ L ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ L ǿƻǳƭŘ 
get a lot of value out of it. Then, through going through it I actually felt I got quite a lot 
out of it. (1690, Father; Interview) 
 
I was really questioning whether the course was necessary, but I actually really 
enjoyed it and would happily attend one again. (1621, Father; Survey) 
 
Fantastic courses. The revised format is very good. The information is concise and 
what parents need to know. (1301, Mother; Survey) 
 

One father commented in his interview that he thought PTS was the only family justice 
ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜŘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ άseparated families and [the 
ƪƛŘǎϐ ƻŦ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ƻŦŦέ ƛŦ ƳƻǊŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛǘΥ 

 
I felt like the majority of the processes we went through was all about aggravation 
and adversarial. Parenting Through Separation was the only thing that was focussed 
on encouraging us and showing us ways to act like adults in the situation and to be 
decŜƴǘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΦ Χ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƛǇǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ 
ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ Χ ŀƴŘ L ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ƛǘΦ L ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀǇǇǊŜŎƛŀǘŜŘ ƛǘ. (1237, Father; Interview) 

 
More specific comments related mainly to the following areas being helpful or positive: 

¶ The content, information and resources; 

¶ The other attendees/group setting; 

¶ Personal reassurance and validation; 

¶ The facilitator. 
 
Content, information and resources 
 
The course content, information and resources provided was the mostly commonly cited 
helpful aspect of PTS. Some participants made general comments about finding the 
information, advice, handouts/booklets and videos helpful. However, more detailed 
comments generally fell into four areas: 

¶ Child-focused content; 

¶ Information about communicating and co-parenting with their former partner; 

¶ Information about processes involved in making parenting arrangements (such as FDR or 
the Family Court) and legal information; 

¶ Information and resources about making parenting arrangements. 
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Child focused content ς Participants valued information that was child-centred and helped 
them to understand the impact of separation and parental conflict on their children. 
Learning ways to support their children and keep the focus on their needs was also seen as 
helpful. 

 
9ƴƧƻȅŜŘ ǎŜŜƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ. (1134, Mother; Survey) 
 
Made me realise ways to help my kids through the separation. (1978, Mother; Survey) 
 
Everything was explained well and it focused a lot on the children and making it work 
for them. (1023, Mother; Survey) 
 
To not use the child as a pawn. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
bƻǘ ŀǎƪƛƴƎ Ƴȅ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜ. (1132, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Focus on the child, and behaviour around the child during separation. (1427, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
You did get an understanding about ς ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘ ƻŦ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ς what 
that actually meant for your child and how to alleviate stresses and strains, even 
talking about the cat or the dog. Actually, ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŦŜŜƭΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀƴƛƳŀƭΦ ¸ƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƛƴ 
predominant care with their father or mother, maybe the animal should go with that 
person and just little things like that. That was really quite useful. (1214, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
So, my number one thing that I would suggest would be for them to attend the 
tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ ΦΦΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƻ 
ǎŜŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ŜȅŜǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǎ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘΦ Lǘ 
might not necessarily be best for the child. And that gives you the forum to ask 
questions so that you are able to make better decisions down the road. Yeah, I think 
tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƻǇŜƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȅŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
children. (1123, Step-mother; Interview) 
 
It helped me to understand how the child feels when they are separated from their 
parents. (1521, Father; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ŦǊƻƴǘ ƻŦ ƳƛƴŘκǘƘŜ 
ultimate goal. (1472, Mother; Survey) 
 
Considering the children before myself with regards to living arrangements. (1431, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Just general [information] about being child-centred. (1589, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was kind [of] a good course ... helped people understand about putting children first. 
(2056, Father; Survey) 
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To keep the children at the forefront of my mind in regards to what was best for them 
especially with their father getting nastier. (1761, Mother; Survey) 
 
The focus on doing what was best for the kids, the clips of kids speaking. (2049, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Whole structure is informativŜ ōǳǘ ǊŜƳƛƴŘǎ ȅƻǳ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 
ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴΦ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ǎŜŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǎƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƻ ŀŘǳƭǘǎΦ LǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǊŜƳƛƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ 
can be extremely damaging. (2036, Mother; Survey) 
 
Some useful advice on keeping the children removed from the parentsΩ disputeΦ Χ ! 
couple of key things that stood out to me from that was just they did reinforce to try 
and keep the kids out of the whole process and the angst. One of the things that stuck 
ƛƴ Ƴȅ ƳƛƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘΣ ά¢Ƙƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎΣ ǿhen the kids look back on it, 
do they want to be seeing you as the parent that tried to make things happen, or the 
ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǿƘƻ ǿŀǎ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎǘƻǇ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎΚέ {ƻ, there were a few things 
like that that helped. (1585, Father; Survey and Interview) 
 

Information about communicating and co-parenting with former partners ς Participants 
mentioned learning how to communicate with their former partner/the other party and to 
see things from their perspective as beneficial. They found it helpful to learn about the 
benefits of co-parenting and the importance of not communicating through children or 
ƛƴǘŜǊŦŜǊƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎΦ  
 

The discussions around communications. (1645, Father; Survey) 
 
Great information about how to communicate with the other parent. (1442, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The benefit of co-parenting. (1040, Father; Survey) 
 
Ideas about how the ex-partner might feel different to me. (1252, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think the only other really useful tool that I really took out of the Parenting Through 
Separation course was the idea of a ς what do they call it? Basically, a book to go back 
and forwards with the child for communication with regards ς that communication 
ōƻƻƪΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŜŀǊŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŘŜŀΦ L ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ōǊƛƭƭƛŀƴǘ ƛŘŜŀ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ 
tried that. (1555, Father; Interview) 
 
Maintaining good communication with ex-partner. Communicate directly with other 
party, not through the children. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
Importance of [getting] along with [the] other parent. (1584, Father; Survey) 
 
Good advice, for example, not trying to interfere with other parent. (1056, Father; 
Survey) 
 
[Provider] was very helpful and promoted co-parenting. ... The course was excellent 
and I think all the judges and Family Court staff should attend to see the benefits of co-
parenting. (1855, Father; Survey) 
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Just gave me a different perspective on the situation and gave me new strategies to 
use to reduce conflict. (1299, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ Ƴȅ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎΩ ŦŀǘƘŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ Ƴȅ ŜȄ-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 
father which has helped keep the focus of my thoughts and decisions around parenting 
arrangements relative to his relationship to the children and separate to our previous 
relationship. (2012, Mother; Survey) 
 

Information about processes ς Information about the processes involved in making 
parenting arrangements and about Family Dispute Resolution and the Family Court were 
regarded as helpful, as was information about rights and legal issues.  
 

Explained the process and other ways of resolving without court. (1283, Father; 
Survey) 
 
Clearing some legal issues if those were needed. (1276, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was a chance to find out more information about the rest of the process. (1872, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Got told unofficially advice about court process. (2022, Mother; Survey) 
 
Hearing what legal rights I have. (1475, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ƪƴŜǿ ƻƴ ŀƴ ŀƴŜŎŘƻǘŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ ōǳǘ LΩŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ 
ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŀŘ ŀƴȅ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ŜǾŜǊ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦΣ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 
around it. So, I mean, L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǾŜǊȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƎƻƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀǎ L ǿŀǎ 
coming out the other side of the Parenting through Separation course, I felt that I had 
enough of an awareness as to how I would need to proceed were things to go further. 
(1016, Father; Interview) 
 
Learned about free mediation and counselling through Family Works. (1101, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
There was a lot of information given about the different pathways and processes that 
we could go down. (1215, Mother; Survey) 
 
Knowing the correct way to proceed. (1437, Mother; Survey) 
 
Explanation of the court/parenting plan process. (1912, Mother; Survey) 
 
Overall helpful and gave me a better understanding of how everything works. (1617, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
One of the other things that helped was that they helped me to understand the 
process a bit more, that they explained the two tracks through the court and said that 
the un-notified one, you could use that track if there were things such as A, B, C, D, like 
there was abuse or danger to the children, there was a risk of abduction, they rattled 
off about four or five different things. (1585, Father; Interview) 
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Information and resources about making parenting arrangements ς Information and 
ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ άaŀƪƛƴƎ ŀ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tƭŀƴέ ǿƻǊƪōƻƻƪ ǿŜǊŜ 
helpful for some participants. 
 

Parenting Plan information ς ability to [it] have signed off at court without having to 
go through the court process. (1011, Father; Survey) 
 
The plans [you] can make yourself regarding access etc. (1737, Mother; Survey) 
 
So, both myself and my ex-wife went through the Parenting through Separation 
course, and she went through first, a couple of weeks before I did and had come away 
with the guide for making your parenting arrangements, the little booklet. And so, we 
sat down and worked through that together one evening and that was really useful 
Ƨǳǎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻŦΣ άIŀǾŜ ǿŜ ǘƛŎƪŜŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ōƻȄŜǎΣ ƘŀǾŜ ǿŜ ƘŀŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ 
ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƻǳŎƘ ƻƴΚέ Because, ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŦǳƭ 
situation you find yourself in and there were plenty of things that could have been 
ƳƛǎǎŜŘ ƻǊ ŦŀƭƭŜƴ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƳƛƴŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘǊȅƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ŀƭƭΦ Χ ¢ƘŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
Through Separation course really was extremely useful. That little booklet gave us the 
structure that we were able to work off to build the parenting arrangements. And so, 
sitting down and doing that semi-formal arrangement was a really a good thing. So, 
yeah, attending that course was probably the most helpful thing. (1016, Father; 
Interview) 
 
ώ.ƻƻƪƭŜǘϐ ǿŀǎ ƎƻƻŘΣ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΣ ȅŜǎ Χ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ȅou are not aware. It is good 
for awareness about things. Like, just simple things like school arrangements and 
birthdays, Christmas, those kinds of things which you might not think about. ... 
Starting off into the things like handover, those kinds of things. (1056, Father; 
Interview) 
 

The other attendees/group setting 
 
The second most commonly cited positive or helpful aspect of PTS related to the group 
settings and the helpfulness of having other attendees present. Participants liked hearing 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ perspectives and experiences, gained insight and ideas from other parents, and 
valued the support they received from the group. 
 
Some participants found ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ ǘƘŜƳ Ǉǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǿƴ 
situation into perspective or realise how far they had come. 
 

It was interesting seeing how terrible it was for some other people. It made me kind of 
count my blessings that actually my children were safe. So, from that perspective it 
was useful. (1017, Mother; Interview) 
 
As far as the course itself is concerned, the thing I found really useful was interacting 
with other people going through the same situation that I was going through, and 
hearing their experiences. And just really putting my own situation and my own 
experiences into perspective. I found that I was getting off pretty lucky with the 
situation I was in in comparison to a lot of the people that were also there, that were 
going through incredibly stressful times. (1016, Father; Interview) 
 
Seeing other people had it much worse. (2024, Mother; Survey) 
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Being reminded of how far I had come through the members who were a lot earlier in 
the journey. (1845, Mother; Survey) 
 
Understanding of people in much worse circumstances. It made our situation seem a 
waste of taxpayer money. (1691, Father; Survey) 
 
[It was helpful], sadly, if only to see that we had hardly any of the issues that other 
people were going through. You know, just to make me thankful that we, [ex-husband] 
and I were managing to sort everything out between us. It certainly brought me to the 
Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƻƭŘ 
we had to go through that to sort some things out with the kids. (1230, Mother; 
Interview) 
 

Many participants found that meeting and talking with others who were in similar 
situations to themselves and hearing about their experiences was very helpful and 
supportive.  
 

The other parents in the group going through similar situations and being able to talk 
with them. (1627, Mother; Survey) 
 
Support from others in the same situation. (1764, Mother; Survey) 
 
Other people are facing the same issues. (1408, Mother; Survey) 
 
Meeting other parents and finding out that my struggles to get it right for my kids with 
an ex who was about power and not about kidsΩ needs were pretty standard. (1017, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Meeting and learning about othersΩ separations and their parenting, children issues. 
(1624, Mother; Survey) 
 
I found it a great way to meet other parents going through the same thing as me. 
(1821, Mother; Survey) 
 
Good to talk through things. (1964, Mother; Survey) 
 
Being able to talk to other parents going through same thing ς from both sides of the 
situations was good. (1627, Mother; Survey) 

 
For some, seeing others in similar situations made them feel less alone and helped them to 
realise they were not the only one facing similar post-separation issues. 
 

YƴƻǿƛƴƎ L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǎƘƛǘ. (1157, Mother; Survey) 
 
I found it really helpful. I think the most helpful thing I got out of it though was 
ǊŜŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ LΩƳ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘƛǎΦ (1555, Father; Interview) 
 
¢ƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎ ǿŀǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŘƛŘ ǎŜŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ Χ ƛǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ȅƻǳ 
ŦŜŜƭ ǎƻ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƴƎ ōƭƻƻŘȅ ǘhing in the whole 
world what is happening to you. All of a sudden you donΩt have the support network 
ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜΦ bƻǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀƴȅ, but it just made you 
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aware that other people were going through horrific things just like you. (1214, 
Mother; Interview) 
 
Others in same boat ς as I was so young and vulnerable ς ƛǘ ŦŜƭǘ άƴƛŎŜέ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ L 
ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀƭƻƴŜ. (1409, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ǘƘƛƴƪ Ƨǳǎǘ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΦ 9ǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ 
the course wƛǘƘ ƳŜΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ǊŜŦǊŜǎƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴƭȅ 
one going through it. (1253, Mother; Interview) 
 
That it helped me feel not so alone in my journey. (1417, Mother; Survey) 
 
That I am not the only father in my situation. (1552, Father; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ Χ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ǎƻ ƎƻƻŘ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ 
good information out of it and you also get to meet people who are going through the 
ǎŀƳŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ ²ƘŜǊŜŀǎΣ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŀΣ L ǿƻƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ƭƻƴŜƭȅ ǘƘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƭƻnely 
ǘƘƛƴƎΦ [ƛƪŜΣ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ŎƻƳŜ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǿ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŦƛƎƘǘΦ 
So, you have got that same sort of support around you with other people who are 
going through the same thing. (1047, Mother, Interview) 
 

Some participants found the other attendees, particularly those who were further along in 
the process, a useful source of information and advice. 
 

Discussion with peers/other parents within the system about their issues and 
problems/solutions that they had found. (1044, Father; Survey) 
 
[ƛǎǘŜƴƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ όǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ƳǳŎƘ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ 
than I had) and what they wished they had done earlier with regards to a formal 
Parenting Order. (1471, Mother; Survey) 
 
Talking to other parents in the breaks, especially the ones who were a few years down 
the track. (1203, Mother; Survey) 
 
Hearing the stories of others navigating the Family Court and therefore being 
forewarned of a probable negative outcome. (1193, Mother; Survey) 
 
Being able to talk to a range of parents at different stages of the process. (1555, 
Father; Survey) 
 

Two parents who had been through the Family Court and were then required to attend PTS 
spoke of how they could see the benefits of those with experience of the process helping 
others who were just at the beginning by sharing their experiences. 
 

²Ŝ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƳŜǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ Χ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘŜ 
normal way. They had no idea what mediation, what the Parenting Through 
Separation was about and what court was like and things like that. So we had a 
chance to have a chat to them and let them know what court was like and mediation 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦ Χ  Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƎƻƻŘΦ ¸ŜŀƘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƘŀŘ ŀƴ ƛŘŜŀ, from first-hand 
experience, ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƳ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀǊΦ 
(1254, Father; Interview) 
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Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘƛƴƎ Χ ŀǎ L ǎŀƛŘ ōŜŦƻǊŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƘƻƳ ǘƘŜƛǊ 
separation had happened a significant period of time before, like me, and they were 
only doing the Parenting Through Separation course as part of the recommendations 
through the Family Court. There were other people for whom it was very fresh and 
they were still very much in that confused, possibly angry, not really knowing how they 
ŦŜƭǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǘƘƛƴƎΦ hŦ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƘŀŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜȅΩŘ 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘΦ Χ {ƻ, probably when you get people who are going through the same 
ǘƘƛƴƎΣ ōǳǘ ŀǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ Χ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǉǳƛǘŜ ȅƻǳƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ 
older people and so that variety of experience was quite interesting from an academic 
point of view. But, also, I think for some people who were perhaps quite fresh, it was 
quite good to see that, you know, you can get through it and there is life afterwards. 
But, also for the people who had been through it over a period of time, to sort of look 
ŀǘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀȅΣ ά²ŜƭƭΣ ŘƻƴΩt set things in stone that you might want to later 
changeΦέ όмнонΣ aƻǘƘŜǊΤ LƴǘŜǊǾƛŜǿύ 
 

Personal affirmation and validation 
 
PTS provided some participants with ǊŜŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ άƻƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǊƛƎƘǘ ǘǊŀŎƪέ and doing the right things, and reinforced their approach to the situation. 
Others found it helpful to have it confirmed that they were being reasonable and that it was 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŦƻǊƳŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳŀǘƛŎΦ 
 

Confirmation that the way I was communicating to my children was correct. (1367, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Knowing I was doing the right thing for my daughter. (2035, Mother; Survey) 
 
Strength that I was doing the right thing. (1312, Mother; Survey) 
 
YƴƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ŘŀƳŀƎƛƴƎ ƻǳǊ ƪƛŘǎ. (1111, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was helpful to see just how damaging relationship issues between parents can be for 
children and validated that I had been doing a good job in keeping those separate 
from the children. (2012, Mother; Survey) 
 
Yeah, it was helpful, I guess. I mean, it just sort of reinforced [to] me that what I 
wanted was not unreasonable, I was on the right track. I just wanted the kids to be at 
ease with the arrangement. (1188, Mother; Interview) 
 
Understanding and a relief that I was doing the best I could by my children. (1328, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
It showed I am doing my best and gave me ideas to improve myself. (1607, Father; 
Survey) 
 
Reinforced that I was doing the right thing and made me realise some of the mistakes 
the courts had made. (1072, Father; Survey) 
 
It was good to have confirmation that I was doing the right things with regards to 
dealing with my ex-partner. (1848, Mother; Survey) 
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Establishing that I was not insane as my ex seemed to think. (1188, Mother; Survey) 
 
Confirmed that I was dealing with an unreasonable ex-husband. (1450, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It reaffirmed for me that I was attempting to engage in a positive way, but that my ex 
was gaslighting, continuing the abuse in his dealings with me/my daughters. (1119, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
The facilitator 
 
The ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƻǊκǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜǊΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǎƪƛƭƭ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ were what 
some participants found helpful about PTS. They appreciated a facilitator who was 
knowledgeable, professional, non-judgemental, supportive and able to facilitate the group 
effectively. 
 

The teacher we had was great. (1475, Mother; Survey) 
 
The presenter was fantastic and very encouraging and supportive. (1519, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The facilitator was good. The messages were clear and easy to digest. The facilitator 
made sure the discussions did not fall in to stereotypes around parent roles. (2139, 
Father; Survey) 
 
A course leader who genuinely cared about the topic. (1561, Father; Survey) 
 
Nice staff, very understanding. (1702, Father; Survey) 
 
The ladies that did the one in [city], they were good at listening and they were good at 
explaining things. (1157, Mother; Interview) 
 
The teacher was open and understanding and very good at keeping everyone on track. 
(2045, Mother; Survey) 
 
They were very knowledgeable and presented the information well. (1975, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
I really liked the person who raƴ ƛǘΦ Χ {ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘ-up and I appreciated that. 
(1583, Mother; Survey) 
 
The facilitator. Sharing his personal stories were a real eye-opener, good and bad. 
(1704, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǿŜƭƭ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ. (1552, Father; Survey) 
 
I thought it was handled professionally. (1367, Mother; Survey) 
 
Non-judgmental and informative facilitation. (1371, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was clear they knew their subject matter and were helpful. (2012, Mother; Survey) 
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What Participants Found Particularly Negative or Unhelpful About PTS 
 
The survey also asked participants what, if anything, they found particularly negative or 
unhelpful about PTS (if anything). Nearly 60% of those who had attended PTS detailed one 
or more aspect that they found negative (n=148, 57%). These were amalgamated with other 
negative comments about PTS from the interview material and other survey questions. 
Nearly a fifth (18%) of the survey respondents who had attended PTS, commented that they 
did not think there was anything negative or unhelpful about it. 
 
The categories of what participants found negative or unhelpful about PTS largely mirrored 
what others had reported as positive aspects with some additions. They included: 

¶ The content; 

¶ The facilitator; 

¶ The group setting/other attendees; 

¶ Emotional/personal impact; 

¶ Operational and practical matters; 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴƻƴ-attendance; 

¶ !ǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƻ ΨǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ōƻȄΩΦ 
 
PTS content 
 
The most common aspect of PTS that participants found unhelpful or negative related to the 
content and information the programme delivered. Some of the comments about the 
content related to the material or information not being helpful, or being too basic. While 
not particularly negative, some participants noted that they already knew the information 
provided, or thought that it was just common sense so they did not learn anything new from 
PTS. This was frustrating for those who were required to attend, particularly if they felt they 
were already well-informed due to separating some time ago, attending PTS in the past, or 
through their occupation. 
 

Some of the information was very basic and available on the website. (1292, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǊƛƎƘǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ƻǾŜǊƭȅ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ 
arrangements etc. I needed the certificate, but there was no information given that I 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǇǊƛƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ahW ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ 
websites. (1368, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǎƻǳƴŘ ŀǊǊƻƎŀƴǘΣ ōǳǘ L ƎǳŜǎǎ ǿƛǘƘ Ƴȅ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘΣ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǘell me 
ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƻǊ ǘƘŀǘ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǎŜƴǎŜ. (1620, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
They were telling me what I had already tried. (1763, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ƘŀŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŀŘŜ ƳŜΦ ΦΦΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ Waste 
of time. ... I just understood those issues already. Χ To be truthful I had done so much 
research I did not learn too much by the time I did this course. (1448, Father; Survey) 
 
I had already discovered what they were sharing with us, so not any new and useful 
information. (1223, Mother; Survey) 
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L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ƛǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƻǊ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƻǊ ƘŀŘ ŀƴȅ ƴŜǿ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ [ƛƪŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 
ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘ LΩŘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƭƻƎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ŀōƻǳǘ ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿΦ (1146, 
Mother; Interview) 
 
L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ƛǘ ƻǾŜǊƭȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭΦ Χ I work with parents, I know how to do all of ς there were 
some bits, absolutely, but mostly I know that stuff. ... Putting it in the context of 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ƘǳƎŜƭȅ different. For some families it will be, but not overly 
ŦƻǊ ǳǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩŘ ŘƻƴŜ ŦƻǳǊ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜΩŘ ŘƻƴŜ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ōŀǎƛŎǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜΩŘ ƘŀŘ ǘƻ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǎǘǳŦŦ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ 
²ŜΩŘ ōƻǘƘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ Ǉǳt the children first, and to have all that focus. 
(1292, Mother; Interview) 
 
As a parent who is well researched it was nothing new. I have heard it has been very 
helpful for other parents though. (1845, Mother; Survey) 

 
Some participants found that the content was not relevant to their particular situation, 
especially if their separation was not recent or their situation was complex. Some 
acknowledged that PTS could be a helpful course for others, but it was not for them because 
the content was not applicabƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƳΦ hƴŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ άƻƴƭȅ 
aimed at heterosexual couples.έ 
 

Was not relevant as we have been separated for three years and have had no issue 
until discussions of relocation came up. Everything discussed we already had in place 
and had been through. Only reason attended as it is compulsory should I need to go 
from mediation to the Family Court. (1198, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜȅ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎŀǘŜǊ ǘƻ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ Χ ²ŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ƛƭƭ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ 
It only focused on working with reasonable ex partners, not narcissistic mentally ill 
ones. (1329, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ. (1907, Mother; Survey) 
 
The Parenting Through Separation course I found pretty much a waste of time, mainly 
because a lot of it was talking about violence and what is violence and what is 
ƛƴǘƛƳƛŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ Ǝƻ ŦƻǊ ƘŜƭǇΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ Ƨǳǎǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ƳŜΦ Χ ǎƻ, that Parenting Through Separation thing for my situation was 
pretty much a waste of time. (1604, Mother; Interview) 
 
A lot of my questions were too complex to be answered ς our case is quite difficult. 
(1455, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was irrelevant to my circumstances. (1153, Father; Survey) 
 
Not applicable to my situation. It was compulsory for me to attend and yet I found it a 
waste of time as it was not relevant to my situation. Irrelevant. The issues were the 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƭƭƴŜǎǎΦ L ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŘŜŀƭƛƴƎ with a reasonable person. (1895, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
We had already been separated three years at this point. The course had a rosy view 
of both parties agreeing which in our case does not happen. Had I been told about that 
at the beginning of the process it may have been helpful. (1774, Mother; Survey) 
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LΩŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ǊŜǿǊƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΗ CƻǳƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǊǘǊŀȅŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
positive. I did not like seeing the video footage of kids crying and saying it was best 
their parents separated because of the fighting ς felt it was biased to one type of 
ΨǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻǎΦ aȅ ƪƛŘǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŦƛƎƘǘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΦ (1451, 
Mother; Survey) 
 

Those who were already in the Family Court system also thought much of the material was 
not relevant to their situation. 
 

I appreciate it could be of value to some families. We had already been in the Family 
Court system for over a year before enrolling in PTS. (1425, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lawyer for the Child recommended that both parents do [PTS]. I took that 
recommendation straightaway and booked myself into it as soon as I could and went 
to one of those sessions. Found that there was some useful stuff in there, but a lot of 
ǎǘǳŦŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƘŀŘ been a 
without notice application filed. A lot of the stuff in there was about dealing with the 
other track through the court, where there were no lawyers involved and things, so a 
ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ. (1585, Father; Interview) 
 
I think if you are not already in the court system it is probably quite useful, but by that 
Ǉƻƛƴǘ Ƴȅ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ L ǿŜǊŜ ƛƴ ǉǳƛǘŜ ƘƛƎƘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ. (1113, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
¢ƘŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŜ ŀƴŘ ŘŀƴŘȅΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŎƻƻƭΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƛƴ 
any way relate to anybody who is forced to go to court. (1059, Mother; Survey) 
 

{ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻƴ t¢{Ωǎ narrow focus on separated parents, which did not 
fit situations such as when parents had never been a couple or when attendees were 
grandparents caring for children or foster parents.  
 

aȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ Ŧƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΣ ŀǎ the child is in foster 
care. Should be a separate one for children in foster care. (1816, Mother; Survey) 
 
I did learn things, but not much was actually applicable to my situation as a 
grandparent raising grandchildren and trying to cope with the stress of contact visits 
by parents and making decisions for children with abusive, hostile, manipulative 
parents. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
None of the information was helpful for me. Nothing covered by the course was 
relevant to our situation as we were never in a relationship (one-night stand resulting 
ƛƴ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘύ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘ. 
(1463, Mother; Survey) 
 
LǘΩǎ ŜȄǘǊŀƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ƴŜǾŜǊ ǊŀƛǎŜŘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ, ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘȅ ƛǘ 
frustrates me, Parent[ing] Through Separation. We kept being told about when we 
separated and I kept going, you have to co-habit and co-exist and co-parent to 
separate. Then the whole theory of parental alienation, well, you have to have 
ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ. (1638, Mother; Interview) 
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¸ƻǳǊ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ Ŧƛǘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎΦ  Χ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ Through 
Separation really focused on a partner separated from a partner and the kids in their 
care. ... There was nothing that could explain our situation. (1157, Mother; Interview) 

 
Some participations commented that the content was only appropriate for people when 
the relationship with the other party was amicable. There were also comments that the 
PTS content was not realistic or relevant when there were safety concerns or violence. 
 

Not all ex-partners are in a place to be able to apply common sense parenting! I 
remember thinking that it would be a great programme if a relationship ended 
amicably. (1620, Mother; Survey) 
 
bƻǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ƻǊ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŀ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ. (1302, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
As my case involved concerns regarding safety a lot of the course was inapplicable, but 
I did not feel it was an environment where I could discuss that. (1102, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was unrealistic as I was dealing with a situation of children disclosing serious abuse 
by their father. (1137, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ the situation where domestic violence is present. (1088, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
DƛǾŜƴ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ώƛǘϐ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǎ 
not just mum and dad issues, but serious safety concerns to deal with. (1189, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Unhelpful ς they assumed that everybody could co-parent, they did not have 
resources, places to go if you had/were continuing to experience extreme abuse. I 
found it basic. Great if you were not attempting to co-parent with an abuser, but not 
specific to my needs. (1119, Mother; Survey) 
 
Family violence and abuse is not mentioned in the programme. ... It was not relevant 
to families that have violence and abuse involved and subsequently supervised 
contact. Χ If you involve highly controlling people Χ  ǘƘŜȅΩǾŜ ǎǇŜƴǘ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ȅŜŀǊǎ 
abusing you and controlling every aspect of your life, just trying to work out parenting 
ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳ Χ ƛǘ ŀƛƴΩǘ Ǝƻƴƴŀ ǿƻǊƪΦ (1108, Mother; Interview and Survey) 
 
Might be helpful to some. Left me feeling worse as ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦƻǊ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ 
and showed little understanding of an abusive relationship and a court system that let 
me down. (1131, Mother; Survey) 
 
Not a real understanding of being victims of family violence. (1110, Mother; Survey) 
 

A few comments related to the lack of helpful practical information about how to work 
with a former partner who was uncooperative, abusive or when the relationship with the 
other party was poor.  
 

The Parenting Through Separation course, like as great as that may seem, ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ 
give any information. It tells you how you are supposed to think and feel but there is 
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nothing in that programme that gives you tools to work with your ex-partner. Unless 
ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ŀƴŘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ civil, there 
is nothing in that course that you can take away. (1059, Mother; Interview) 
 
¢ƘŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘΣ ά5Ŝŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ ƻƴ ȅƻǳǊ ƻǿƴΦ 
tƭŜŀǎŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ ŀƴȅ ǿŀȅ ǿƘŀǘǎƻŜǾŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻΣ ƛǘΩs going 
ǘƻ ōŜ ǘŜǊǊƛōƭŜΦέ ¢ƘŜƴ ƛǘ ƭƛǾŜŘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŜȄŀŎǘƭȅ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀƛŘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ 
ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŀƴȅ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ƻǘƘŜǊǿƛǎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƻǘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ 
course who were in pretty rough and unique circumstances and the only advice they 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ƎƛǾŜ ǿŀǎΣ ά¸ƻǳ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘΦ 9ǾŜǊȅƻƴŜ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎƎŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ 
ŀƴŘ ƴƻǘ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǾŜǊōŀƭƭȅ ŀōǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ ŜȄ-partner. You should just 
ǎǳŎƪ ƛǘ ǳǇ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ȅƻǳ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ƳǳŎƘ Ǉǳǘ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦέ Χ¸ŜŀƘΣ L obviously 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŜƴƧƻȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΦ Lǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŀǘ ŀƭƭΦ aŀȅōŜ ƛǘΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ 
have separated amicably, which is probably almost no-one. (1175, Mother; Interview) 
 
Lǘ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƻǊ Ŝngage in the 
process. (1131, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was difficult to attend when my ex-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ǿŀǎ ǎƻ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŀǊƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
match what I was going through. (1132, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was all very obvious stuff and just made me feel more despairing about my ex-ǿƛŦŜΩǎ 
refusal to communicate, negotiate, or attend mediation. There was nothing in it that 
could help me in my situation. (1509, Father; Survey) 
 
I found it stressful and difficult to understand why, if I was doing everything the course 
advised me to do, was my ex-husband still being given the room to behave so badly in 
court and with the children. (1907, Mother; Survey) 
 

Some participants commented that the PTS content did not reflect the reality of the family 
justice system or was inconsistent with the views of other professionals. 
 

L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ L ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ Ǝƻǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻǳǘ ƻŦ ƛǘ ƳȅǎŜƭŦΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŘƛŘ ǿŀǎ ƛǘ ǎŜǘ 
me up in this really nice misguided understanding of what it could look like if it was 
done well so that the ǿƘƻƭŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ L ŦŜƭǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŘƻƴŜ ǿŜƭƭΦ Lǘ 
highlighted the huge issues in the system the whole way through because it was 
nothing like how the Parenting Through Separation course had alluded that it could 
be. (1620, Mother; Interview) 
 
The system as such is not aligned so while it was great doing this class it didnΩt align 
ǿƛǘƘ [ŀǿȅŜǊ ŦƻǊ ώǘƘŜϐ /ƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿΦ Χ ¢ƘŜ ǘƻƻƭǎ ǘŀǳƎƘǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƳŀǘŎƘ 
the views of the Lawyer for [the] Child and judges. (1122, Mother; Survey) 
 

Others complained that they thought the PTS content was άǇŀǘǊƻƴƛǎƛƴƎέ, άƛƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎέ and 
assumed they did not know how to be a good parent. 
 

Very patronising, waste of money and time ... being giving a teddy bear and flash 
cards to show how we are feeling. (1129, Mother; Survey) 
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It seemed to be aimed at people with very poor parenting skills. Most of what was said 
was obvious. It also assumed that the other person was willing to be open to 
communication, which is a big assumption to make. (1509, Father; Survey) 
 
The whole thing was unhelpful. It presumed we all were stupidly at risk of using kids 
for revenge. Having been a child myself whose parents acted badly, I am acutely 
aware of those issues. (1460, Mother; Survey) 
 
I guess the fact that these courses need to exist at all was something I found pretty 
sad. I think there are definitely some people out there (probably ones that are not fit to 
be parents in the first place) that need to attend courses like this, but the fact is they 
are probably also the ones least likely to actually go. I think assuming that people who 
ŀǊŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŎǳǎǘƻŘȅ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŎŀƴΩǘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ƛǎ ƛƴǎǳƭǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ 
account the fact that some parents are capable of dealing with custody issues without 
ever letting the child know about what is going on. (1583, Mother; Survey) 

 
Specific information that was not covered by PTS was detailed by several participants and 
included the following: 
 

Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Ǝƻ ƛƴ ŘŜǇǘƘ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ. (1073, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘ. 
(2049, Mother; Survey) 
 
Specific questions regarding toxic relations where children are caught in the middle of 
litigation. (1567, Father; Survey) 
 
Aimed at older children. Not under 10. (1199, Mother; Survey)  
 
Lots of information for women and where they can get more assistance but very little 
for fathers. (1555, Father; Survey) 
 
My husband had been arrested two days prior for threatening to kill me. There were 
no resources for someone in my situation. (1175, Mother; Survey) 
 
A lot of the material focused on doing the 50/50 solution, [but] did not address how to 
help and reassure your children when they did not want to go to the other parent. 
(1097, Mother; Survey) 

 
The facilitator 
 
Participants found PTS unhelpful or negative when they did not like the PTS facilitator or 
found them lacking in skill, knowledge, experience and/or an understanding of family 
violence and issues experienced by separated parents. 
 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǳǘƻǊΣ ŘǊƻǇǇŜŘ ƻǳǘ. (1054, Mother; Survey) 
 
Staff seemed disinterested other than achieving course objectives which seemed to be 
to transmit as much information to the clients as possible within a narrow timeline. 
(2350, Father; Survey) 
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LǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳme that I have done four times now and I knew more than the 
person running the programme about everything. I found myself answering a lot of the 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ (1059, Mother; Survey) 
 
Our facilitatoǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩt answer questions that 
ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΦ {ƘŜ ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƭŀŎƪ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ. Χ L Ŏŀƴ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ 
much more worthwhile with a great facilitator/trainer. (1347, Mother; Survey) 
 
My course was very ǊǳǎƘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜǊ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǿŜƭƭΦ {ƘŜ ǊŀŎŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀ 
PowerPoint presentation. Whole thing done and dusted in less than 90 minutes. (1425, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜǊ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƎǊŜŀǘ. (1252, Mother; Survey) 
 
Quality of sessions was variable depending on who was running the night. I found the 
constant flipping to DVDǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŀŘŘ ƳǳŎƘ. (1017, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The instructor acted like separation was just another fact of life and no big deal. 
Proudly told us of ƘŜǊ ǘǿƻ ŘƛǾƻǊŎŜǎΦ Χ L ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ƳƻƴǘƘ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
struggling, but the instructor was very blasé about the whole thing, which I found 
offensive. (1622, Mother; Survey) 
 
Just felt like they were going through the motions of explaining things they were 
required to; anything outside of that [was] not covered. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
The person presenting seemed to lack maturity and experience on the matters facing 
us. I did not find it particularly helpful. (1453, Mother; Survey) 
 
The facilitator did not have a grasp of the reality of dealing with Family Court and the 
real life struggle of dealing with ex-partners. (1116, Father; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƘŀŘ ƴƻ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴκŘƛǾƻǊŎŜ ǎƻ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
understand the complexities. (1472, Mother; Survey) 
 
The coordinator could not answer my questions when asked because she had no 
knowledge of [domestic violence] and [family violence] and how to support me and my 
ǿƘņƴŀǳ. (1108, Mother; Survey) 

 
Group setting/other attendees 
 
As outlined earlier, many participants found the group setting of PTS to be one its strengths. 
However, there were others who reported finding the group experience, or the behaviour of 
the other attendees, problematic. Some found it difficult to hear other attendeeǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ 
ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǿƛǘƘ άƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜέ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƴƎǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭΦ hǘƘŜǊǎ felt 
uncomfortable around particular individuals within the group. 
 

¢ƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƘƻǊǊƛŦƛŎ. (1553, Mother; Survey) 
 
Just some negative hurt people in the session. (1093, Mother; Survey) 
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Some of the others had truly sad stories. (1769, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƭŜŀǊƴ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ƛǘ ƳǳŎƘ ǘƻƻ ŜƴŀōƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ 
were behaving badly. (1426, Mother; Survey) 
 
One person seemed mentally unstable ς should have been screened and given 
something else. (2022, Mother; Survey) 
 
ώLǘϐ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ǎŜŜƳ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀŜŘƻǇƘƛƭƛŎ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŀ 
ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ Χ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ disturbing. (1368, 
Mother; Survey) 

 
Hearing angry people speak negatively about their former partners was also very difficult 
for some participants, particularly those who had experienced family violence. 
 

There were a lot of angry people who just kept ranting about their ex-partners. It was 
not a good time. Also it was at night so I was kept up with these angry people. (1169, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Sitting in a room with some people who were ordered to attend being abusive and 
slinging off about their ex-partner and the orders made against them. Not a good 
environment for a DV victim. (1092, Mother; Survey) 
 
Occasionally it was quite negative as some of the participants were there because they 
had to be and were very negative towards the other party (usually towards the 
woman). Although the facilitator was amazing, it was hard to be put in that situation 
when I was feeling quite vulnerable. (1519, Mother; Survey) 
 

The composition of the group was problematic for some, who found the range of attendees 
with different experiences and perspectives unhelpful. 
 

Found the individuals that attended the course diverse and not complementary ς Dads 
who had left wanting to find out how to work the system, vs woman who had been left 
by an unfaithful partner ς it created tension in the room because their perspectives 
ǿŜǊŜ ǎƻ ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎΦ L ƭŜŦǘ ŀƴƎǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀ ΨŦƻǊŎŜŘΩ ǿŀǎǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ. (1451, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Having men and women in the room from all different situations, some were quite 
scathing about their ex-partners, which made me feel uncomfortable, when I could 
imagine my former husband saying the same things about me ς ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ƳŜ ǘƻ ŦŜŜƭ 
able to speak openly about things. (1434, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was rather difficult, because there were other parents in there that were the abusers 
ŀƴŘ L ǿŀǎ ǘƻƭŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǘǿƻ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ 
ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ Ƨŀƛƭ Χ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ 
ǘƻΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇΦ (1092, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think because there was only one male in the room with the group that I did, I found 
ƛǘ ǾŜǊȅ ǎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ŦŜƳŀƭŜǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ L ƳȅǎŜƭŦ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƘŀǊŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L 
have always maintained that I need my children to maintain a relationship with their 
father. Not cut him out. There were a few things that were said that were along the 
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lines, άWell, if you want to go down the road of cutting ties with him and not having 
ƘƛƳ ƛƴ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŘƻέΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
be happening because he is a parent. They become an ex-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ 
an ex-parent. I found that quite hard to deal with. ... There were about seven or eight 
of us, but only one of us was a guy. He never really got a chance to speak, well not that 
he never got a chance to speak, I think he chose not to speak because of the type of 
females that were in the room. (1023, Mother; Interview) 

 
Some participants questioned the value of people unburdening themselves by sharing their 
distressing stories and did not find this aspect of PTS helpful for them. They thought the 
sessions should have been more structured and focused on providing course material, rather 
ǘƘŀƴ ōŜƛƴƎ ƭƛƪŜ ŀ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƻǊ ŀƴ ά!! ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎέ. 
 

The course, for me, was just a lot of peoplŜ ǎƛǘǘƛƴƎ ǊƻǳƴŘΣ ǎƘŀǊƛƴƎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ Χ L ǘƘƛƴƪ 
probably would have been better if it was a bit more legal-focus, a bit more about the 
system and about dealing with the stress of your ex and that kind of stuff. [That] 
would have been probably more helpful to me than sitting round hearing a lot of sob 
ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ L ƳŜŀƴΚ ¢ƘŀǘΩǎ ǿƘŀǘ L ŦŜƭǘ ς the whole day that I had to take 
off work was ōŀǎƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŎǊȅΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƻǾŜǊƭȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΦ (1155, 
Mother; Interview) 
 
Was very emotional hearing other people share their stories about physical and sexual 
abuse. I thought we were learning about PTS. My course was like a support group for 
abused people. (1129, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜΩǎ ǎƻ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎǘŜǇǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǳrse is just painfully 
ƘŀǊŘΦ Χ {ƛǘǘƛƴƎ Řƻǿƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜǾŜǊȅōƻŘȅ ŜƭǎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 
ǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ Χ L ŘƛŘ ŦŜŜƭ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŀǘ ǘƛƳŜǎΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ ǳƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘΦ 
Now that can be beneficial in and of itself because you want people to unburden 
themselves. And it felt more like a meeting with AA than anything else. (1104, Father; 
Interview) 
 
A few women there used it as some sort of counselling session. (2050, Father; Survey) 
 
I just found that it was a group of grumpy people in the room wanting to bag on their 
ex-partners. ... I had already, at this point, been separated for well over a year. Χ ¸ƻǳ 
ŎƻǳƭŘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ ŀƴƎǊȅΣ ŀƴƎǊȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǊƻƻƳΣ ŀƴŘ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ 
how much people took in, and I wondered whether we would have just been better 
making little voodoo dolls of our ex-partners and burning them. That might have been 
more helpful. (1181, Mother; Survey) 
 
Quite a full group with lots of sharing meant the facilitators had to rush through quite 
a bit of the content. (1912, Mother; Survey) 

 
Some participants were not comfortable sharing personal information in the group setting 
with strangers. 
 

bƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǳǎ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΦ LǘΩǎ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭƻǳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǿƛǘƘ 
strangers who may know ȅƻǳ ƻǊ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄΦ Lƴ ǎƻƳŜ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŀƴƎŜǊƻǳǎΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ 
know what anyone was thinking when PTS was considered a good idea. (1180, 
Mother; Survey) 
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The group that I was with, I think they had a lot more problems going on with their 
separation than what I did, so I felt quite removed. Even though I was having similar 
ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǾƻŎŀƭƛǎŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŀǎ ƳǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ǿŀǎƴΩǘ 
ŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘΦ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 
knowledge for everyone else in the group. Like I was quite personal about that. ...They 
were oversharing, some of them, yep. I just felt it was unhelpful and I thought the 
people delivering it could have controlled it a little bit better. (1146, Mother; 
Interview) 

 
However, otƘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ 
welcomed. 
 

There was another member who got upset at me for telling too much truth ... but the 
mediator handled it well. (2056, Father; Survey) 
 
I call it Parenting Through Desperation. I had already had an initial and shocking 
experience with the Family Court and an abusive judge. The people running the course 
were uncomfortable with me disclosing my experience. It is all about faking it and 
about women pretending to be happy with abusive ex partners and covering up the 
ǘǊǳǘƘΦ LƴŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ŀǘ ōŜǎǘΦ Χ I went in there and I told my story and they were all like, 
άhƘΣ ƳƻǾƛƴƎ ƻƴέΦ !ƭƭ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǿŀǎ ǎƘƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǿƻƴŘŜǊŦǳƭ ŦŀǘƘŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƴŘΣ ƻŦ 
course, there are wonderful fathers, but this is what is happening and this is what 
happens in court and it is happening to lots of people. But there is a great big sort of 
smoke screen over it all. ... There were no men there for a start, it was all women, and 
it was all about how women need to sort of fulfil the needs of men, basically. That was 
ƛǘΦ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŀȅ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǇƛƭŜ ƻŦ ǇƻƻΦ {ƻΣ L ŀƳ ŦŀƛǊƭȅ ƻǳǘǎǇƻƪŜƴΣ ǎƻ L ǎŀƛŘΣ ά²ŜƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ Ƴȅ 
ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǿƘƻ ƘŀŘ ƎƻƴŜ ƻƴ ƛǘ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƪŜΣ 
ά²ŜƭƭΣ ǿŜΩǊŜ ǎǘŀȅƛƴƎ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘΦέ Χ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǘŜƴŘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŦŦΦ LǘΩǎ 
just rubbish. (1135, Mother; Survey and Interview) 

 
tŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǿƘŜƴ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŜǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ΨǘƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ 
ōƻȄΩ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ were uninterested and not engaged.  
 

I felt like I was with a group of people who had to be at the course for legal purposes 
rather than to get something out of it. (1356, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was blatantly obvious that several people were there because they had been ordered 
to by the court ς sitting on the seat to get the tick in the court records. (1142, 
Grandmother; Survey) 
 
There were a few people there who felt like they were forced to be there and just were 
not interested. (1023, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think in most situations parents attend simply to 'tick a box' to say they have 
attended. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
The man next to me who slept through it. (1252, Mother; Survey) 
 
The attitude of other attendees who were court-ordered to attend ς it reflected the 
attitude of the other parent in my situation ς which was one of no realisation of the 
impact on their children of their actions/blatantly going through the motions of 
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attending rather than attending to gain information/knowledge. In my circumstances, 
this was a bit of a trigger for less than optimal mental wellbeing. (1389, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
For all the good in the world, I was in a room with a lot of people who were only doing 
it because the court had told them they had to. (1574, Mother; Interview) 
 

Emotional/personal impact 
 
!ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ǳǇǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŜǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
experience their negativity and anger. In addition to this, some found that attending PTS had 
a negative impact on them personally. Some felt judged by their situation or their plans for 
their parenting arrangements. 
 

They make you feel a bit bad about planning to apply to court by telling you it 
traumatises the children. (1283, Father; Interview) 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ рлκрл ǎƘŀǊŜŘ ŎŀǊŜΦ aȅ ǎƻƴ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀnt this and 
neither did I, but I was made to feel that I was being unreasonable by not accepting 
this as the best arrangement. (1203, Mother; Survey) 
 
L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ƛǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΦ L ŦŜƭǘ ƧǳŘƎŜŘΣ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ L ŦŜƭǘ ƭƛƪŜ L ǿŀǎ ƛƴ ǘǊƻǳōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ōŜƛƴƎ 
separated. (1970, Mother; Survey) 
 
CŜƭǘ ƭƛƪŜ L ƘŀŘ ŘƻƴŜ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ǿǊƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ŀƴȅ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŜ ŀ ƭƛƎƘǘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
end of the tunnel. (1934, Father; Survey) 
 
L ŦŜƭǘ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎΦ 
(1108, Mother; Survey) 
 
I booked myself in because I wanted to learn a few tactics about how to deal with a 
ώǳƴŎƭŜŀǊϐ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊΦ !ƴŘΣ ƴƻΦ LǘΩǎ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǎƻǳƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƘƻǊǊƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ LΩǾŜ 
ōŜŜƴ ƭŜŦǘ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩƳ ƳŀƭŜ ǘƘŜǊŜΩǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƻŦ ƘŜƭǇΦ L ǿŜƴǘ ǘhere and said, 
ά[ƻƻƪΣ L ƴŜŜŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ώǳƴŎƭŜŀǊϐ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǿƻƳŀƴ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ŀǘ ƳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ƎŀǾŜ 
ƳŜ ǘƘƛǎ ƭƻƻƪ ƭƛƪŜΣ άhƘΣ ȅŜŀƘ, LΩǾŜ ǎŜŜƴ ȅƻǳǊ ǘȅǇŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ.έ (1301, Father; Interview) 
 

For others it was a realisation of their difficult situation compared with others or an 
acknowledgement that they were not emotionally ready to attend that made attending PTS 
difficult for them emotionally. 

 
Made me realise how terrible my current situation is and not normal at all. (1439, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Not sensitive to domestic violence. I felt shamed by being in a room of parents who 
ƘŀŘƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜŘ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ. (1886, Mother; Survey) 
 
I still needed more counselling. (1164, Mother; Survey) 
 
It was a very traumatic and emotionally difficult course for me. I was still grieving the 
ōǊŜŀƪǳǇ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ƳŀǊǊƛŀƎŜΦ L ǿŀǎ ƘŜŀǊǘōǊƻƪŜƴ ƻǾŜǊ Ƴȅ ƘǳǎōŀƴŘΩǎ ōŜǘǊŀȅŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
abandonment. I needed grief counselling. My husband and I needed couple counselling 
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to help us discuss our relationship and where/how it had failed. But none of this was 
available to help us work through our issues in order to find some healing and 
resolution. Instead I was somehow expected to shelve the trauma in order to resolve 
childcare arrangements. Very hard to do when both parties are so volatile. It was hard 
to sit and listen to people share their stories and add further anguish to my own story. 
It was hard to sit in the same room with people who seemed eager to move on without 
their partners ς I felt victimised and vulnerable. Then there were videos showing 
separated couples in new relationships playing happy homes with each other. It just 
ǎŜŜƳŜŘ ǇǊŜǘǘȅ ǊƛŘƛŎǳƭƻǳǎ ǘƻ ƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎΦ Χ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ 
{ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǳǎΦ ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ŎƻǳƴǎŜƭƭƛƴƎ. (1453, Mother; Survey) 
 
What a waste of time, and a huge creator of stress when I had a newborn. (1460, 
Mother; Survey) 
 

Operational and practical matters 
 
Another negative aspect about PTS raised by the participants related to how the course they 
attended was run or practical matters that they found problematic. Some detailed 
difficulties with attending due to lack of childcare, parking and transport issues, or having to 
take time off work to attend. Others would have preferred to have completed an online 
course or just read the material, rather than attending in person. 
 

I took my child with me and then was told that I should have left him at home. He 
ended up going into a separate room to play because I explained that I was a single 
parent with no family or friends in [city] (as I had just moved there). Thinking back, this 
might be a barrier for others who are in a similar position. (1215, Mother; Survey) 
 
I had no transport and a lack of caregivers. I had to catch two buses there and two 
back to attend in an evening when my baby ǿŀǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǎƛȄ ǿŜŜƪǎ ƻƭŘ Χ ǾŜǊȅ ǎǘǊŜǎǎŦǳƭ. 
(1460, Mother; Survey) 
 
Childcare in evenings was difficult as ώLΩƳϐ a full-time working parent and full-time care 
of children. (1396, Mother; Survey) 
 
I did have to miss out on pay to attend and then it was an hour away from my home. 
(1328, Mother; Survey) 
 
I found the course took time I would rather have spent with my children in the 
weekend. I think an online version would have been perfect for me as I could have 
done it at a better time and not had to wait. (1488, Mother; Survey) 
 
I could have read it instead. (2024, Mother; Survey) 
 
The venue was a bit too small for the size of the group. (2012, Mother; Survey) 
 
The miscommunication (or lack of), change of providers through funding (withdrawal 
of) and having one course coordinator who was absent for almost a year delayed the 
course being available. (1092, Mother; Survey) 
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hǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ƴƻƴ-attendance 
 
The effectiveness and usefulness of PTS when the other party did not also attend was raised 
by several participants, who thought it was only helpful when both parties attended a 
course, so that they had a shared understanding and had both gained the same knowledge 
and learnt the same skills. 
 

I just think it was a good course, a good workshop, but again, if the other person 
ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ Řƻ ƛǘΣ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿΣ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǿƘŀǘ L ǘƘƛƴƪΦ LǘΩǎ ƭƛƪŜ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻƴŜ ƭŜƎ. 
(1055, Mother; Interview) 
 
Very helpful. But not helpful if only one parent does it. (1868, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think it was useful but I felt it would have been more useful if he had done it, so we 
both had that same understanding. So, I tried to give him a copy of the CD for the 
material that you get out of it. L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ƘŜ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘ ƻǊ ƴƻǘΦ .ǳǘ L ƎǳŜǎǎ L 
felt like there would be better benefit if both parties [attended]. (1113, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
hǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƳŀŘŜ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ŀ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ- it should be mandatory. 
(1764, Mother; Survey) 
 
Unless the other party also takes the course, it really is a waste of time. (1970, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
I think all parents who have been through the urgent Family Court system, but fall 
back into the normal Family Court system, should be made to do it. I did it voluntarily, 
ōǳǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ƻŦ Ƴȅ ŜȄ-ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƘŜ ƘŀǎƴΩǘ ΦΦΦ ŀƴŘ ƛǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
important both partners do it I believe. (1427, Mother; Survey) 
 
As other parent had not done a course they were not interested in any ideas from the 
course. (1139, Mother; Survey) 
 
Is a waste of time when only one parent is willing to partake, and you still need to go 
on to court. (1074, Step-mother; Survey) 
 
My ex-ƘǳǎōŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ŀ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀƴŘ L ŦŜŜƭ ƘŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ǎǘƻƻŘ ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ 
more from attending. (1367, Mother; Survey) 
 
LǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƎŜǘǎ ƻƴ ōƻŀǊŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŀȅ. (1574, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
¦ǎǳŀƭƭȅ ƛǘ ώƛǎϐ ƻƴŜ ǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ŘƻŜǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƻƴŜ 
who goes and the ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻƴŜ ώǿƘƻϐ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ. (2056, 
Father; Survey) 
 
It was highly recommended by [the] court to attend to the extent where I felt it was a 
requirement (I was fine with that ), but my ex did not attend one so to a certain degree 
it defeats the purpose. I was pretty much doing what they were advocating but he 
ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘΦ bƻǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜΩǎ Ŧŀǳƭǘ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ. (1328, Mother; 
Survey) 
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I think it is important that both parties attend a PTS course. My ex-partner never 
supplied a certificate of attendance to the court, only an enrolment letter. Her beliefs 
and behaviour during the Family Court process indicated to me that she did not attend 
as she did everything that the course advises you not to do. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
Works for people recently separated, but feel both parents need to attend to 
communicate better. (1503, Step-mother; Survey) 
 

Some participants considered that what was taught in PTS was only useful if both parties 
ǿŜǊŜ άƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŀƎŜέ ŀƴŘ άǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊέ. 
 

Many of the principles would be relevant if all parties are acting in good faith, but if 
this is not the case then it is a waste of time. (1153, Father; Survey) 
 
LǘΩǎ ƻƴƭȅ Ǝƻƴƴŀ ƘŜƭǇ ƛŦ ōƻǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǇŀƎŜ. (1093, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
L ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ Ƴȅ ŜȄ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ ǿŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀǊƎǳŜ ƻǾŜǊ 
ǘƘŜ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ΨƎŀƴƎŜŘΩ ǳǇ ώƻƴϐ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŜǊǎΦ IŜ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ 
ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊ ƘŜ ǿŀǎ ǿƛǘƘ at the time would fuel the 
flames as well. (1557, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ŀǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ƛƴ Ƴȅ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŀǊǘȅ 
ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŎŀǊŜ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻ ǳǎŜ. (1318, Mother; Survey) 
 
You go through the workbook and try to come up with solutions but at the end of the 
day when your ex-spouse has an ulterior motive it all was a waste of time. (1157, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Was really good, but in the end not helpful as father was not interested in any of the 
ideas/help. (1139, Mother; Survey) 
 
Sound logical advice, but unfortunately in my case [I] was unable to utilize as I was 
dealing with an unwilling extremely bitter ex. (1193, Mother; Survey) 
 

Attending only to ΨtƛŎƪ ǘƘŜ ōƻȄΩ 
 
Although not necessarily a negative aspect of PTS, many participants acknowledged that 
they (or others) were only attending because they were required to. 
 

It was really just a bureaucratic exercise to go through. (1802, Mother; Survey) 
 
Personally I found the PTS course a bit of a waste of time, simply something I had to 
complete to go to the next step. (1945, Father; Survey] 
 
The negative is that it made no difference to our situation. It was just yet another hoop 
to jump through. (1193, Mother; Survey) 
 
Most people there (myself included) were only there as it was a pre-requisite for 
attending FDR mediation and applying to court. (1044, Father; Survey) 
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I think as a standalone this is too superficial to have any impact on parents and their 
children after separation. I think in most situations parŜƴǘǎ ŀǘǘŜƴŘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ǘƻ ΨǘƛŎƪ ŀ ōƻȄΩ 
to say they have attended. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
Only reason attended as it is compulsory should I need to go from mediation to Family 
Court. (1198, Mother; Survey) 
 
It is just a tick box. My ex-partner attended and got to use that as if he had done 
something really great, but he put nothing into practice. He simply attended, but took 
nothing onboard. (1208, Mother; Survey) 
 
Waste of time. Was told I had to complete it just as part of court process. Pointless. 
(1439, Mother; Survey) 

 

Satisfaction with PTS 
 
Participants were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with four statements about PTS 
(see Table 90). The positive and negative categories have been collapsed (see Table 207 in 
Appendix L for the full data table). 
 
Table 90: Percentage agreeing with statements about PTS 
 

 
Disagree/  
Strongly 
disagree 

Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Agree/  
Strongly 
agree 

Total 

Attending PTS was worthwhile (n=257) 28.8% 20.2% 51.0% 100% 

PTS helped me feel confident about what to 
do next to make parenting arrangements 
(n=256) 

34.4% 31.2% 34.4% 100% 

PTS met my cultural or language needs 
(n=256) 

5.1% 41.0% 53.9% 100% 

Attending PTS was difficult for me for 
practical reasons (n=254) 
 

56.3% 22.0% 21.7% 100% 

 
Just over half of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that PTS was worthwhile (51%) 
and met their cultural or language needs (54%). They were polarised on whether PTS helped 
them to feel confident about what to do next to make their parenting arrangements, with 
34% agreeing or strongly agreeing and the exact same proportion disagreeing or strongly 
disagreeing with this statement. Just over a fifth (22%) reported that attending PTS was 
difficult for practical reasons (e.g., transport, childcare, work commitments), with 56% 
reporting no such difficulties. 
 
Table 91 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ t¢{Φ Over twice as many 
participants were ΨsatisfiedΩ or Ψvery satisfiedΩ with PTS (n=134, 52%) compared with those 
who were ΨdissatisfiedΩ or Ψvery dissatisfiedΩ (n=60, 23%).  
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Table 91: Overall satisfaction with PTS  
 

 n Percent 

Very dissatisfied 22 8.6% 

Dissatisfied  38 14.8% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 62 24.2% 

Satisfied 90 35.2% 

Very satisfied 44 17.2% 

Total 256 100% 

 
As shown in Table 92, over half (54%) would recommend PTS to other people making 
parenting arrangements, with another 28% saying they maybe would. Less than a fifth (18%) 
would not recommend PTS to others. 
 
Table 92: Would you recommend PTS to other people making parenting arrangements? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 137 53.5% 

Maybe 72 28.1% 

No 47 18.4% 

Total 256 100% 

 

Suggested Improvements to PTS 
 
Nearly a third (n=115) of the survey respondents who had attended PTS provided some 
suggestion of ways the service could be improved, which were combined with those 
suggestions given in interviews. Specific areas of suggested improvements included: 

¶ Changes to the content; 

¶ Changes to the group composition; 

¶ Extending the programme; 

¶ Follow up and support; 

¶ Facilitation; 

¶ Operational matters; 

¶ Mandatory attendence. 
 

Changes to the Content 
 
The most common suggested improvement related to changes to the content of PTS, 
particularly providing more indepth information or providing more specific infomation on 
topics such as: 

¶ Options for parents/caregivers of younger children; 

¶ Experiences of teenagers; 

¶ More information for men; 

¶ Family Court and outcome statistics; 

¶ Referral information for other local services, particulary for counselling/support; 

¶ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜŀƭ-ƭƛŦŜΩ solutions/examples/stories; 

¶ Drug and alcohol use; 
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¶ How to communicate/deal with the other party, particularly when the relationship is 
dysfunctional; 

¶ Child support. 
 

Think about not just the child, but personal parenting experiences with blended 
families. (1342, Stepmother; Survey) 
 
Stats about outcomes in the courts. I expect though this might incentivize mothers, but 
on the other hand decentivise fathers. (1584, Father; Survey) 
 
Maybe a session looking at experiences through the eyes of teens and how they felt 
and sometimes having had no say in what happened to them as a young child. (1097, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Referral for counselling/support. (1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
Perhaps an a bit more information on using the Family Court or having referral 
information for other local services if they come up (I recall one lady asked about 
obtaining a Protection OǊŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ŦŜŜƭ ƭƛƪŜ ƘŜǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƘŀŘ ōŜŜƴ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ 
well). (2012, Mother; Survey) 
 
²Ƙƻ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŀŎǘ ǿƘŜƴ ȅƻǳ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ƎƻΦ L ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎƘƻǾŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
pillar to post and been made to work with multiple agencies and none of the work 
together, i.e., CYFS, Shine, Barnardos, Family Court, IRD, Police, criminal court, etc. 
(1444, Mother; Survey) 
 
!ŘǾƛŎŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ƛǘΩǎ ŀŘǾƛŎŜ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ L ǿŜƴǘ 
to was very superficial and operated on the belief that both parties focus is on the 
children, when in reality the focus is always about money. Regardless of how much you 
love your kids, care and care arrangements mostly end up in disputes over money 
(child support). (1472, Mother; Survey) 
 
Provide practical solutions not just theory. All situations are different. (1308, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Needs to be updated, share REAL stories. (1129, Mother; Survey) 
 
DƛǾƛƴƎ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ǾƛŎǘƛƳǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǾƛƻƭŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ. (1110, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
What to do when things go wrong before it turns into family violence. (1097, Mother; 
Survey) 
 

The most common content area that participants thought needed improving was to 
ŀŎƪƴƻǿƭŜƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀǎ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ƻǊ ŀǎ 
straightforward as was portrayed in PTS material. They advocated for the inclusion of more 
information about complex situations, such as family violence, dysfunctional relationships, 
conflict, addiction and mental health issues and how to communicate and deal with the 
other parent/caregiver when the relationship was not amicable. 
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¦ǇŘŀǘŜŘ ǾƛŘŜƻǎΣ ƭŜǎǎ ǾƛŘŜƻǎ ƻŦ άƛŘŜŀƭέ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƎƻŜǎ ƎǊŜŀǘΦ {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ 
the parents there had kids through CYFS and others where parties were drug takers, or 
ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎΦ 5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘhose situations. (1627, Mother; Survey) 
 
Tips for communicating to the other parent. Strategies to avoid conflict with the other 
parent. What to do if the other parent is trying to alienate you from the children. 
(1881, Mother; Survey) 
 
Potentially offer insight into high conflict people and how to work with these types 
(that chose court over negotiation, belligerent, etc.). (1301, Father; Survey) 
 
Some help or advice on how to make arrangements when your relationship with the 
other parent is dysfunctional. (1472, Mother; Survey) 
 
Information on how to work with someone who will not engage, is abusive and 
controlling. How best to conduct yourself when you partner is currently abusing you or 
using the system to further the abuse. (1131, Mother; Survey) 
 
Perhaps advice on how to deal with abusive exes that are completely unwilling and/or 
incapable of compromising and negotiating in the best interest of the child. You can 
only ever resolve conflict and negotiate parenting with a willing party. (1193, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
The discussions were vague and free-form. A little more structure to do with how to 
deal with conflict, what issues to address etc. (2028, Father; Survey) 
 
/ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǎǘǊŀƛƎƘǘŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΣ ƭƛƪŜ ŘǊǳƎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭŎƻƘƻƭ ŀōǳǎŜ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
parties. (1302, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀŎŎŜǇǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛǎƴΩǘ ŎŀǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ōƻǘƘ 
parties. You only need one aggressor for there to be conflict. The other party may be 
just defending their child and their best interests. (1203, Mother; Survey) 
 
More on how to prepare for and deal with mediation and when one parent is 
absolutely set on not being amicable. How abuse dynamics usually play out after 
separation and the use of the kids to continue power and control and how to counter 
that so the kids are not in the middle. (2049, Mother; Survey) 
 
Perhaps a section on how to deal with how the ex will change/when they become 
complete narcissists. Help with communicating in that case. (1574, Mother; Survey) 
 
To give a realistic scenario of how to deal with controlling manipulative ex-spouses. 
The workbooks used in the course tells you how you should communicate with your ex. 
9ǾŜƴ ƛŦ ȅƻǳǊ ŜȄ Ƙŀǎ ŘƻƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƳŜŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳŘŘŜƴƭȅ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘŜ 
in the suggested way. (1157, Mother; Survey) 
 
Perhaps include more of how can do this with organisations like Oranga Tamariki. 
(1737, Mother; Survey) 
 
It could address parenting through separation where domestic violence is involved. 
(1088, Mother; Survey) 
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Others suggested broader changes to the PTS ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƭŜǎǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ōƛŀǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ 
a broader view of the types of family structures. 

 
It really requires more information regarding different relationships or lack thereof. 
(1463, Mother; Survey) 
 
It needs a modernisation and overhaul and focus on best practice. Think outside of the 
box about who a family is. This is 2017. (1553, Mother; Survey) 

 

Group Composition 
 
As discussed earlier, some participants found the attendee group composition difficult, and 
several suggested attention be given to this to improve PTS. Some thought it would be 
helpful to have ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ŎŀǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ, such 
as separate groups for foster parents, those at different stages in the separation or dispute 
resolution process, or groups/sessions just for men or for women. Tailoring the information 
to the different types of attendees was also suggested. Some called for separate 
programmes for those who had, or were, experiencing family violence. 
 

.Ŝ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ hǊƎŀƴƛǎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƴŜŜŘǎ. (1420, Mother; 
Survey) 

 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ȅƻǳ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŜǾŜǊ Řƻ ǘƘƛǎΣ ōǳǘ L ǿƻƴŘŜǊ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜŘ 
or set up differently ǿƘŜǊŜ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻns at the 
course. Like, I mean, L ǿŀǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƻƳŜƻƴŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŀǎ ƴŜǿƭȅ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ 
know what to do and there was another couple of people in there and it was fun, but 
there was a number of people that were at this course because they were currently 
going through court and Police and everything. They were at a completely different 
ǎǘŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ Χ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƪŜΣ άhƘΣ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ 
ƭŀǎǘ ƻƴŜ L ǿŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿŀǎ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀƎƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ŎƻǳǊǘ LΩǾŜ Ǝƻǘ ǘƻ Ǝƻ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎƛȄ 
montƘǎΦέ {ƻ, ǘƻ ƳŜΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƭȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ 
ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ L ƳŜŀƴΚ ¢ƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ƛǘΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ōŜ 
ǘƘŜǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƛŎƪ ŀ ōƻȄ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŎƻǳǊǘΦ {ƻΣ ƛǘΩǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ƭƛƪŜ 
you ƴŜŜŘ ŀ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ L ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ 
ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ ǘƻƻΣ ōǳǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭƛƪŜ ƳŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ƭƛƪŜΣ άhƘ Ƴȅ ƎƻŘΦ L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǿŀƴǘ 
to go through that process,έ {ƻΣ ŦƻǊ ƳŜ, L ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΦ Χ {ƻ, maybe they 
have two groups, depending on what your situation is or something. (1308, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
Need two courses ς a separate one for those going through the Family Court. (1886, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Separate course for children in foster care, cause you feel singled out by other parents 
ƛƴ ƴƻǊƳŀƭ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƻŘŘ ƻƴŜ ƻǳǘΦ ΦΦΦ Wǳǎǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ a separate course for 
children in foster care would be more beneficial. (1816, Mother; Survey) 
 
Maybe a third session (it was a two session process when I did it). In that third session, 
separating the mums and dads so we can discuss things relevant to the gender. (1555, 
Father; Survey) 
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Lǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǘŀƛƭƻǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜŘ ŀ ƭƻƴƎ ǘƛƳŜΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ŀ άƳǳǎǘ Řƻέ 
for me to carry on with the Family Court system, but by that stage, I had been through 
multiple mediations (pre-2014) including judge-led and even Family Court sessions. 
(1691, Father; Survey) 
 
L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜŀǾŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨƭŜŦǘΩ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ 
session. (1434, Mother; Survey) 
 
If safe and practicable to do so, it would be helpful if both parents attended the same 
course. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
Take into account that some people are terrified of their ex and find a way to simplify 
the process, maybe offer single gender courses if requested as I was terrified of men at 
the time of the course, yet had to sit through a class including several men, which 
triggered the PTSD I had. (1119, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think when it comes to the Parenting Through Separation course there should be the 
choice for the dads at most, especially the dads, to go to a male-only course. Because 
you do get those females that are quite staunch in their views of it. (1023, Mother; 
Interview) 
 

Dedicated courses, or alternative programmes, for those who had experienced family 
violence and abuse was also a suggested improvement. 
 

Have classes specifically for women in domestic violence situations and make up 
regular group meetings for social support following the course. (1439, Mother; Survey) 
 
Have a separate programme for survivors of family violence. The needs of children and 
their safety is completely different. The whole focus on the Family Court is the same as 
PTS ... all perfect happy little families able to just split apart. But when violence and 
abuse has been, and is still often, involved it is not easy to have contact and make 
agreements with the other party and often the kids really do not want to even see the 
other party, but are forced to do so by courts. How do we keep our kids safe while also 
letting the violent parent have contact and how do we approach this with each other 
when we are unable to speak due to [Protection Orders] and safety matters? (1108, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Participants should be screened ahead of time to make sure that they are not dealing 
with serious abuse or domestic violence issues, which really are at a different level 
than attending a PTS course. The Ministry of Justice should be providing a service for 
those who are scared and vulnerable because their ex is abusive. (1137, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
I think if there are concerns regarding the wellbeing of children, parents should not be 
referred to these courses. (1102, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢ƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ hƴƭƛƴŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΩǎ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƛƴ bŜǿ ½ŜŀƭŀƴŘΦ LǘΩǎ 
more in-depth and focuses more on the children, how parenting decisions and 
behaviours affect them, how to be a co-parent and how to not use them as a pawn or 
piece of property like some parents do in their custody battle (particularly when one 
parent is a victim of DV from the other parent who is abusive). (1092, Mother; Survey) 
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They need a different one that is considerate [of] transportless sole parents with little 
support that applies to family violence cases. (1460, Mother; Survey) 
 

Extending the Programme 
 
Some of the suggestions for improvement to PTS related to expanding or lengthening the 
programme to allow the inclusion of more in-depth information or to offer the services of 
other professionals, such as counsellors, or advice from people who had recently gone 
through the court process. 
 

Just, generally having the person presenting there was good, but also having someone 
ǿƘƻΩǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅ ƎƻƴŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǘ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ōŜ ƘŀƴŘȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ 
So, it gives the people going through the course more of an up-to-ŘŀǘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ 
actually happening and what the general feelings of the judges are and things like 
that. (1254, Father; Interview) 
 
I was alarmed at the attitude of many attendees in my course and wonder if having a 
social worker sit in alongside the presenter to help identify potentially risky family 
situations could be a good idea. (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
Parenting Through Separation is really good. Perhaps if that is extended so that they 
can access the counsellors or somebody involved with those seminars to be available 
to give some sort of advice and maybe help out with keeping the parents focused on 
filling out the application. (1301, Father; Interview) 
 
Make the programme longer and more in-depth. So parents will be able to manage 
their relationships with each other and their children better through separation and 
afterwards for better outcomes for family members. (1065, Mother; Survey) 
 
aŀƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tŀǊŜƴǘƛƴƎ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘ {ŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƭƻƴƎŜǊΦ Χ .ŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛƴ bƻǊǘƘ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀ ŦƻǊ 
example, there is one called New Ways for Families. ... If you look at it, it has very 
similar topics to the PTS, but it is just every one of these topics is like an hour or two so 
they really go into the whole, each one of these things. I think that probably might be 
more beneficial in terms of parents dealing with stuff. Because when the parents come 
in to PTS, the first session is about the effects on the children and the parents and the 
ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ƧƻǳǊƴŜȅΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀƭƭ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǊŜ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳents and the 
court process and family violence. I think it could be made a lot longer around the 
ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ aŀȅōŜ ƛǘ ǿƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀ 
big buy-ƛƴΣ ōǳǘΣ ȅŜŀƘΦ Χ LŦ ȅƻǳ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ Ŏǳǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ Řƻǿƴ ŦƻǊ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎΣ this would be 
ƛǘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ ǎǘǳŦŦΣ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƭƻƴƎŜǊΦ L 
think it could be a few more sessions, I think it could dive into a few more things that 
people end up in court over. I look at my scenario at allegations of abuse, if people had 
ŀ ōƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ Χ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōƛƎƎŜǎǘ 
thing between separated parents, because that is basically what leads to a lot of the 
violence. (1073, Mother; Interview) 

 
Others would just have liked to have had more time, particularly for discussion. 
 

One of the best things about the course was connecting with other parents going 
through similar situations ... more time to share would have been great. (1427, 
Mother; Survey) 
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More time to talk through specific plans. (1414, Mother; Survey) 
 
Have a longer course available, [with] more in depth discussion about how the court 
process proceeds. (1044, Father; Survey) 
 
More time for group discussion. (1704, Mother; Survey) 
 
Smaller groups, ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǎƻ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǎƻ ǊǳǎƘŜŘ. (1912, Mother; Survey) 

 

Follow-up and Support 
 

A few suggested improvements related to the provision of more support or follow-up for 
PTS attendees, such as counselling or the assistance of social workers. 
 

Expanding its brief to include assessment and support of clients who attend must be 
considered. (2350, Father; Survey) 
 
LΩŘ ǎŀȅ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŀ ΨƴŀǾƛƎŀǘƻǊΩ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ 
they learned in the course. (1142, Grandmother; Survey) 
 
Sooooo believe that offering this course (PTS) instead of the counselling sessions is 
negative and detrimentally flawed. Our care arrangements broke down to the point ... 
we ended up in the court system (fast track Parenting Order). The courts made it 
compulsory for us to attend ten counselling communication sessions ς that was 
worthwhile!! But waited for two years before that step was implemented. It could 
ƘŀǾŜ ǎŀǾŜŘ ǎƻ ƳǳŎƘ ƘŜŀǊǘŀŎƘŜ ŀƴŘ ōǊƻƪŜƴƴŜǎǎ ƛŦ ǿŜΩŘ ōŜŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
discuss things earlier and talk about how broken trust can be mended. BRING BACK 
THE COUNSELLING SESSIONS FOR THE SAKE OF OUR KIDS! (1451, Mother; Survey) 
 
tŜǊƘŀǇǎ ŀ ΨŦƻƭƭƻǿ ǳǇΩ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊǳƴΦ ¢ƻ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǎƛȄ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ 
the original course. The original course made me choose to focus on almost the exact 
opposite of what was covered in the course. I felt I made a conscious decision to stop 
ŦƻŎǳǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ΨōŜǎǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜΩ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ς because it was simply not relevant or 
possible in my situation ς which initially made me even more worried for the impact on 
our children. A follow-up may have helped others in similar situations to me, or picked 
up on situations where things had not been arranged well for children after 
separation. Perhaps a social worked attending alongside the presented at the follow-
up to pick up on signs/signals that things were or were not working could be a good 
idea? (1389, Mother; Survey) 
 
More counselling if domestic abuse case. (1164, Mother; Survey) 

 

Facilitation 
 
Some of the suggested improvements to PTS centred around how the programme was run 
and facilitated and/or about the facilitator. PTS providers were said to need to be better 
trained, more knowledgeable and have experience of the Family Court themselves. Some 
participations thought how the groups were facilitated needed to be improved, in order to 
keep on task and manage the group. 
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The people running it should have gone through the whole procedure of courts 
themselves. (1529, Father; Survey) 
 
Stick to the tƻǇƛŎΦ ώ¢ƘŜϐ ǿƘƻƭŜ Řŀȅ ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƭǘ ƭƛƪŜ ƛǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
address needs of the group. (1189, Mother; Survey) 
 
[Ŝǎǎ ƻŦ ŀ ŦŜŜƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ǘŀƭƪŜŘ Řƻǿƴ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ŎƭǳŜ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ. 
(1509, Father; Survey) 
 
Simple things like introductions, the facilitator sharing how they get to be the 
ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǾŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǇƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ǎŀȅ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŀǊŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΦ 
We had one participant on our course who spoke very little English and that was not 
realised by the presenter until just after lunch time. (1347, Mother; Survey) 
 
Have one person to deal with from start to finish. Have people that are trained 
properly and can answer questions about Family Court, Lawyer for the Child, your 
ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ȅƻǳǊ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŜǘŎ. ... Train your staff (could not satisfactorily answer any 
questions I put to them). ... Were gender biased in treatment of me compared to my ex 
ǿƛŦŜΩǎ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘΦ (1544, Father; Survey) 
 
Someone who actually knows what they are talking about instead of someone just 
going through a note book. (1059, Mother; Survey) 
 

Operational Matters 
 
A small number of comments related to operational matters, such as the venue, group size, 
increasing the number and location of available courses and offering the programme 
online. Having ƳƻǊŜ aņƻǊƛ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ was also suggested. 
 

Better options such as childcare while you have to do the course and at a reasonable 
hour. (1059, Mother; Survey) 
 
Being more local and helping with childcare arrangements/payments or petrol money. 
(1589, Mother; Survey) 
 
Either a larger venue or capping groups to slightly smaller numbers. (2012, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
More care with information/forms provided to them (they lost my info) faster response 
time (took months to act). (1544, Father; Survey) 
 
More time slots made available. (1060, Father; Survey) 
 
More classes available ς should depend on need and not numbers. (1122, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Maybe decrease the duration from four hours to three hours ς could improve 
attendance numbers! (1011, Father; Survey) 
 
If possible both parents should do the programme around same time. (1139, Mother; 
Survey) 
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L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜȅ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƻŦŦŜǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŜŀǊ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘ ǳƴǘƛƭ ŀŦǘŜǊ LΩŘ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ 
the Family Court. I wish I had known about it much earlier. Advertise it better. ... Give 
them more funding so they can run the course more often in more areas. (1101, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Water available to drink. (1561, Father; Survey) 
 
IŀǾŜ aņƻǊƛ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ. (1055, Mother; Survey) 
 
I think an online version would have been perfect for me as I could have done it at a 
better time and not had to wait. ... An online version with perhaps just a small face-to-
face component. The pace of the course was too slow for me. (1488, Mother; Survey) 
 
Be more one-on-one. (1556, Father; Survey) 
 
²ŀǎǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƳŀƪŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳǇƛŘ ǎǘŀǊǘ ǘƛƳŜ. (1537, Father; Survey) 
 
A bouncer on the door! (1293, Mother; Survey) 
 
Make it more personal. (1622, Mother; Survey) 
 

Holding more courses in smaller towns more frequently was suggested so that people could 
attend locally.  
 

Easier to find a session near by. Plunket website [was] the only one which showed all 
the classes and how to enrol. Was quite hard to find a session. (1283, Father; Survey) 
 
Classes within a 30 minute drive. Perhaps after work hours. (1396, Mother; Survey) 
 
IƻƭŘ ƛƴ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƻǿƴǎ ǎƻ ƛǘΩǎ ŜŀǎƛŜǊ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ ǘƻ. (1140, Mother; Survey) 
 
More frequent in smaller towns. (1409, Mother; Survey) 
 

Mandatory Attendance 
 
The participants had mixed views on whether PTS should be mandatory or not. Most of the 
comments on this stated that attendence should be compulsory for both parties. Several 
expressed frustration when they attended, but their former partner did not, as they thought 
it would have been beneficial. 
 

I was told I had to do it to attend the Family CoǳǊǘΦ aȅ ŜȄ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ 
ǎǘǳǇƛŘΦ aŜƴ ŀƴŘ ǿƻƳŜƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ .h¢I ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ŀǘǘŜƴŘΦ ²ƘŀǘΩǎ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ 
how to deal with an ex and how to navigate separation in a way that makes it easier 
ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƪƛŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ŜȄ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ǘƻƻ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 
things difficult? (1689, Father; Survey) 
 
If one parent goes to the course ς find a way to make the other parent to attend as 
well. (1472, Mother; Survey) 
 
My ex refused to go and got away with it. She would of learnt lots if she also attented. 
Would of helped going further. I had to attend to get the ball rolling, but because she 
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ǊŜŦǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƪ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŜ ǎƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ƎƻΦ Courts should of made her. (1875, 
Father; Survey) 
 
Mandatory for all parents involved in custody arrangements through the 
courts/mediation services. (1764, Mother; Survey) 
 
Compulsory for all separating parents. (1312, Mother; Survey) 
 
It would be good if you could force the other parent to do it too. (2024, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Both parties should have to do it. (1607, Father; Survey) 
 
Should be compulsory for ALL parties going through Family Court!! (1140, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It should be made compulsary before going to court and submitting a without notice 
application. This is a loophole being exploited by lawyers and vindictive exes. (1516, 
Father; Survey) 

 
However, another group of participants ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ƭƛƪŜ ōŜƛƴƎ άŦƻǊŎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻέ ŀǘǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ t¢{ and 
did not think it should be mandatory. Some expressed annoyance with having to repeat the 
course. 
 

bƻǘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƻǊŎŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ CŀƳƛƭȅ /ƻǳǊǘ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŦŀƭǎŜ 
allegations made against [father] by his ex. ... aŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǎ ƛǘΩǎ ƻŦŦŜƴǎƛǾŜ ōŜƛng 
forced to complete this course when you are already a great parent. (1703, Aunt; 
Survey) 
 
It should not be compulsory if people already have an understanding of the process 
and resolution options. (1448, Father; Survey) 
 
L ŘƻƴΩǘ ǘƘƛƴƪ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ǳƴǘƛƭ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŀŘȅ ǘƻ ƭƛǎǘŜƴ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ōŜƛƴƎ 
ǘŀǳƎƘǘΦ LǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ. (1023, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
By checking if you have tried their steps before requiring you to attend the course. I 
had tried them all and some. Ex was just plain difficult. (1763, Mother; Survey) 
 
Not compulsory for everyone. [It is] irrelevant to some situations. (1198, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
¸ƻǳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛǘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŎŜ Ƨǳǎǘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘΩǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘǿƻ ȅŜŀǊǎ. Nothing 
changes in the course. (1030, Father; Survey) 
 
LǘΩǎ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜƭȅ ŘƛǎƎǳǎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇŜŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƛƳŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ 
time. (1059, Mother; Survey) 
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Summary 
 
Parenting Through Separation was the third most frequently used family justice service, with 
40% of the survey respondents attending a course. Parenting Through Separation was a well 
known service ς only 15% were not aware of it. Nearly half of the participants knew about 
PTS, but had not used the service, most commonly because they did need or want to, 
especially if they had attended a course before the reforms took effect. Nearly a fifth of 
those who did not use PTS cited other commitments, such as work and/or family, as a 
reason for non-attendance. 
 
The most common way participants heard of PTS was from a lawyer, followed by the 
Ministry of Justice website and the Family Court. The vast majority found it easy/very easy 
to both find (86%) and enrol (90%) in a PTS course. Two-thirds of those attending PTS waited 
four weeks or less to attend a course after enrolling, and most (90%) thought the time they 
had to wait was reasonable. The majority (72%) had to travel less than 20 kilometres (one 
way) to attend PTS; 53% travelled under 10 kilometres. Most (93%) thought the distance 
they had to travel to attend PTS was reasonable.  
 
Learning about how separation affects children and how to talk to them about it and how 
the family justice system works were seen as helpful by over half of the participants. Overall, 
around a third (36%) found PTS helpful in making or changing parenting arrangements, with 
30% finding it unhelpful.  
 
Many participants detailed how helpful they found PTS, whereas others noted they were 
only attending because they had to in order to access FDR or the Family Court. The aspects 
that some participants found helpful or positive about PTS, were often the same things that 
others found unhelpful or negative. Most commonly, participants found the information 
provided at PTS helpful, particularly that which was child-focused, covered how to 
communicate and co-parent with the other party, how to make parenting arrangements and 
the processes involved in doing so. Conversely, others described the information provided as 
basic or just common sense, and something that they already knew. Some did not find the 
information relevant to their particular situation, particularly if they were already in the 
ŎƻǳǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ΨǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘΩΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ t¢{ ǿŀǎ regarded by some 
as only appropriate for those with an amicable relationship with their former partner/the 
other party, and unrealistic or inappropriate when there were safety concerns or family 
violence. Some complained that the PTS content did not reflect the reality of the family 
justice system and was patronising.  
 
Participants appreciated a knowledgeable, professional, skilled and understanding 
facilitator, but some were critical of the facilitator of their course, especially if they lacked 
knowledge, facilitation skills, experience, and/or an understanding of family violence and 
post-separation issues. 
 
For some, the group setting was a positive aspect of attending of PTS. They enjoyed hearing 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΣ ƎŀƛƴŜŘ ƛƴǎƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜŀǎ ŦǊƻƳ the other attendees, 
and valued the support they received from the group. IŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ 
to put their own situation into perspective and made them feel less alone at a difficult time. 
The other attendees were also a source of information and advice. Conversely, others found 
the group setting to be a negative aspect of PTS. They found it difficult and distressing 
ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΩ ǎǘƻǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦŜƭǘ ǳƴŎƻƳŦƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŜǎΣ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ 
who were angry and emotional. Hearing attendees speak negatively about their former 
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partner was very difficult for some participants, especially those who had experienced family 
violence. While attendees sharing their stories was helpful for some, others found this 
uncomfortable and thought it took up too much time when what they wanted was more 
structure and information and less focus on people unburdening.  
 
On a personal level, some participants found PTS helpful in providing reassurance and 
validation that they were doing the right thing and reinforcing their approach. However, 
others found attending difficuƭǘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǊŜŀŘȅ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ŦŜƭǘ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ƻǊ 
vulnerable. 
 
Some participants acknowledged that they only attended PTS because they had to. Others 
reported that it was unhelpful to be in a group with such attendees as they could be 
uninterested and unwilling to engage. Some considered that attendance was only helpful if 
both parties attended a PTS course and had a shared understanding of the information and 
skills taught and a willingness to put them into practice. While some thought attendance at 
PTS should be mandatory for both parties, others resisted this, particularly if attendance was 
only a mandatory stepping stone to Family Dispute Resolution or the Family Court or they 
had attended a course previously. 
 
While accessing PTS did not appear to be problematic for most participants, around a fifth 
agreed that attending PTS was difficult for practical reasons, and some detailed difficulties 
such as finding childcare, having to take time off work and transport issues.  
 
Participants were mildly positive about PTS, with just over a half agreeing that it was 
worthwhile (51%) and met their cultural or language needs (54%). Overall, 52% were 
satisfied with PTS and 82% would, or maybe would, recommend it to other people making 
parenting arrangements. 
 
Suggestions for how to improve PTS largely addressed the aspects participants found 
unhelpful or negative. The most common suggestion was to improve the content by 
providing more in-depth information and more specific information on a range of topics. The 
most common suggested improvement to the content of PTS was to include more 
information about complex situations, such as family violence and mental illness, and how to 
communicate and deal with the other party when the relationship was dysfunctional and/or 
conflictual. Training facilitators and ensuring they had better knowledge and understanding 
of separation, the family justice system and family violence was also suggested. 
 
Suggestions were made about consideration being given to the composition of the attendee 
group, and having specific groups tailored to meeǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴs and needs. 
For example, having separate groups for men and women, those at different stages of the 
process and those who had experienced family violence.  
 
Other participants suggested expanding and lengthening the programme to allow for the 
inclusion of more material, the offering of the services of other professionals, and more time 
for discussion. Some thought PTS should provide more support and follow up for attendees. 
 
Suggestions of operational changes included increasing the number and location of available 
courses, having ƳƻǊŜ aņƻǊƛ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎΣ offering childcare options, having a more 
personalised service, and providing the programme online. 
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  Key Findings ς PTS 
 
ü 40% had ŀǘǘŜƴŘŜŘ t¢{Σ пр҈ ƪƴŜǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ƛǘΣ ōǳǘ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƛǘΣ мр҈ ǿŜǊŜ ƴƻǘ 

aware of PTS 
ü Reasons for not attending PTS: 

- 5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƻǊ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ό67%) 
- Other commitments e.g., work, family (19%) 
- It was too difficult/far to travel to attend (7%) 

ü 44% heard of PTS from a lawyer, 25% from the MOJ website; and 19% from the 
Family Court 

ü 86% found it easy or very easy to find a PTS course 
ü 90% found it easy or very easy to enrol in a PTS course 
ü 67% waited 4 weeks or less to attend a PTS course 
ü 90% found the time they waited to attend PTS was reasonable 
ü 53% travelled under 10 km (one way) to attend PTS 
ü 93% found the distance they had to travel to attend PTS reasonable 
ü 66% found learning about the impact of separation on children and how to talk 

to them about it helpful or very helpful 
ü 53% found learning how the family justice system works helpful or very helpful 
ü 48% found learning how to make a parenting plan helpful or very helpful 
ü 39% found learning about to discuss parenting arrangements with the other 

party helpful or very helpful  
ü Nearly equal proportions found PTS helpful/very helpful (36%) as found it 

neither helpful nor unhelpful (34%) in making or changing parenting 
arrangements, with slightly less (30%) finding PTS unhelpful/very unhelpful 

ü What participants found particularly helpful or positive about PTS: 
- Information about: communicating and co-parenting with the other party; 

family justice system processes and services; making parenting 
arrangements; and child-focused information 

- Meeting others in the same position, hearing their stories, and the support 
advice provided the other attendees 

- Reassurance and validation they were doing the right things 
- Knowledgeable, professional and supportive facilitators 

ü What participants found particularly unhelpful or negative about PTS: 
- Basic content, that was not relevant to their situation, particularly when 

family violence was involved or they were already in the court system, and 
content that did not reflect reality 

- Facilitators who were lacking in skill, knowledge and experience 
- The group setting ς finding it difficult to be around negative, angry people 

and hearing distressing stories; too much emphasis on people sharing their 
stories; attendees who were uninterested and not engaged 

- Feeling judged or emotionally vulnerable or distressed 
- Operational or practical matters ς difficulties with childcare, transport or 

having to take time off work to attend 
- The other party not also attending 
- Having to attend in order to fulfil requirements to progress to FDR or the 

Family Court 
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Key Findings ς PTS 

 
ü 51% agreed or strongly agreed that PTS was worthwhile  
ü 54% agreed or strongly agreed that PTS  met their cultural or language needs 
ü 34% agreed or strongly agreed that PTS helped them to feel confident about 

what to do next to make parenting arrangements 
ü 22% agreed or strongly agreed that attending PTS was difficult for practical 

reasons 
ü Overall, 52% were satisfied or very satisfied with PTS, 23% were dissatisfied or 

very dissatisfied 
ü  54% would recommend PTS to others, 28% maybe would, and 18% would not 

recommend PTS 
ü Suggested improvements to PTS included: 

- Including more in-depth content and more specific information 
- IŀǾƛƴƎ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǘƻ ŎŀǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘǎ 
- Separate (or different) programmes for those who had experienced family 

violence and abuse 
- Extending the programme ς lengthening the time to allow for more 

material to be covered; including other professionals; allowing more time 
for discussion 

- Providing support and follow-up 
- Better trained facilitators 
- Operational changes ς increasing the number and location of available 
ŎƻǳǊǎŜǎΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ aņƻǊƛ ǇǊƻǾiders, offering the programme online 

- Making attendance mandatory for both parties; or alternatively, not 
making attendance compulsory 
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Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) 
 
The Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) was the least known about and used family justice 
service, with nearly two-thirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware of it. Overall, 
36.5% either knew about or used the service, and 12% (n=80) had received FLAS.  
 

Reasons For Not Attending FLAS 
 
Nearly a quarter of the participants (24%, n=157) were aware of FLAS, but did not use it, and 
their reasons for this are presented in Table 93. The most common reasons given for not 
using FLAS were a lack of need or desire to (48%), obtaining legal advice elsewhere (24%), 
and being ineligible to receive it (19%). 
 
Table 93: Reasons for not using FLAS  
 

 n Percent 

DƛŘƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƻǊ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ 75 47.8% 

DƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ Ƙƻǿ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ C[!{ 12 7.6% 

CƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ ǿƘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ C[!{ 6 3.8% 

WŀǎƴΩǘ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ C[!{ 30 19.1% 

Got legal advice elsewhere 39 24.8% 

Other 4 2.6% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
The participants who had received FLAS (12%, n=80) were asked a series of questions about 
their experience of accessing and receiving FLAS, their views on its helpfulness and their 
satisfaction with the service. 
 

Accessing FLAS 
 
Those who had received FLAS were asked about their experience of accessing FLAS 
including: 

¶ Where they had heard of FLAS; 

¶ How easy it was to find a FLAS provider; 

¶ How long they had to wait to receive FLAS and how reasonable this was; 

¶ How far they had to travel to receive FLAS and how reasonable this was. 
 
The most common way people heard about FLAS was through a lawyer (56%), with other 
family justice services (Ministry of Justice website, PTS, and FDR) being the next most 
common referral pathways (12.5%) (see Table 94). 
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Table 94: Where participants heard of FLAS  
 

 n Percent 

On the Ministry of Justice website 10 12.5% 

On the Internet/another website 4 5.0% 

From the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone line 2 2.5% 

At a Parenting Through Separation course 10 12.5% 

From a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) service/mediator 10 12.5% 

From a lawyer 45 56.3% 

From the Family Court 8 10.0% 

From another professional or agency  7 8.8% 

Some other way  3 3.8% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 11 13.8% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
Table 95: Ease of finding a FLAS lawyer  
 

 n Percent 

Very difficult 5 6.4% 

Difficult 8 10.3% 

Neither difficult nor easy 27 34.6% 

Easy 31 39.7% 

Very easy 7 9.0% 

Total 78 100% 

 
bŜŀǊƭȅ ƘŀƭŦ όпф҈ύ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ C[!{ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ ΨŜŀǎȅΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŜŀǎȅΩ ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ ŀ C[!{ 
provider, with less than a fifth (17%) finding ƛǘ ΨŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΩΦ 
 
Table 96: Waiting time to receive FLAS 
 

 n Percent 

Less than a week 16 20.3% 

1-2 weeks 24 30.4% 

3-4 weeks 9 11.4% 

1-2 months 4 5.1% 

3-4 months 0 0% 

5-6 months 0 0% 

More than 6 months 3 3.8% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 23 29.1% 

Total 79 100% 

 
Of those who could remember how long they had to wait to receive FLAS (n=56), most (71%, 
n=40) did not have to wait more than two weeks, and only a small proportion (5%) waited 
for more than six months. 
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Table 97: Was the length of time you had to wait to receive FLAS reasonable to you?  
 

 n Percent 

Yes 57 74.0% 

No 20 26.0% 

Total 77 100% 

 
The majority (74%) of participants thought that the time they waited to receive FLAS was 
reasonable (see Table 97). Table 98 shows a cross tabulation of reasonableness of wait time 
with the time taken to receive FLAS (excluding those who did not know how long they 
waited and those who skipped one of the questions). Although the numbers are small, a 
wait of up to four weeks was regarded as reasonable by a greater proportion than those 
who saw it as unreasonable. The reverse was seen for wait times of a month or more. 
 
Table 98: Reasonableness of delay by wait time  
 

 Reasonable wait time? 

Wait time No Yes 

Less than a week (n=16) 0%  100%  

1-2 weeks (n=24) 20.8% 79.2% 

3-4 weeks (n=9) 33.3% 66.7%  

1-2 months (n=4) 75.0% 25.0% 

3-4 months (n=0) 0% 0% 

5-6 months (n=0) 0% 0% 

More than 6 months (n=3) 100% 0% 

Total 14 42 

 
Table 99: Distance travelled (one way) to receive FLAS 
 

 n Percent 

5ƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƻ ǘǊŀǾŜƭ 12 15.8% 

Under 10 km 42 55.3% 

10-19 km 10 13.2% 

20-29 km 7 9.2% 

30-49 km 2 2.6% 

50-99 km 1 1.3% 

100-199 km 1 1.3% 

200-499 km 1 1.3% 

500 km+ 0 0% 

Total 76 100% 

 
As shown in Table 99, the majority (71%) travelled under 10 kilometres, or not at all, to 
receive FLAS. Those who had to travel (n=64) were asked if the travel distance was 
reasonable (see Table 100) and the vast majority (95%) indicated that they thought it was. 
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Table 100: Was the distance you had to travel (one way) to receive FLAS reasonable to 
you?  
 

 n Percent 

Yes 61 95.3% 

No 3 4.7% 

Total 64 100% 

 
Looking at a cross tabulation of distance travelled with perceived reasonableness of distance 
(see Table 101) shows, in all but one instance, most, if not all, participants thought the 
distance they travelled was reasonable. However, numbers for distances exceeding 10 
kilometres were small, making drawing it difficult to draw conclusions. 
 
Table 101: Reasonableness of travel distance (one way) to receive FLAS with distance 
travelled 
 

 Reasonable travel distance? 

Distance travelled No Yes 

Under 10 km (n=42) 2.4%  97.6%  

10-19 km (n=10) 10.0% 90.0% 

20-29 km (n=7) 0% 100%  

30-49 km (n=2) 0% 100% 

50-99 km (n=1) 0% 100% 

100-199 km (n=1) 100% 0% 

200-499 km (n=1) 0% 100% 
Total n 3 61 

 

Receiving FLAS 
 
The survey asked participants about their experiences of receiving FLAS including questions 
about: 

¶ How FLAS was delivered; 

¶ Which parts of FLAS they received and how helpful these were; 

¶ What they found particularly positive or helpful about FLAS; 

¶ What they found particularly negative or unhelpful about FLAS; 

¶ How helpful overall they found FLAS; 

¶ Satisfaction with FLAS; 

¶ How FLAS could be improved; 

¶ Whether they would recommend FLAS to others. 
 

FLAS Delivery 
 
As shown in Table 102, the most common way participants received FLAS was face-to-face 
(81%), with it being delivered over the telephone for almost a fifth (19%). Receiving FLAS 
online and/or via video-conferencing was less common (7%). As shown in Table 101, some 
participants travelled quite long distances to receive FLAS and thought this was reasonable, 
which may account for the small numbers of those receiving FLAS online. 
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Table 102: FLAS delivery mode  
 

 n Percent 

Face-to-face with a FLAS lawyer  61 81.3% 

Online/Video conference via internet  5 6.7% 

Over the telephone 14 18.7% 

Other  2 2.7% 
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100. 

 
FLAS consists of two parts: - 

¶ tŀǊǘ мΥ tǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎŀƭ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎ 
regarding children and their care; and what family justice services are available; 

¶ Part 2: Provides help to fill out court forms (if applying or responding to applications for 
Parenting Orders at the Family Court). 

 
Table 103 shows the proportion who reported receiving Part 1 and Part 2. 
 
Table 103: Parts of FLAS received 
 

 Part 1  Part 2  

Yes 79.7% 59.5% 

No 10.1% 27.8% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ/Not sure 10.1% 12.7% 

Total 100% (n=79) 100% (n=79) 

 
As shown in Table 103, 80% of the participants who had received FLAS, reported receiving 
Part 1 and 60% reported receiving Part 2. A small number (10-мо҈ύ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƻǊ 
ǿŜǊŜƴΩǘ ǎǳǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ parts of FLAS they had received. One in ten participants who said they 
used FLAS, reported not receiving Part 1 and 29% reported not receiving Part 2.  
 
People may not necessarily return to a FLAS provider to obtain help with filling in court 
forms (Part 2) and this was reflected in the lower proportion who reported receiving Part 2. 
However, a fifth (n=16) were either not aware or did not know if they had received Part 1, or 
they did not believe they were informed of their rights, responsibilities and legal options 
regarding children and their care and what family justice services were available. 
 

Helpfulness of FLAS 
 
Those participants who indicated they had had received Part 1 and Part 2 were asked to rate 
how helpful they found these (see Table 104). All participants who indicated receiving FLAS 
were then asked how helpful, overall, they found FLAS in making or changing their parenting 
arrangements (see Table 105). 
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Table 104: Helpfulness of FLAS Part 1 and Part 2  
 

 Very unhelpful Unhelpful 
Neither 

helpful nor 

unhelpful 

Helpful Very helpful Total 

Part 1 
(n=63) 

1.6% 4.8%  12.7%  54.0%  27.0%  100% 

Part 2 
(n=47) 

4.3%  8.5%  10.6%  46.8%  29.8%  100% 

 
As shown in Table 104, over three-ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ tŀǊǘ м ŀƴŘ tŀǊǘ н ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ 
ΨǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ (81% and 77% respectively).  
 
All participants who received FLAS were also asked how helpful overall they found FLAS in 
making or changing their parenting arrangements (see Table 105). The percentage of those 
ǿƘƻ ŦƻǳƴŘ C[!{ ΨƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ overall in making or changing parenting 
arrangements was much lower (58%)Σ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀ ǉǳŀǊǘŜǊ όнп҈ύ ǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ŀǎ ΨǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ ƻǊ 
ΨǾŜǊȅ ǳƴƘŜƭǇŦǳƭΩ. Perhaps this difference can be explained by participants finding Part 1 and 2 
helpful, but not finding FLAS that influential overall, compared with the other services 
utilised to help them to make their parenting arrangements.  
 
Table 105: Overall helpfulness of FLAS in making or changing parenting arrangements  
 

 n Percent 

Very unhelpful 7 9.2% 

Unhelpful 11 14.5% 

Neither helpful nor unhelpful 14 18.4% 

Helpful 35 46.1% 

Very helpful 9 11.8% 

Total 76 100% 

 
The survey asked participants open-ended questions about what they found particularly 
helpful or positive about FLAS and what they found particularly negative or unhelpful (if 
anything). This was combined with material from those interviewees who discussed FLAS in 
their interviews (25 of the 80 participants who had received FLAS participated in an 
interview).  
 
The participants were also asked how FLAS could be improved. Suggested improvements to 
FLAS were mostly comments about positive or negative aspects of FLAS. These were 
therefore amalgamated with their responses to the questions about what was 
helpful/positive and unhelpful/negative about FLAS. 
 
Some participants made comments about lawyers, Legal Aid or the family justice system 
more broadly that are excluded from the analysis that follows. 
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What Participants found Particularly Helpful or Positive about FLAS 
 
Nearly half (49%, n=39) of the 80 survey respondents who received FLAS detailed at least 
one aspect they found positive or helpful about FLAS. Some provided general comments 
such as: 
 

This is an excellent service, just keep it as it is! (1307, Father; Survey) 
 
Keep them. Get more. (1866, Mother; Survey) 
 
LǘΩǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ. (1623, Mother; Survey) 
 
All of it [was helpful]. (1836, Mother; Survey) 
 
It is a good programme. (1615, Mother, Survey) 

 
Was really good. (1455, Mother; Survey) 

 
More specific positive comments about FLAS primarily focused on the following three areas: 

¶ The information provided; 

¶ Help with understanding and navigating the system; 

¶ The qualities and helpfulness of the FLAS provider. 
 
The information provided 
 
The information and advice FLAS provided was considered to be a positive feature of FLAS. 
Participants valued general information about the legal process and their rights, as well as 
being provided with information about their particular situation. 
 

I was able to find out what the law was regarding custody and get advice about filing 
a Protection Order. (1635, Mother; Survey) 
 
They were able to explain the law. (2045, Mother; Survey) 
 
Straightforward, easily accessed, helpful advice. (1975, Mother; Survey) 
 
Plenty of relevant advice that I had no idea about. (1011, Father; Survey) 
 
Letting me know what my rights were. (1538, Mother; Survey) 
 
Just basic processes to follow. (1748, Father; Survey) 
 
I was able to find out what the law was regarding custody and get advice about filing 
a Protection Order. (1635, Mother; Survey) 
 
Getting legal advice about my specific situation. (1169, Mother; Survey) 
 
Good general advice. (1140, Mother; Survey) 
 
My lawyer was amazing and gave a very good understanding of how things worked 
and the process. (1047, Mother; Survey) 
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Process was easy to follow and helpful. Supportive. (1451, Mother; Survey) 
 

Help with understanding and navigating the system 
 
The participants also found aspects of Part 2 helpful in assisting them to understand and 
navigate the systemΣ Ǉƭŀƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿŀȅ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘΣ ŀƴŘ Řƻ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ άǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ.έ 
 

Good way to get started. (1642, Mother; Survey) 
 
Gave me a bit of an idea what is coming in terms of legal processes. (1073, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
What could be used as evidence and what was irrelevant. (1761, Mother; Survey) 
 
A sounding board to clarify pathways and plan next steps. (1430, Father; Survey) 
 
The person I met with was very helpful. I left knowing what to expect moving forward 
into a mediation, as well as what my rights were. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
Help to fill in the court application. Correct forms, as changes had occurred during the 
Family Court process. (1581, Father; Survey) 
 
L ƘŀŘ ƴƻ ƛŘŜŀ Ƙƻǿ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǿƻǊƪŜŘΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ L ǿŀǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŘƻΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ 
know what was expected of me. I think that was ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ LΩŘ ƴŜǾŜǊ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ 
situation before. I do think [FLAS] is a helpful system for people that donΩt know how it 
works, and youΩve got that hour free legal advice at the beginning. (1623, Mother; 
Interview) 
 
Helping me put what I wanted in my application, in the right words ς as in not to 
sound bitter. (1455, Mother, Survey) 
 
Speaking with someone that could direct best options. (1451, Mother; Survey) 
 
I am not a lawyer so knowing how to do things properly was helpful. (1414, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
Helped navigate [the] process. (1371, Mother; Survey) 
 
I received FLAS, which was incredibly helpful. I found it very, very helpful, because I 
ǿƻǳƭŘ Ǝƻ ǘƻ ǎƛƎƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ L ǿƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ōŜ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƳ ǇǊƻǇŜǊƭȅ ŀƴŘ Ƨǳǎǘ ǎƻǊǘ ƻŦ 
banging my head against a brick wall, saying, ά²Ƙŀǘ ŀƳ L ŘƻƛƴƎΣ ǿƘŀǘ ŀƳ L ŘƻƛƴƎΚέ 
Even the sort of things like ticking the boxes, you just take it for granted that you are 
supposed to physically tick the boxes. So, what I wish I had was sort of like an advocate 
or a support person who is able to sit down with you and explain things a bit better. 
So, that was what FLAS wasΦ Χ  I felt actually quite bullied by my previous lawyer, and 
like I was stupid, whereas with FLAS they would sit down with me and really talk things 
out, what we want to achieve, this is what is realistic, there is a lot of information 
here, sensitive information that you might want to use, you know. (1126, Mother; 
Interview) 
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Having things explained in the order that they needed to be done. (1157, Mother; 
Interview) 
 

The support and guidance given by the FLAS provider 
 
The qualities and helpfulness of the FLAS provider were seen as one of the positive aspects 
ƻŦ C[!{Φ ¢ƘŜȅ ǿŜǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άƘŜƭǇŦǳƭέΣ άƎǊŜŀǘέΣ άŀƳŀȊƛƴƎέΣ άŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘέΣ 
άƪƛƴŘέΣ άǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƎƻƻŘέ ŀƴŘ άǎǳǇǇƻrtive.έ C[!{ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ explained things clearly were 
also considered helpful. 
 

¢ƘŜ ŜƳǇŀǘƘȅ Ƴȅ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ ƘŀŘ ŀƴŘ ǎƘŜ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ŜǾŜǊȅǘƘƛƴƎ ƛƴ ƭŀȅƳŀƴΩǎ ǘŜǊƳǎ. (1778, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
The lawyer was very helpful and explained everything well. (1604, Mother; Survey) 
 
The lawyer I had was excellent and made everything clear and easy to understand. 
(1146, Mother; Survey) 
 

The emotional support and reassurance they provided was also valued. 
 

Reassurance and guidance. (1539, Mother; Survey) 
 
She was just able to confirm that I was on track, that my position and argument had 
strong merit and that my requests were reasonable. She was very supportive and gave 
me some tips on how to verbalise some of my concerns in mediation. (1453, Mother; 
Survey) 
 
It gave me support. (1181, Mother; Survey) 
 
It saved me from feelings of despair. I felt supported. I was given direction with 
options, but with a guidance that was appropriate to the complexity of the situation. I 
was fortunate to have very competent and supportive lawyers, who initiated FLAS. 
Previously prior to 2014 I have had lawyers that have been unsupportive and 
unhelpful, and become overwhelmed with the processes that seemed to snowball into 
and through court, without really knowing what was happening or why it was 
happening in that particular way. FLAS seems more supportive than my previous 
experiences, but that could just be the better lawyers I had. (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
/ƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƛǘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǘƘƛǎ ƘŜƭǇΦ aȅ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ ǿŀǎ ƎǊŜŀǘΦ IŀǾƛƴƎ ƘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻƻƪ 
a significant weight off my shoulders. (1845, Mother; Survey) 
 
The advice helped make things less scary. (1093, Mother; Survey) 

 
A small number (n=3) of participants appreciated not having to pay for the service or 
suggested it be free for all. 

 
¢ƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŜƭǇŜŘ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŦŜŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ όōŜƛƴƎ ŀ 
sole parent). This is an excellent service, just keep it as it is! (1307, Mother; Survey) 
 
I got what I needed for free. (1414, Mother; Survey) 
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Paying legal fees so I could have a lawyer to help me through the process. (1164, 
Mother; Survey) 

 

What Participants Found Particularly Unhelpful or Negative about FLAS 
 
There were fewer negative than positive comments relating to FLAS ς just over a third (35%) 
of the participants (n=28) who received FLAS made at least one negative comment and/or 
suggested ways in which FLAS could be improved.  
 
Ten participants explicitly stated that there was nothing negative about FLAS and/or that 
they could not suggest any improvements. However, nine people indicated that they did not 
think there was anything positive or helpful about FLAS. The negative comments that 
directly related to FLAS or suggested improvements related to two main aspects: 

¶ The limited nature of FLAS; 

¶ Negative experiences with FLAS. 
 
The limited nature of FLAS 
 
The most commonly mentioned complaint about FLAS or suggestion for improvement 
related to its limited nature ς in terms of the amount of advice and assistance that could be 
provided and the time available to clients.  

 
Very limited advice able to be given. (1934, Father; Survey) 
 
It was very frustrating being restricted with what I needed help with, but [lawyer] 
couldnΩǘ Řƻ ƛǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳ.Ω Χ 5ƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǾŜǊ ŜƴƻǳƎƘΦ {ƻ ƻŦǘŜƴ Ƴȅ ƭŀǿȅŜǊ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ 
to guide me to do things myself, such as writing letters, which she would then 
proofread and edit for me on her own time. (1845, Mother; Survey) 
 
After the initial consultation, there is no further legal advice for when circumstances 
change. And it is very difficult trying to liaise with an abusive individual whom you 
have a Protection Order against. (1169, Mother; Survey) 
 
¢Ƙŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ƳƻǊŜ. (1170, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƘŜƭǇŦǳƭ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƘŀŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ Řƻ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ 
mediation fails.Ω Χ Maybe broaden the areas that can be discussed and covered in the 
meeting (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
hƪŀȅΣ ǎƻ ȅƻǳ ƎŜǘ ǿƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Ǉŀȅ ŦƻǊΦ Χ ²Ŝ ǿŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ώC[!{ϐ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ 
already say that when you are going through that system there is only certain advice 
ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƎƛǾŜ ȅƻǳ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŀŘǾƛŎŜΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ƳƻƴŜȅ ŎƻƳŜǎ ƛƴǘƻ ƛǘ ŀ 
ƭƻǘΦ ²Ŝ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭǇ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǿŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǘƻ ƎŜǘ 
ǘƘŜ ƘŜƭǇ ǿŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘΦ L ǘƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŀǘΩǎ ŀ ƘǳƎŜ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ Řƻ ƎŜǘ given, 
if you are not actually paying for the services, you are not actually getting the full 
service. (1157, Mother; Interview) 
 

Participants also commented on the FLAS provider being busy and the limited time that 
was therefore available to deliver FLAS. 
 

мл Ƴƛƴǎ ŀƴŘΣ Ψ¸ŜŀƘΣ ŎŀƴΩǘ ƘŜƭǇ ȅƻǳ ǎƻǊǊȅ.Ω (1537, Father; Survey) 
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Very busy lawyers. (1722, Mother; Survey) 
 
The time it took to respond to my emailsΦ Χ [Need to have] more [FLAS providers] so 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎŀǎŜƭƻŀŘǎ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǎƻ ōƛƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ώǊŜǎǇƻƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎΩ ŜƳŀƛƭǎϐΦ (2045, 
Mother; Survey) 
 
Felt a bit rushed. (1761, Mother; Survey) 
 
It seemed it was very limited (time/funding), maybe there could be some allowances 
for more complex cases? (1126, Mother; Survey) 
 
Did not spend much time with me. Huge break over the holidays before I could get the 
help I needed. (1414, Mother; Survey) 
 

Some participants reported a negative experience with the FLAS provider and/or the 
experience of receiving FLAS. They did not believe the lawyer had listened to their concerns 
or understood their situation, or had given them poor advice. Others were critical of the 
ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΣ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ ƛǘ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ΨǎŎŀǊȅΩΦ 
 

The lawyer I saw for this was unhelpful. She told me not to do anything proactive, but 
wait and see what my abusive ex-ƘǳǎōŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŘƻΦ Χ ²ƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎƴΩǘ ǾŜǊȅ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ŦƻǊ 
ƳŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ǎƘŜ ǎŀƛŘΣ άhƘ, ƴƻΣ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΣ ŘƻƴΩǘ ōŜ ǇǊƻŀŎǘƛǾŜΦέ ΦΦΦ 
Which, in hindsight, I actually think it was not very good advice. (1623, Mother; Survey 
and Interview) 
 
L ŎƻǳƭŘƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ. (1957, Mother; Survey) 
 
Everything about it was painful and drawn out. (1059, Mother; Survey) 
 
Lǘ ǿŀǎ ǎŎŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘƛƳƛŘŀǘƛƴƎ ǾƛǎƛǘƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŀǿȅŜǊΦ L ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǳƴŘ 
the whole process scary. (1615, Mother; Survey) 
 
Got my hopes up to move forward, however, the process was not helpful. (1855, 
Father; Survey) 
 
They were unwilling to listen to the background events. (1763, Mother; Survey) 
 
Her view of me and my situation, her judgement of me and her legal advice. She was 
the worst possible lawyer I could have had and seriously harmed the entire process 
from day one. (1967, Mother; Survey) 
 
[ƻƻƪ ŀǘ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ. (1098, Mother; Survey) 
 
Continuity broken when parǘƴŜǊ ƛƴ ƭŜƎŀƭ ŦƛǊƳ ŀǇǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ ŀǎ ƳŜŘƛŀǘƻǊΦ Χ ώbŜŜŘ ǘƻ 
ensure] firm providing first step delivers full service. (1430, Father; Survey) 
 
They suggest lawyers and I was tapped out already moneywise. (1014, Father; Survey) 
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Satisfaction with FLAS 
 
Participants were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with four statements about FLAS 
(see Table 106).  
 
Table 106: Percentage agreeing with statements about FLAS  
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

Disagree 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

Agree 
Strongly 
agree 

Total 

Receiving FLAS was worthwhile 
(n=78) 

2.6% 11.5% 21.8% 39.7% 24.4% 100% 

FLAS helped me feel confident 
about what to do next to make 
parenting arrangements (n=77) 

7.8% 14.3% 23.4% 39.0% 15.6% 100% 

FLAS met my cultural or language 
needs (n=76) 

1.3% 1.3% 28.9% 48.7% 19.7% 100% 

I would have preferred legal advice 
more tailored to my particular 
situation (n=77) 
 

5.2% 9.1% 26.0% 33.8% 26.0% 100% 

 
Around two-thirds of the participants ΨagreedΩ or Ψstrongly agreedΩ that FLAS was worthwhile 
(64%) and met their cultural or language needs (68%). A lower proportion (55%) ΨagreedΩ or 
Ψstrongly agreedΩ that FLAS helped them to feel confident about what to do next to make 
their parenting arrangements, with nearly a quarter (23%) Ψneither agreeing nor disagreeingΩ 
and 22% ΨdisagreeingΩ or Ψstrongly disagreeingΩ.  
 
Over four times as many participants agreed/strongly agreed than disagreed/strongly 
disagreed that they would have preferred to have had legal advice more tailored to their 
particular situation ς 60% indicated a preference for individualised legal advice. 
 
Table 107 presents the proportion of participants (35%) who indicated that there was legal 
advice they required on matters that were not covered by FLAS. 
 
Table 107: Did you require other legal advice on other matters that were not covered by 
FLAS? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 27 34.6% 

No 33 42.3% 

5ƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿκŎŀƴΩǘ ǊŜƳŜƳōŜǊ 18 23.1% 

Total 78 100% 

 
Of the 27 people who indicated they had required legal advice on other matters, 21 detailed 
what advice they required. The two most common areas related to relationship property 
division (n=5) and information about Family Court procedures and processes (n=5). Equal 
numbers (n=3) said they needed advice on: guardianship matters, Parenting Orders, 
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abduction, and child support. Safety concerns and family violence (n=2) and 
international/travel issues (n=2) were also mentioned. 
 
Table 108 ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΩ ǊŀǘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎŀǘƛǎŦŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ C[!{Φ  
 
Table 108: Overall satisfaction with FLAS 
 

 n Percent 

Very dissatisfied 5 6.4% 

Dissatisfied  13 16.7% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 16 20.5% 

Satisfied 33 42.3% 

Very satisfied 11 14.1% 

Total 78 100% 

 
As shown in Table 108, more participants were satisfied than dissatisfied with FLAS. Over 
ƘŀƭŦ όрс҈ύ ǿŜǊŜ ΨǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ ƻǊ ΨǾŜǊȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ, ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ но҈ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ΨŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘ ƻǊ 
ǾŜǊȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩΦ  
 
The vast majority (91%) indicated they would or maybe would recommend FLAS to others 
making parenting arrangements, with less than 10% indicating they would not (see Table 
109). 
 
Table 109: Would you recommend FLAS to other people making parenting arrangements? 
 

 n Percent 

Yes 48 60.0% 

Maybe 25 31.3% 

No 7 8.8% 

Total 80 100% 

 

Summary 
 
The Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) was the least known about and used family justice 
service, with nearly two-thirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware of it. Overall, 
36.5% either knew about or used the service, and 12% had received FLAS. The most 
common reason given for not using FLAS was not needing or wanting to, with some 
participants seeking legal advice elsewhere and/or not being eligible to receive FLAS. Those 
who received FLAS mainly heard about the service through family justice professionals and 
services, particularly lawyers. Nearly half found it easy to find a FLAS provider, with less than 
a fifth (17%) reporting difficulty accessing the service. Most of the participants had a short 
(two weeks or less) waiting time to receive FLAS, and most thought the time they waited 
was reasonable. Travel distances to receive FLAS were generally low (most travelled less 
than 10 kilometres) and the majority thought the distance they travelled was reasonable. 
 
Receiving FLAS face-to-face was the most common delivery mode, with around a fifth 
receiving it online or via video-conferencing. Some participants were unsure of what aspects 
of FLAS they received and some confused FLAS with Legal Aid. A fifth reported not receiving 
tŀǊǘ м ƻǊ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǿŀǊŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƘŀŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ 




