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Executive Summary

Research Overview

The 2014 Family Law reforms introduced on 31 March 2014 were intended to shift the
SYLKIFaAa 2F bSg %S| { awaARQ@ inColirtYololité-C@dza G A OS aeaids
processes. In 2014 the New Zealand Law Foundation generously funded an independent

two-phase research project to evaluate these reforms. Phase One {2018) involved the

initial scoping, consultation and planning for implementation of the Phase Two nationwide

mixed methods study undertaken during 262619.

In Phase Two, an onlirsairvey 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.This ascertained their views and experiences of making or changing
their parenting arragements and their use of, and satisfaction with, family justice services.
The survey was completed by 655 parents or caregividrs.majority of the participants

were female (80%) and mothers (78%). Most identified as New Zealand European (87%)
Iy Rk 2 N@L3%oh Zhiy lived across all regions of New Zea@ne hundred and eighty
three of these parents and caregivers participated in an interview with a member of the
research team, mostly by telephone. Almost titirds (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 majoriplége
FAYRAY3IE o62dzi LI NBydiaQ yR OFNBIAGSNEQ SELISNA
arrangements and their use of any family justice services to help achieve this.

Making Parenting Arrangements

The majority (59%) of the parents and caregivgrs/eyed 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, Igi#ferred 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 bsalved were dayo-day care and contact
arrangements. The majority of participants also negtb resolve child support issues and

the division of their relationship property.

Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police were priesareast a

OKANR 2F GKS LI NLIAOALIYGaAaQ OANDdzradlyoSa i GK
arrangements. One third had safety concerns for themselves, and 42% had concerns about

the safety of the children. Most (70%) reported a poor oryvgoor 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 intervieWayae

N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, R0{9).Parenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating the

2014 family law reformg CF YAt & 2dza (A OS LINR&SEkRegoyf forfthe NewlZSaNEdILIVO G A 0S &
/

C2dzyRIFiA2y® 5dzy SRAYZ bSs w%SIHilyRyp. / KAt RNByQa LaadzSa Sy il



former pariner/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 twthirds usingfamily justice services (67%) or lawyers (66%),
and 57% using community or private services. The top five most common steps taken were

RA&O0OdzaaAy3d GKS YIGGSNI gAGK GKS 20KSNJ LI NBy Gk LI

seeking legal advice. The mostduently used family justice services funded by the
government included the Ministry of Justice website (40%), the Family Court (37%),

t I NBYGAy3 ¢KNRdzZAK {SLINIdGA2Y o0tc¢{uv 600203 GKS

workbook (24%) and Family pige 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 atlérg 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 reportetthat someone external to the family de@&d on their
parenting arrangements, with 75%jperting the parenting arrangements were decided by a
family memberg 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 bfthe participants mainly made their
arrangements though the use afprofessional or service, either the Family Court (34%), FDR
(11%) or privately through a professional (9%).

¢CKS LI NGAOALNI yiaQ OAND trpareénting &Grgednts weieK S (A Y S
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 wittrexit 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 Coartprivately through a mfessionalif

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 theiparenting 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 fohem, 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 satised 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

2 ¥



(59%) of those who were hapmyith the approach they took to make their arrangements
had done so with their former partner/the other party mainly by themselves.

t I NHAOALI yiaQ @ASsa 2y GKS LI NByidGAy3d FNNIFy3aSYS
resolution pathway taken to makéném. 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 madeyere those whahad 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 taeiangements 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%)hose who had not done anything specific to make their
parenting arrangements or did so mainly with their former partner/the other partgst

often had no formal agreement. Those who made the arrangements privately through a
professional or through FDR staccommonly had a written agreement, and those who had
gone through the Family Court most commonly had Parenting Orders.

Nearly twothirds (62%) incurred costs to make their parenting arrangements. The most

O02YY2y SELISYRAGdAINE NB(40%h) Phvatd dundelbng (2099 ntl 6 & SN & T
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 lessettent privately through a professional, spent more.

Expenditure over $2000 wasgardedas unreasonable by a greater number of participants

than saw it as reasonable. Expenditure over $1000 was seen by the vast majority as

unaffordable.

Followup data revealedhat the parenting arrangements were relatively stable over time,
with the majority of the participants in both followp 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
guestions about family justicservices 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 partipated in FDR mediation. Nearly thrgearters (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 @fildd&inost a

quarter (23%) were rtcaware 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 veelyais 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 understandihihe 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 easof 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%) ofpheicipants 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 geaeddasic,

when what they required was more detailed;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 natperate, breached
orders or when drugs or safetpcerns 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 profesgials 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/veryfaklp 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 unheljify 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 fodiit clear, straightforward and easy to

dzy RSNEGFYR® . SAy3a ofS G2 00Saa GKS aGal {Ay3 |
particularly helpful. However, others thought that the information was inadequate, too

generic, lacked depth and did not provideough detail. There were complaints that there

gla G22 YdzOK fS3lf a2FNH2yé¢ (GKFG 61 a RATTFA
GKS AYTFT2NX¥IGA2Y 61 &4 (022 AAYLIAAGAO YR RAR
lived experiences.dine alsaregarded the website as not adequately or realistically

addressing family violence and abuse.
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Similarly, being able to access, download and complete forms online was seen as a helpful
feature of the website, but others expressed frustration wibhms, citing difficulties with
finding, completing and saving them. The website design, in terms of its layout and
navigation, was viewed positively by some patrticipants who reported ease in finding and
downloading information. For others, though, this sva negative aspect and they described

it as not usetfriendly, 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 F#ynDispute 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

vii



to the website bcused 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

provisian of more detailed and kalepth information, particularly about family justice

LINEPOSaaSa YR LINPOSREDMS SE VNE BHRA WR WOMRIST & G dzRA
the language used.

Overall, participants were more satisfied than not with the websifth 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 h@®%) indicating they would, and 37%
saying they maybe would.

Ministry of Justice 080@ 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, ardrly threequarters 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 th@hone 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 contintvityere
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, ad 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
knownserviceg 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 affifth o

those who did not use PTS cited other commitments, such as work and/or family, as a
reason for norattendance.

The most common way patrticipants heard of PTS was from a lawyer, followed by the
Ministry of Justice website and the Family Court. The vagbnityafound it easy/very easy to
both find (86%) and enrol (90%) in a PTS course-thinds 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 majoi{#2%) had to travel less than 20 kilometres (one

viii



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 éortfabout 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 patrticipants detided 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 faund unhelpful or negative. Most commonly, participants found the information
provided at PTS helpful, particularly that which was cfaltlised, covered how to

communicate and cgarent 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 alrgadthe

O2dzNIi a@adSyYy 2NJ GKSANI aAddz (A2 yegasdedby sgndeli Wa il yR
as only appropriate for those with an amicable relationship with their former partner/the
other party, and unrealistic or inappropriate when there weressafconcerns 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
faciltator, but some wee critical of the facitator 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 attendingTh€® enjgedhearing
20KSNARQ LISNALISOGADGSE YR SELIBNKSténBezss I+ Ay S
and valued the support they received from the groupS I NAy 3 2 G KSNJ LIS2 L) SQ
to put their own situation into perspective and matleem 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

KSI NRy 3 2 0KS Nme@mfariaeNdodd certalyi Riteriiée$, specially 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 attedees 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.

R
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On a personal level, some participantsifild PTS helpful in providing reassurance and

validation that they were doing the right thing and reinforcing their approach. However,

20KSNARA F2dzyR GGSYRAY3I RAFFAOAA G Syz2dArzyltte A
vulnerable.

Some participants &mowledged 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 &tendeda PTS coursand 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 attemesas
only a mandatory stepping stone to Family Dispute Resolution or the Family Court or they
had attended a course previously.

While accesag 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 ar82% 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 irdepth information and more specific informatiam 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 iliness, and how to
communicate and deal with the other party when the relatioistvas 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 gigwghe composition of the attendee
ANRdzZL)E YR KIFI@Ay3a aLISOAFAO INRBdAzZLIA G Af 2NBR
For example, having separate groups for men and women, those at different stages of the
process and those who had experienced figmaiolence.

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 discussionSome thought PTS should provide more suppod follow up for attendees.

Suggestions of operational changes includeateasng the number and location of available
courses, hangY 2 NB a n 2 NJoffetigiy Bhiflsare SNi#inE, having a more
personalised service, and providitige programme ofine.

Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS)

The Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) was the least known about and used family justice
service, with nearly twahirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware of it. Overall,

36.5% either knew about or useddlservice, 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
FLASnainlyheard aboutthe 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 fatteface was the most common delivery mode, with around a fifth
receiving it online or via videoonferencing. Some participants were unsure of what aspects
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of FLAS they receivenhd ®me confused FLAS with Legal Aid. A fdorted not receiving

t I NI M 2NJ RARYQG (y2¢ AF (GKS& KIFEIR® ¢KS Yl 22NA
Part 1 and/or Part 2 found both parts helpful. Overall, more participants found FLAS helpful

(58%) than unhelpful (24%).

Around twothirds ofthe 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 prefaence 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 maffargntingOrders,

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 proéesgiell, they
appreciated FLAS providers who explained things clearly and valued the emotional support
and reassurance they received. Receiving FLAS for freeonaslereda positive asgct.

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 witHithised 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 fullmtion 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 DisputeResolution(FDR)

Around a thirdof the participants had used a Family DispReesolutionservice, 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 notTise it.
most common reasons given for not using FDR were that they did not need or wéms to;
other party not wanting, or refusing, to take paa belief that the other party would not

take part constructivelyand being on the without notice/urgent tracklot 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 Thr@&egaration. 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-pneditation intake and assessment
processes, finding the stdfiendly 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 giventhadeassurace itprovided. 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 threequarters (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 neb{®i &b)

thought the distance they had to travel was reasonable. Overall, the majority found the cost

of FDR both reasonable (71%) and affordable (73%). Howahtbgse paying half of the

FDR fee, only a third thought it was reasonable and 43% thouwglaisiaffordable. Most

(87%) recived FDR facto-face, with 14% having shuttle mediation. Tihirds did not have

anyone else present during joint mediation other than the mediator and the other party;

MM: KFER SAGKSNI G§KSANI 2 g yprebeyitRuigghiDRI KS 2 (0 KSNJ LI NIi

I KAt RNEB y Qelings Kl diesvk \ilede most commonly ascertaidadng FDRy

Lawyer for the Child, but in 59% of cases no professional had provided children with this

opportunity. Twethirds of the participants had discuss@dK SA NJ OKAf RNBy Qa @A Sga
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

G2 OKAf RNByQa (i kwesdidikgFar, with Svd as yiama(52po)ybBingd
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considered or were dismissed during mediation. The participants were aware of some of the
challenges involved incédnA RSNA Yy 3 OKAf RNByQa @ASgazr odzi 3ISyS!
important for this to happen anthoughtthat 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 variedthathevel 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
arrangementsagreed 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 unhelpthian helpful (52% compared with 32%). There was
evidence of an association between ratings of helpfulnessti@tevel of agreement
reached. The majority of those who found FDR unhelpfalreached no agreement at FDR,
and the majority of those finding very helgul hadreached 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 thirparty present and saw mediation as a fair and safe
forum to make their parenting arrangemen®eaching an agreemeand having this
documented wasegardedasa postive outcome of attending FDR.

Others did not have a good experience with FDR, with siamléng 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
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was expressedbouthaving to attend when it waithought it would not be effective because
2F (GKS 2GKSNJ LI NIeQa NBf dzOGl yOSSoie2 Sy 3l 38§
participants found it difficult when the other party vetoed them having a support person
present.

Participants found it helpful héwg 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 judgaental 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 h 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 wahkighlyskilled andeffective 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 acquies¥

agreed they felt pressured to agree with the other padynunber 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 dissatiibn (53%) than satisfaction (28%) with FDR.
However, like viewsrothe 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 satisfetireached full

agreement. Thenajority (70%) of those who had attended FDR would, or maybe would,
recommend FDR to other people making parenting arrangements. Willingness to
recommendFDR tqeople was also related to the level of agreement reached.

Suggested improvements to FDR inled 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 mediatio. Participants recommended FBRoplers 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. Particip#msght FDR could also be

improved by speeding up the process, having more time for mediation, and having a greater
F20dza 2y OKAf RNByQa LI NIAOALI GAZ2Yyd al 1Ay3
that were more detailed and defined was alszommended Participants varieth their

views on FDR being mandatory.
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Family Court

Nearly half (47%) of the participants had used the Family CBhase participants who
accessed the Family Court were mainly applicants or both applicants and resporidents.
most common reason for not using the Family Court was not needing or wanting to (58%),
with around a third preferring to make parenting arramgents privately or doing so

through other ways.

Access to the Family Courot being able to access the Family Court didaptearto be a
barrier for participants. Very few people did not know how to access the Family Court,
although a small number &%) were not aware it existed. For those usingFaeilyCourt,
nearly half (45%) had to travel 10 kilometres or less-wag to thecourt and most (83%)
thought the distance they had to travel was reasonable. The majority (62%) agreed the
Family Court wa conveniently located. However, nearly half (45%) agreed that attending
court was difficult for practical reasons, such as childcare, transport or work commitments.

TheWithout Notice Track Nearly twothirds 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 apficant or the respondent, 89% of the applicants thought it was reasonable while
86% of the respondents thought it was unreasonaMany of the parents and caregivers

who had been on the without notice track were positive about their experience, especiall
when they were the applicant. They were pleasetheone 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 applicatiomsler to have
lawyers representing them or to bypass FBRrents particularly likethe speed with which
interim orders could be made on the without notice tratlowever, others bemoaned the
delays they experienceahd were frustrated by the one, twar three years to achieve an
outcome.Some parents were alstissatisfied when their without notice application was
declined, moved to the standard track, left the child in theilgk NIi y SN & OF NB =
received a decision they believed was biasgahe applicants foundhe procesdifficult,
expensive or traumatising or were terrified their-partner would seek reveng®arents on

the receiving end of the without notice applicatiogshe respondentg; felt stunned,

shocked and blindsidedilany respoulents considered the application to be based on lies
and flse allegationand/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 supervisetbntact. There was particular criticism of the lack of opportunity to
respond to the (false) allegations and of the lack of consequences to thparéer for any
perceived dishonestysome people felt the without notice track had been properly

explainal to them, while others said it was not.

Round Table Meetingslust over half (51%) of those using tFemilyCourt had attended a
Round Table MeetindNearly half (48%) reached no agreement with the other party at the
Round Table Meeting, 37% reachedaatfal agreement, and 15% reached full agreement.
About half found them unhelpful and around a third found them helgddme participants
were positive about th&kound TabléMeeting(s) they attended and found them helpful in
achieving an outcome thatvoided needing to go on to a defended hearing in the Family
Court.Others, however, said they felt unsafe at tReund Tabléeeting and disliked

having to face their epartner across the room or being on the receiving end of threats or
abuse from themSeveraparticipantsfound the Round Table Meeting to be a stressful,
intimidating or unhelpful experience, ¢elt pressured to reach agreemer8atisfactory
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outcomes could be difficult to achieve due to the attitude of one pariyund Table
Meetings wee also criticised for lacking in power to reach or enfaagesements.

Defended HearingsDver a third (37%) had attended a defended hearing. The majority
(56%) were dissatisfied with the hearing and 31% were satiffiadicipantgprimarily
reported negtively on their experience of defended hearings, even when they were
satisfied with the outcome. The number of prigourt events (conferences and meetings)
and the lengthy wait for a defended hearing were particularly criticised. Sevataipants
sad they did not feel safe in the courtroom. Cressamination waslescribedas a gruelling,
bullying and annihilating experience. Sonweirt orders made by judges as a result of the
defended hearing were considered inadequate because they were based artatisp
evidence or led to a lack of compliance with, or breaches of, them.

Selfrepresentation:Nearly a fifth (18%) represented themselves in their Family Court
proceedingsThe 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 incompetenivisometimes
because the lawyers were said to be egging on conflict and parties therefore felt they were
better off representing themselveSeveral participants had incurred legal expenses and/or
debts from priorcourt proceedings and were therefore tgltant, or could not afford, to pay

for further legal representation. They therefore chose toseffresent.Some paticipants
started out seHrepresenting, but eventually had to get a lawyer, often because of their ex
LI NIy SNDa & O lGtdredod thexdhbein&raised Swikk &sdudpaytifipants
reported finding it difficult to represent themselvéisan found it easy55% found it difficult
compared with 23% who found it easy).

Selfrepresentation could be a positive experience. Some pemgarded 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 beigglly represented in the Family
Court and the knowledge they had gleaned from this experieltamy acknowledged the
information and assistance they received as-sgffresenting litigants from the Ministry of
Justice website, Family Court staff, Commyhiaw Centres, online reading, friends and
support groups. Some also felt confident as a result of the knowledge and experience gained
from previous proceeding®thers, however, found the information, website and support to
be inadequate Seltfrepresentaton involved a significant commitment to preesior the

court proceedings, which could, at times, feel like atiatle job. The printing and

preparation of documents was expensildnderstandng the process and keépg calmwas
thought to be important

Someparticipants dund selfrepresentationa negativeexperience. Thesaidthe forms

were unclearand the information and support for salépresenting litigantsvas

inadequate Many felt uncomfortable in court due to its formality and foundifficult to

avoid getting caught up in the legal procedural issiés. knowinghow anything worked or
where to obtain help made sefépresentation a difficult, stressful, challenging and

emotional experienceSeveraparticipantsfelt they had been obsticted, discriminated

against, not listened to, nor respected in the Family Cdetfrepresentation 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 etlparty not. Severagarticipantsspoke of

the difficulties they encountered being legally represented while theipastner was self
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representing, or vice versa. Some suggested that a McKenzie Friend or other knowledgeable
support person could assist s instead of lawyers.

Legal Feesthose 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 $10,008550,000. Overall, 29% thoughthat they had spent was reasonable and

18% thought their legal fees were affordableghl costs exceeding $1000 weegardedby

most as both unreasonable and unaffordable.

Lawyer for the ChildLawyer for the Child was appointed in 91% of the particigdamily

Courtcases. 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 Childand liked its independence and direct focus ontherict RQ& 06Said Ay i SNBai
wellbeing and views. Some children were said to love having a lawyer to represent them.
Paticipantsalso liked the way Lawyer for the Childuld challenge an epartner about

their attitudes or behaviour towards their chillany more parents and caregivers made

negative comments about Lawyer for the Child and said they were a waste of time and

ineffective. TheLawyer for the Child did notways meet with the child, or met onlyriefly.

They werecriticised for not listening to the child, not knowing how to establish rapport and

trust with them, holding peconceived or outdated ideaand for seeming disinterested in

them or the case. Some&fiSa OKA f R NE sa@ to bddacCumtely répdriedband

misrepresented to the courSeveral 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

orthelLJr NBy i Qa O 2 ylawysifoithelCyfiilg was &do Bkd ddair or biased
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Lawyer for the Child wereriticised for beindneffectual, &ting on thefence or la&ingthe

power or willingness to act to protect childre@omplaints were also expressablout

[[F 68SN) F2NJ 6KS / KAt RQa LISNE2Y!Il f ASomeswerz { Af f 4> Y
said tobe too busy, overworked, too inactive on the case, difficult to contespecially in

crisis situations, or sent colleagues to meetings or court events they could not attend.

Paticipantswere also unhappy when Lawyer for the Child was used to assiststie

representing expartner. Suggested improvements included training, vetting and

implementing a complaints mechanism.

Experts Writing Specialist Reports (s132 and s183)f nm’> 2F (G KS LI NI A OA LN y i
specialist report writer was appointed. Néahalf (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 virdanced, helpful, validating

and insightful. When the regbwas perceived as supporting tingosition it was regarded

very favourablyPaticipants appreciated the specialist report writer spending time getting

to know the children, speaking with other family members and education/welfare

professionals. Othersaid the process was too delayedaowaste of time and money.

Sometimes the report was owtf-date by the time of the court hearin@pecialist reports

were also criticised for beingased omne-sidedwith 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 paligged errors and

inaccuracies in the reports could createdtation and irritation Paricipants were also

critical when there was a lack of understanding, or acknowledgment, of family violence,
abuse or alienationf 2 YS O2YYSyYy(iSR ySalFiAr@gSte 2y (GKS NBLRZN
and experience, or the wahey approached the task. Vague or superficial reports were
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regarded asinhelpful, as was being unable to receive a copy of the specialist repéaty
participants suggested the specialist report should be followed

| KAf RNByYy Qa ¢ K2 dgaws:The hosCeSninion pfofessiortalyfoRneet with

childrenduring Family Court proceedingsas Lawyer for the Child. In 10% of the cases

nobody met with the children. Over half (54%) were dissatisfied with the consideration given

G2 OKAf RNSB yliags and WevezA/Kilé a@ishall ilBrBer 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.

Somepak OA LI yia NBLERZ2NISR (KIFIGx gKAES GKSANI OKAf RN
been misrepresented to theourt or were dismissed. Some participants thought that while

OKAf RNBYQa ©@OASsa 6SNB AYLRNIFyOGz alradSie 02y OSN.
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 therra, 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 thoughtespite what it claimed, the Fami§ourt did not focus on the

best interests of children.

Outcome of Family Court Proceedingsor those whose proceedings had concluded, 51%
had decided on their parenting arrangemeitemselvesand 45% were judicially

determined. Equal numbers (around 45%) were dissatisfied or satisfied with the resulting
parenting arrangements. Evidence of 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 arraegnents 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 threequarters(73%) thought the time it took to determine their parenting
arrangements was unreasonable.

Positive or Helpful Aspects About the Family Coultrst over a third (34%) found the Family
Court helpful overall in making or changing their parenting arrangeméadicial authority

and the formality and enforceability of amder were particularly likedSome paticipants

found the Family Court process unbiased, clear, efficient or easy to navigate and liked the
emphasis by the2 dzNIi 2y OKA f R NBey &sb foanBoartistafk ty lie BRIE (1 &
and polite. Judges were commended iy RS NE G yYRAY 3 GKS aAiddzZ G6A2ys
concerns seriously, offering suggestions, actively managing the case, and listening to both
parties. Lawyers were also praised feing sensible, pragmatic, reassuring, knowledgeable
and with a clear focus on what was best for the childi®averal paicipants spoke of the
benefits they had gained from either privately paid counselling or communication
counselling provided free aharge by the Family Court. The advice and support provided
online and within the community by agencies (such as Community Law Centres, the Police,
Shine, Barnalos etc.) and parent support groups (such as the Backbone Collective, Kidz
Need Dadz, Blenddgamilies New Zealand etc.) was also much appreciated.

Negativeor Unhelpful Aspects About the Family Cou@ver a third (39%) found the Family
Court unhelpful overall in making or changing their parenting arrangembfaay parents

and caregivers described the Family Court in very negative t&ame were particularly
disillusioned and upset about their experience which they felt was adversarial, uncaring and
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a farce or necessary evilhe delays experienced were theost frequently mentioned

negative or unhelpful aspect of the couMany wanted the court to work fastemhe cost

was criticised as expensive, devastating and unaffordable. Some people had sold their family
home, used an inheritance or borrowed money fréammily to afford their legal fees and/or
court proceedingsTheamount spent ranged from $2000 to $400,06@urly charges and

costs associated with emails or photocopying were particularly dislikeel money could

not be spent on the children, who lolte 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 resowces (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 selrepresent in the futureLegal Aid was welcomed by some parents, but others
thought it created an uneven playing field.

Some participantsonsideredhe Family Courto 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 amdight 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 criticistahy parents

suggested that the Family Courtahd be improved by more proactively identifying and
managing manipulative tacticebstructive behaviour, dishonest false statements and

breaches of court orders. They also suggested stronger accountability, the introduction of
more robust penalties,rad 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 particuladevastating. They described it as life
destroying or traumatising and some said it had broken or revictimised them.cEtieg for
the court to provide greater support and protection and to avoid adding to their trauma
through systemic abuse. They alsmommended that more attention be given to emotional
abuse and to the review of court orders.

Without notice applicationsvere criticised for being either too easily granted on the basis of
inadequate evidence or for not taking the concerns raised ssljoenough. Some parents
and caregivers wanted thiareshold increased and corroborating evidence provided.
Several parents wanted 50/50 shared care or equal parental rights to be the starting point
F 2 NJ OK A f-depadtibrcare ardangements, whiléhers argued against thiSome

said the Family Court was insufficiently focused on what was best for chillaeents and
caregivers could feel lost and uncertain about where to turn for help. They wanted more
information and greater support to be prowd, 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 writefBhey wanted judges to be gendegutral, to be

better prepared, to take time to read files, to have more support and to be held to account

more easilyThere was criticism of judges expressing generalised, outdated or biased views,

especially around contemporary family life, parental mditon or shared care issues.

Paticipantsl t 82 F2dzy R Al dzy KSf LJ¥dzAf o6KSYy GKS& LISNOSAQD
influencing their decisions or there were significant differences in approaches between

judges to their judicial role&Some judges were said lack expertise in family violence and
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were criticised Some pd#icipantssuggested having more judges, rotating judges and having
continuity throughone judge pecase.

Participants were critical afomelawyers for being unprofessional, expensive, disinterested

or too friendly with other lawyers at courThey were also unhappy when lawyers did not

provide enough information, left things to the last minute, wémea rush or too busy,

seemed unprepared, provided problematic advice or were not strongly advocating on their

Of ASY(i Q2 YSSKISENBPI f a2 alAR (2 K2fR 2dziRIFIGSR ©OAS
approaches. Some parents had difficulty accagtgal representatiorSomelLegal Aid

clients felt like they received secomdte legal representatiod. | 6@ SNEQ Y20 A Gl GA2Yy A&
guestioned, especially where stalling and other tactics were seemingly being used by

lawyers to increase their legal fees gpldy or rort the system.

The adversarial nature of the Family Court could be particularly unhelpful. Emphasising the
positive aspects of anexJ- NI y SNRA& LI NByGAy3a aiAtta FyrR asSdaia
them, rather than discredit them, was suggestes important going forward

Overall, 55% were dissatisfied with the Family Court and 27% were satistilence of

an association was found between the outcome and overall satisfaction with the Family
Court. More people than expected were satisfiedhwhe 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.

Sugg@gsted Improvements to the Family Courthe most frequent improvement that

parents and caregivers wanted was to reduce the delays. Other improvements included
eliminating bias and onsidedness; having stronger consequences for false allegations, lies,
perury and breaches of orders; achieving greater fairness, transparency, openness and
accountability; providing safer environments and more support for victims of family violence
YR | 6dzaST F20dzaAAy3d Y2NB SELX A Oidstirvolvedyin OKA f RNB
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 beingrenaccountable, 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
AYUNRBRdAzOGAZ2Y 27F | laldghstodches; arimgindBacklcglisellinds &gangies dz
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 takeregously and acted upon.

The 2014 Reforms

Some participants spoke very positively about the emphasis of the reforms on helping
people to resolve posseparation care arrangements themselves. Others agreed in principle
with the thrust of thereforms, 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 204 intent of a ceoperative 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 wasthought that publicity was needed so that separated people could be informed
about the availability of the other dispute resolution options introduced in 2&bine

parents and caregivers expressed entirely negative perspectives on the 2014 refams
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 psstes, particularly

with their communication, waalsosuggested.

Conclusion

This research project has been the largest independent stndigrtakento examine the

2014 family law reforms from the perspectives of those affected most directly by the
reformsg separated parents and caregiveie findings from th@ationwide online survey
and oneto-one interviewshave providech much deeper and richemderstanding 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 antieghpavhen we began our
research, we were able to share our preliminary findings with the Panel to help inform their
Final Report. The findings presented in this research report resonate with the conclusions
and recommendations reached by the Independean® 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 dinterviews?

tKAa 02Reé 2F NBaSINDK LINPGPARSaE @GlfdzZoftS Ayarak
2dza A0S a2dadsSY INB O2ydSYLXIGSR Ay NBaLrRyasS (2
it is hoped the detailed examination of how well fayrjilistice 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 undestanding of the process of making pestparation 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

snap#$ot 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 irdepth understanding of the experiences of separatedepés and

OF NBIAGSNAE YI1Ay3a LINBYyGAYy3a FNNIy3aSYSyda F2N O
system.

2|ndependent Panel. (2019).S Y 2 NB éWhhnaut Tz#iial raport of the Independent Panel examining the

2014 family justice reform&Vellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justice.

3Taylor, N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, N. (20R8)entingArrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating

the 2014 family law reformeCl YA f & 2dza G A OS LINR&&ERegoyt forfthe NewlZ&aMEd LIS O A @S &
[6 C2dzyRIFIGA2yd 5dzySRAYSI bSg %SItlFyRY /KAfRNBYyQa LaadzsSa |
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Introduction

The Family Law Reforms that took effect in New Zealand on 31 March 2014 (Family Dispute

Resolution Actand®R3A dzf G A2y a HnanmoO YIFN]JSR daGKS Yz2ad airidy
%StfFyYyRQa FlLYAfe@ 2dzAaGAOS aeadsSy aiaAyoOoS GKS Sadl
2014; see also Ministry of Justice, 201These reforms were based on the review of the

Family Cart undertaken by the Ministry of Justice from 202014 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 ioyrayo

wherever possible, the delays, conflict and expense that court proceedings can entail.

Backgroundo 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 Chitdlodn Act
cases and 88 Property Relationship Act case files were also analysed, and an External
Reference Group established to assist the Ministryusiticewith the review. The 2011

Review identified that:

1 Current Court processes were complex, uncertain, and too slow;
1 There was an insufficient focus on children and vulnerable people; and
1 There was a lack of support for resolving parenting issue®BbGout.

There was also considerable concern about the cost to the taxpayer of running the Family
Court. This had increasdxy 70 per cent in the six years to 2012, from $84 million to $142
million per year, despite the overall number of applications to thercemaining relatively
steady.

On 2 August 2012 the Minister dfistice, the Hon. Judith Colliesinounced a package of
reforms to the Famil\Caurt to create a modern, accessible fanjilgticesystem that was

more focused on the needs of children andnerable 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 ThirddRegain Parliament on 19 September 2013, assent
was given on 24 September 2013, and the changes took effect on 31 March 2014.

4New Zealandovernment. (2014, March, 28).RRNB &a G2 | NB A i NI ( ZMNdsreldastlR a SRA L (2 NB&
Retrieved fromhttp://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/PA1403/S00467/addresarbitratorsand-mediators
institute.htm; Ministry of Justice. (2011Reviewing the Familgourt: A summaryWellington: Ministry of Justice.
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Purpose of the 2014 Reforms

The General Policy Statement included in the Family Court Proceedings RefostatBdl
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 responsibitigashifting the focusof the family justice

system towardsupporting people to resolve their own disputgsvhere appropriate),

mainly through outof-court processes, such as Family Dispute Resolution. The reforms

focused on encouraging faster and less acrimonious resolutitanafy disputes about

children, throughout-of-court dispute resolution processé&s G KSNB o6& NBRdzOAYy 3 &K
of cases coming to the court by encouraging people to focus on the needs of their children

and on taking ownership of the agreemamtachedé Theaimwas to improveoutcomes for

OKAf RNBY do6& NBRdAdzOAYy3a (GKS tA1StAK22R 2F KSAIKI
fAGAAL GAZ2Y D¢

The reforms were also aimed wfocusing the Family Coudn the most serious and urgent

cases and those disputes thatquired a judicial decision, thereby better targeting resources

02 &dzLILI2 NI GK2a4S OKAf RNBY FyR @dz ySNI 6t S LIS2 L
ensuring the family justice system remained affordable in the future. The reforms made

changes to te way the Family Court operatedth the intention of making imore efficient

and effectivejmprovingits response to family violence victims, and mitiggthe

adversarial nature of proceedings.

Summary ofChangesto the Family Justice System

The 20 reforms largely focused dbare of Children Act 200dhatters, which include issues
NEBf I GAy3a (2sepafitlori cardl B in@emeritsXicki as-tiaylay care and

contact. They aimed to shift the emphasis away from resolving such parenting disputes
within the Family Court to encouraging and supportiggpple to reach agreement

themselves through access to eof-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 mawidér family justice system. Key
features of the reforms included changes to both-@fitcourt and incourt processes.

Changes t@ut-of-CourtProcesses

9 Introducing anew Family Dispute Resolution (FDRediation service for resolving
parenting and gualianship matters oubf-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 mandatorgrfmost 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 a significant power imbalance exists,parties consent to
orders).Access to the FargilCourt is still available if FDR is unsuccessful. The deBfof
is fully subsidised for participants who meet an eligibility test for@btourt support.

5Family Court Proceedings Reform Bikplanatory note. General policy
statementhttp://www.legislation.gow.nz/bill/government/2012/0090/20.0/DLM4896269.html
6 |bid.



http://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2012/0090/20.0/DLM4896269.html

For those not eligible, the cost of FDR is $897.00.-Acl@ FDR model was introduced
in Decembe 2016which also placed greater emphasis on Preparation for Mediation or
Coaching (initially called Preparatory Counselling) and child participation.

1 ExpandindParenting through Separation (PT&)d making participation mandatory for
many applicants before they proceed to the Family Court. PTS is a free information
LINEINF YYS (GKFG KSfLA LI NByGa FyR 3Jdzr NRAFya&a oz
needs following separation, covering areas saslihe impact of separation on children,
what is best for children, and how to parent effectively.

1 Providing lowincome parents eligible for otaf-court support with up to four hours of
free legal advice through a nelramily Legal Advice Service (FLA®S)s service has two
LI NI ad tFNI 2yS LINPGARSAE AYF2NXNIFGA2Y Fo2dzi LIS
options regarding children and their care, and what family justice services are available.
Part two provides assistance with filling out court forms

91 Providing information and resourcet® 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&hildr
section; seéttps://www.justice.govt.nz/family/careof-children/) and the introduction
of an 080 AGREE phorime.

9 Discontinuing lhe previous free Family Cowbunselling sessions.
Changes tdn-CourtProcesses

1 Introducing a simplifiethree-track systemto support people to navigate parts of the
Family Caort independently. Applications to theourt are allocated to & (i NI O1 Q
depending orits complexity:

a) Simpge Trackg For simple issues not requiring extensive judicial involvement.
For exampleundefended proceedings or for those who wish to formalise
private agreements with a Consent Ord€his track is designed so that the
parties are able to represent thesalves, without the need for lawyer

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

c) Without Notice Track; For urgent matters, where there is a risk of serious
injury to a child and/or parent, undue hardshipNak &1 G2 + OKAf R 2NJ LJ
personal safetyor a child being removed from New Zealand without
permission.Thiswas designed to ensure thatiinerabk people exposed to
violence and children needing protection have immediate access todinme.
Lawyers can be used to assist with filing applicatamd represent a person in
court.

1 Changes té-amily Court processesuch as the introduction of neferms and different
types of conferences and hearings.


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

1 Mandatory selfrepresentation¢ The removal of lawyers from the initial stages of non
urgent onnotice court processes. People are required to file their own Family Court
documents and represent therabres when meeting with a judge in the early part of the
process.

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

1 Changes to the waghild safety is addressed and assessed in the Family Court.

1 IntroducingCost Contribution Ordersequiring parties tqay part of the cost of Lawyer
for the ChildLawyer toAssist thecourt andspecialist report writers appointed by the
Family Court in their case.

1 Changes to the appointment criteria fbawyer for the Childo focus on situations
where thereareO2 Yy OSNY a T2 NJ | -bOikglLawgeRfar thé CifldSdindw 2 NJ
required2 NBLINBaSyid o02GK I OKAfRQa @ASsga |

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

Researcrand ReviewsEvaluating 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 qualitave evaluation of the Family Dispute Resolution service and mandatory
selfrepresentation’

2. 2017: An administrative review to assess whether the intended outcomes of the reforms
had been achievedl.

3. A cohort analysis tracking people through flaeily justice system (not dated).

4. 2017: An analysis of exemptions from FDR.

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 refofms.

7Ministry of Justice. (2015valuation of Family Dispute Resolution service and mandatosfyreskntation
Wellington, NZ: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Docunms/Publications/Evaluatiof-FamilyDispute ResolutionService
and-ManadatorySelfrepresentation.pdf

8 Ministry of Justice. (2017amily justice: An administrative review of family justice system refdkfallington,
NZ: Ministry of Justice. Retrievétm https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Family
JusticeAdministrativereview-2017-FINAL.pdf

9 Ministry of Justice. (n.d.J-amily justice reforms: An initial cohort analy¥igllington, NZ: Ministry of Justice.
Retrieved fromhttps://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/€dhortanalyisisFINAL.pdf

10 Ministry of Justice. (2017Exemptions from Family Dispute Resolutidellington, NZ: Ministry of Justice.
Retrieved fromhttps://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/FBRemptionsfor-Did-Not-
ParticipateSeptember2017.pdf

11Wehipeihana, N., Spee, K., & Akroyd, S. (204ithout notice application in the Family Court: A research
report prepared for the Ministry of Justidéinnect Group. Retrieved from
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Withenobtice-applicationsin-the-FamilyCourt

FinalReport.pdf
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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

In August 2018&he Minister of Justice, the Hon. Andrew Little, announced the
establishment of an Independent Panel to review the 2014 refdfiisie Panel comprised
Rosslyn Noonan, Berne King and Chris Dellabarca. An expert reference group was also
appointed.

The Pankundertook two rounds of nationwide public consultations during late 20a8d

early 2019*with both users of the family justice system and those working within it. The

Panel considered submissidhand also commissioned an independent research company

'aws (2 26GFAY (KS OAS64 2F an2NAh FyR tI OAFAOD
and childrents The final report of the Independent ParelS Y 2 NP 42l Kin Wldzasl n

provided to the Minister in May 2019 and publicly released on 16 Juh8.20

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 ¥shas thus
contributed to the growing body of evidence about the impact of the 2014 family law

NEF2N¥a 2y LI NBydaz OKAfRNBYS 6Knyldz FyR Tl YAt
Ayardakida a Fdz2NIKSNI OKI yaSa réicdnsidefedtogp®l £  yYRQ&A T
STFSOG (2 GKS LYRSLISYRSy(l tlyStQa FAYylLFf NBLRNI

12 Seehttps://www.justice.govt.nz/justicesectorpolicy/keyinitiatives/family-court-rewrite/).

13|Independent Panel. (2018, Septembétave your say on the family justice system: A consultation document
released by théndependent Panel examining the 2014 family justice refovkfelington, New Zealand: Ministry
of Justice.

14Independent Panel. (2019, Januai$irengthening the family justice system: A consultation document released
by the Independent Panekamining the 2014 family justice refornWellington, New Zealand: Ministry of
Justice.

15Independent Panel. (2019, Januaigibmissions summary: Independent Panel examining the 2014 family
justice reformsWellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justicetrieved from
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/Fam@purtRewrite Summaryof-
Submissions.pdindependent Bnel. (2019May). ¢ S Y 2 NB gWhanat:iphdary of shmissionn the
tySt Qa aso2yR InGehshdedrPanel éxandnihg thal-2018 fsddily justice refodrellington,

New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/famjlysticereformste-korowatture-a-

whanau.pdf

16 UMR. (2019)A qualitative study otvehalf of the Independent Panel examining the 2014 family justice system
reforms Retrieved fromhttps://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/DocumentsiBlications/familyjusticereforms
mainreport.pdf

17|Independent Panel. (2019). S Y 2 NB éWhhnaut Tzbl#al report of the Independent Pageimining

the 2014familyjusticereforms Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Justice. Retrieved from
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/famjlysticereformsfinal-report-independent

panel.pdf
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Project Qrverview

Thisreport presents data from a twghase research project generously funded by the New
Zealand Law Foundation. Phase One was undertaken during2ZfdB4and involved the
initial scoping, consultation and planning forplementationof the Phase Twmationwide
studybeginning ir2016 Phase Onénvolved:

1 Compling anannotated bibliography of domestic and international research literature
pertaining to New Zealand family law research and family law evaluation research;

9 Ascertaining the existence of baseline data in New Zealand (collected prior to the March

2014 reforns) and its usefulness in enabling paed postreform comparisons;

Consultation and liaison with key New Zealand stakeholders;

Consultation with international experts and key researchers in family law reform

evaluation;

1 Holding a wrkshop in Wellington 080 October 2014 with stakeholder representatives
to a) report back on the above activities aitd themes that emerged from the
consultationprocess; and b) to gauge sector/stakeholder interest in, and commitment
to, an evaluation proposat

= =

The primay purpose oPhase Twql August 2016 t81 January2020) was toundertake the

empirical components of a larggcale nationwide mixethethodsstudyto evaluate the

2014 family law reformsThs phaseaddressed thdollowing research questions:

f WhatareLJ NByGaQ FYyR FlIYAfe& 2dzaGAO0S LINBFSaarz2yl f
ASLI N GA2Y FlLYAf & RAALIzGS NBaz2tdziazy LINRPOSaa
arrangements pos81 March 20147

1 Which family justice systems/services/processes arekimgrwell for families and family
justice professionals and which are not?

1 How and why do parents choose different dispute resolution pathways &elf.,
resolution, private agreement, otgf-court or incourt dispute resolution) and are they
associatedvith different experiences, perspectives and outcomes (such as stability of
care arrangements, conflict reduction)?

ThePhase Twatudy involved the followingata collection methods

An anonymous nationwide online survey with separated parents/caregifze655).
Interviews with a sutset of parent survey participan{a=183).

Followup online surveys with separated parents/caregiviersi29).

An anonymous nationwide online survey with family justice professional36§).
Interviews with asub-set of family justice professionals<100).

arwONPE

18 For the Phase One research report, $8ellop, MM., Taylor, Nl.,& HenaghanRM. (2015) Evaluation of the
2014Family Law Reforms: Phas@ne. Report to the New Zealand Law Foundatuanedin New Zealand
Childrer® Issues Centre, University of Otago

M. O\



An interim report® focusing on the data collected from family justice professionals (points 4
and 5 above) was submitted to the New Zealand Law Foundation in April Podfnal

report?° on the perspectives of family justice professionats completed in September

2019

Thiscurrentreport focuses omatacollected fromthe separated parents/caregiverby the

online surveyandalsotheir interview data relating to family justice service3he report

provides a broad overview afl of the major descriptive findings aboutl NSy 6aQ | yR
OF NB3IA S NBEAD arfl ewS dhAnthkinG Barenting arrangementsl their useof

any family justice servicee help achieve thisSubsequent journal publications will focus on
particular aspects dhe findings in more depthThe remainingarent/caregiverinterview

data will be reported in early 2020 the Part 2 reporg!

The study was approved by the University of Otago Human Ethics Committee (Reference
number 16/164) on December 8, 20Te W A GSNEAGE 2F hidlF 32 an2NR O2y
gl a faz2z dzyRSNIF 1Sy ¢6A0K GKS b JimQctoldet2Ridr wSa S| NO

19Gollop, M.M., & Taylor, N.J. (201®arenting Arrangements after Separation Study: Evaluating the 2014

Family Law ReformsCl YAt & 2dza G A OS LINEnfelni Rekearghl Rego@for i N&wlLZ8alaidh @S a

Law Foundation and thindependent Panel Examining the 2014 Family Justice Reforms. Dunedin, New Zealand:

/| KAf RNBYyQa Laadz8a /SYyiNBz ! yAGSNBRAGE 2F haGlr3a2e

2Taylor, N.J., Gollop, M.M., & Liebergreen, N. (20R8)enting Arrangements after Separation Study:

Evaluating the 2014 faity law reformsgC I YA f @ 2dza G A OS LINRE&&eckRegoyf forfthie Newl.JS NB LIS O A ¢

%BSIrfFyYyR [F$ C2dzyRIFiA2y®d 5dzy SRAYZI bSgs %SIHflyRY / KAf RNBYyQ&

21 Gollop, M., Taylor, N., & Liebergreen, N.Z@0Parenting Arrangemestafter Separation Study: Evaluating

the 2014 Family Law Reforgs  NBy 14 Q | yR Ol NBaR2A ReSadiRepds tiAheISe® (i A @S &
KA
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Method

ParticipantRecruitment

Separated parents/caregivevgho had made or changed parenting arrangementislew
Zealandsince the reforms took effeatrere recruited to take part in the studyrhe intention
was to recruit as many separated parents/caregivers as pogsileesure a broad range of
experiences andgrspectivesOur goal was toecruit both those who had used family
justice services to make or change parenting arrangements since the refmsmell as
those whohadhad imited, or no,service use. As it is unknown how many separating
couples irNew Zealand have childréithe intention was not to gain a representative
sample, butratherto ensure a diverse range of participants.

Participants were recruited to take part in the stuidyan extensiverange of strategies

includingthe following

1 Letersandfliers(see Appendix Agent(via post and/or emaillo family justice providers
nationwide e.g., Parenting Through SeparatiBi Sproviders, Family Legal Aide
Service (FLAS) provideFamily Dispute &solution (FDRuppliersproviders (via
contact details available on the Ministry of Justice website) Family Courts

9 Letters and fliers ser{via post and/or emailjo other community agenciese.g.,
Community LavCentres, Citizens Advice Bureau offi@sl social servicegencies
throughout New Zealand

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

1 FDR suppliere(g.,Fairway, Family Works CentraldaRamily Works Northern)

distributed information to their clients via email, fliers and items about the study in their

newsletters and/or on websites.
9 Articles in theFamily Advocatéhe magazine of the Family Law Section of the New
Zealand Law Societyiforming family justice professionals about thesearch and
encouraging them to bring the study to their clients.
Articles in theChild Wellbeing Networsulletin.
Paid advertising on Faceboqklark posts®targeted to reach around 45,000 New
Zealand users aged -BD who had children aged 18 and under.
9 Paid advertising oBtuff¢ a New Zealandews website.
1 An article in the University of Otago staff bulletin.
1 An email to all University of Otago staff.

= =

Participants were askeldow theyhadheard about the study anaf those who responded
the vast majority (85%) indicated that it was through Facebook or the Internet, with 8%
hearingabout it through support groups and 4% through family or friends. Timebaw of
participantswho 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 eapgoject stage data about where people
heard about the study was not cotted.

22 5eel.aw Commissiarn(2017) Relationships and families in contemporary New Zealand. He Hononga Tangata,

'S 1 2y2y3l 2 Knyl dz.Btudy Rafed 22 N&elingthn: Law Gomsfiission. Retrieved from
https://www.lawcom.govt.nz/sites/default/files/projectAvailableFormats/Study%20Paper%20F INAL O.pdf
23 Targeted ews style advertisements
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Data Qollection

Online Survey

Theanonymousonline survey was administered through the study webaited was open

for nine monthsfrom 31 July 2011ntil 30" April 2018 Participants were selelected and
opted to complete the anonymous survafter receiving information about the study
throughthe range of recruitment strategiesutlined earlier. Theyaccesed the survewia

the study website. After accessing the survegrticipantswere asked a screening question
to ensure they meet theriteria of 1.having made or changed parenting arrangements for
children 2. since the reforms came into effec3.andwithin New Zealand. If not, they were
directed away from the survey and invited to share their views in another format available
on the study websiteThose who had completed making or changing parenting
arrangements and those who were still in the process weeécome to complete the
survey.Parents and caregivers were eligible to participdtiee online survey was completed
by 655 respondents.

Participants whanet the inclusion criteriaetailed abovewnere providedwith an

Information Sheet about the study (& AppendixB) and aConsentForm (see Appendig),
which could be read onlinend/or downloaded Once patrticipants indicated they had read
the Information Sheet and the Consertrfh, andhadagreed to take partthey were given
instructions on how to compte the survey.

The surveysee Appendi®) took around30-60 minutesto complete anchadfour sections
that asked aboutrgy RSy 14 Q @AS6a :F YR SELISNASyOSa 27

Making(or changingjheir parenting arrangements
Family justice servicesinded by the Government
TheNew Zealand family justice system.
Demograhic information.

e SN

Section 1 asked picipay 1@ | 62dzi 2y S WLINROSaaQ 2F YIF{Ay3d 2N
arrangements. As parenting arrangements change over time and can apply to morergan
situation or familythe survey respondents were guided as to what process they should
report on in Section 1f they hadhadto make or change parenting arrangements for

children from more than one relationship, they were instructecchmose only one of these
situationsto answer questions from Section 1. If participants had made arrangements under
the previous family justiceystem and changed (or attempted to chahtfeem after 1 April

2014 they were asked to answer Section 1 in relation to when fingtychangedtheir
arrangements sincé April 2014 1f they hadboth made and then change@r attempted to
change)arrangemets after the reforms came into effect, participants were instructed to
complete Section 1 in relation to whehey had first madetheir parenting arrangemeist

since 1 April 2014.

Section 2 asked respondents about their use of family jusiceices 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 hagler usedthe service since 1 April 2014 arid

so, were asked about their views and exparcesof the service As such, their responses

YIed NBtFGS 2 Y2NB GKFYy 2yS WLINRPOSAaQ 2F YIAY
than one relationship.



Participants were able to skip any question they did not wish to answer.

Participants who starté, but did not completethe survey were sent a reminder email with
a link to their partially completed surveyne day,one week andwo weeks after they began
it. They could then resume where they left dfhree hundred and thirtgixrespondents
began the surveybut did not complete itand their partial datdhas notbeenincludedin the
dataset

As the study was an ofiih process and was anonymqusnless people provided their

contact details or indicated their interest in an intesw, it waspossible that people who did
not meet the criteriacould complete the survey andf could complete thesurvey more

than once. When this was detected during data cleaj@my duplicates were deleted from
GKS RIGEF&aSH | yR rnorktSeir fidst dbinpleted duliveasasad. RI G F

Follow-up Surveys

Participantsvho had provided an email addresfien they completed the initial survey
(91%,n=595)were invited to complete twasubsequenbnline follow-up surveys; one
approximatelysixmonths after their initial survey completion and theixmonths after
completion of the first followup survey (or 12 months after their initial survey if they did not
complete the first followup survey)

Partidgpants were emailed a link to the folleup surveys linked to their unique ID number.
They were emailed remindeme week andwo weeks after the invitation was sent if they

had not completed the survey. As with the initial survey, if they bebandidnot 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 startedbut did not comptte, a follow-up survey and their
partial data was not included in the dataset.

The purpose of these followps was twefold. Firstly, for those who, at the time of the

initial survey, had completed making/changing their parenting arrangeméregollow-up
surveys were designed to determine trstability of arrangement®ver 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 makingh@mging their parenting
arrangementsthe follow-up surveys were used to track their process. If they had completed
their arrangements at the time of the followp surveydata missing from their initial survey
relating to their views and experiences ofvihnthe issue wasesolved was obtained. This

data was then added to the initial survey data.

In total there were four followup surveydor:

1. Participants who at the time of thiaitial survey had completed their parenting
arrangementg; First Followup Suvey 1A (see Append);

2. Participants who at the time of thiaitial survey hachot completed their parenting
arrangements; First Followup Survey 1B (see Appendix

3. Participants who at the time of thiaitial survey had completed their parenting
arrangements andalsothose whose parenting arrangements were still in progress at
the time of the initial survey but were completed by the time of the First Folipw
Survey Second Followp 2A (see Appendi®);

4. Participants who at the time of the first follewp survey hachot completed their
parenting arrangementg Second Follovup 2B (see AppendH).
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Not all participants completed both followp surveysSome participants did not complete
the first followup surveybut completed a survewt the time of the secondbllow-up, in
which case they completed either Follayp Survey 1A or Follewp Survey 1Blablel
below outlines the possible permutations of survey completiandthe numberof
participants who completed each folleup survey.

Tablel: Followup surveys

. First Second Total
Status of Parenting Arrangements
Follow-up Followup | 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 Folloup Survey 1B Survey 2A n=40
Incomplete at time of Initial Survey; _
Incomplete at time of First Followp 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 Tablg, overall, almost twethirds (65%) of the 655 participants who completed
the initial survey completed at least one follayp survey(n=429) 34% (=223) completed
only one followsurvey (either 1A or 1B) and 318&Z07) completed two followup surveys
(either 2A or 2B)The delays between the initial survey and FoHagpvSurveys 1A and 1B,
and between Followp Surveys 2A and 2B are detailed below in Table

Table2: Time delaydbetween surveys

Delay range | Average delay
(weeks) (weeks)
Initial Survey and Followp Survey 1A 26-62 35
Initial Survey and Followp Survey 1B 2661 35
First Followup Survey (1A or 1B) afallowup Survey 2A 26-49 27
First Followup Survey 1B andoRFow-up Survey 2B 26-40 27

11



Interviews

At the end of thesurvey respondents were asked if they wished to express their interest in
taking part in a telephone interviewith a member of the research team &hare, in more
depth, their viewsand experiencesThose who indicated their interest were asked for their
contact detailsfollowed up by emaiand sent an Information Sheet and Consenitrir (see
Appendiced andJ)).

Forty-two per cent (=277) of the survey respondenitsdicated their interest in participating
in an interview. Ultimately, 92 (29% of the totd survey responderg} were interviewed
Eightyfive participants decided not to be interviewed, did not respond to requests to
scheduk an interview time, or were unavailabiiiring the period the interviews were being
conducted Nine of the 1924nterviews were not included in any subsequent analysis as it
became apparent they were talking about preform experiences, noparenting matters or
the interview was discontinued winea participant became distressed or could no longer
continue for other reasonglhis resulted in a final interviesubsetof 183 participants three
of whom did not complete the online survgyut wished to be interviewed

The nterviews werepredominatelyconducted via telephonelthough a few locally based

participants (=15) were interviewed facto-face and one participant elected to be

interviewed via Zoom teleconferencing: NJi A OA LI yG&aQ @SNbIf O2yaSyi
beginning of the interview, which wasidio-recorded. The interviews were undertakday

four interviewers(Dr Margaret MitchellDr Megan Gollopand two legallytrained contract

interviewers Kyla Mullen andatafale Auva).

Thesemistructuredinterview schedule(see AppendiX) covered similatopics to the
survey and included the followirayess:

1. Dispute resolution pathways/sequencghe steps people took and the processes they

went through to make orltange parenting arrangements

The factors influencing the dispute resolution pathways;

Use of, and experience with, family justice services;

What helped and hindered makif@hangingparenting arrangements;

The effect(s) of makirighangingparenting arrangmentsc on themselves, their

children and the relationship with the other party;

The outcome of the process of making/changing parenting arrangements;

Knowledge and understanding of the 2014 family law reforms;

8. Advice to family justice professionals andhet people making/changing parenting
arrangements.

ar®ODN

No

However, participants weralsofree to raise otherelevantissues and topics that they
wished tocomment on

All interviews were transcribed.
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Participants
Online SurveyRespondents

Theonline survey was completed 85 parents or caregivers who had made or changed
parenting arrangements since the reforms came into eff@stshown in Table, ghe

majority @0%) of the respondents were female, just under a fiftBO%p)were male,0.5%
selecedWh (i KusIFoIX participants (0.6%3hasenot to answer the question.

Table3Y { dzNBSe N&detl2y RSy (aQ

Gender n Percent
Female 526 80.3%
Male 122 186%
Other 3 0.5%
Prefered 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%
Prefered not to answer 1 0.2%
Skipped question 2 0.3%
Total 655 100%

As shown by Table 5 belotlhhe majority 87%) of participants endorsealNew Zealand

Europearethnidty> ¢ A 0 K 2dza i 2 @S NAwendorsidgya Raciickethryiclly an 2 NA X
(includng someone who indicated they were Fijiaand 08% endorsing an Asian ethnicity

(includng someone who indicated they were Sri Lankan) W Eeih/icRidE includedBritish

(9), English (§)rish (6), South African (5), Welsh (3), Scottish (3), German (3), North

American (3), Australian (putch @), Israeli (1)]talian (1), French(1), Danish (1), Swedish

(1), Fijian (1)Canadian (1), Mexican (1), Spanish (1), Sri LankeEufbpean(3), with three
participantsnotspe T8 Ay 3 GKSANJ WhiKSND SGKYyAOAGE YR |yz?
Zealanders or Kiwi.
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Table5:Survey8a L2 YRSy 1aQ SGKyAOAGE@

Ethnicity n  Percent
New Zealand European 570 87.0%
Mnori 87 132%
Samoan 7 1.1%
Cook Islands Igbri 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%) dhe participantswere born in New Zealand aradl but one (99.7%)

were residinghere when they completed the first online survelable 6 shows the regional

spread of where the survey respondents were residing at the time they completed the initial
survey. ES A Yl 1S&8 2F (GKS NBAARSY(H LRLMAFIGA2Yy Ay bSs
also presented for comparisdthe survey opened in July 2017)

Table6: Location(s) survey respondents currently lived in

Estimated regionatesident

Region n  Percent population at 30 June 20F7
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%
I 61SQa .19 2% 3.4%
ManawatuWanganui 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%6 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 (provisioRatyieved from
https://www.stats.govt.nz/informationreleases/subnationgbopulationestimatesat-30-june-2018provisional
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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 d¢logkin 1 or 2 percent)

to the estimated regional population when data collection commen&igihtly 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 highermoptiop 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.

Table7{ dz2N¥S& NBaLRYyRSyidaQ KAIKSad tS@St 2F SRdzOI ¢

Qualification n Percent
No qualification 26 4.0%
Secondary school qualification (e.g., NCEA, School Certificate, Unive 123 18.8%
Entrance, Bursary)

Trade or vocationajualification 85 13.0%
CSNIAFNE ljdzZ €t AFAOF A2y 6SopIdx

. A B - A " 0
/I SNIAFAOIGSk5ALE2YF S al aisNpa [ 418 038%
Skipped question 3 0.5%
Total 655 100%

Table 7 shows that theurvey respondents wergighlyeducatedcomparedwith the general
New Zealand populatiarOnly 4% had no qualification compared with 21% in the 2013
Censusnd rearly twothirds (64%) had a tertiary qualification compared with 20% in the
2013 Censu?®

TableBa K2 ga (KS adzNBSe NB atadngoR& |h 201 TxhelniSdeh 2y £ 0 ST 2
incomein New Zealanavas $49,868° Thesurvey respondentiad a slightly higher income
than this, with the greatest numbgn=82, 13%garning $50,0040,000per annum.

25See Stats N2013 Census quickstats about education and trainfiRegrieved from
http://archive.stats.govt.nz/Census/201&nsus/profileandsummaryreports/gstatseducation
training/highestqualification.aspx#

26 Seehttps://www.stats.govt.nz/topics/income
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Table8Y { dzNBSe NBalLlR2yRSyi(iaQ LISNE2YFf Fyyddf AyoOz2y

Income n Percent
Loss 2 0.3%
Zero income 14 2.1%
$1-5,000 5 0.8%
$500%10,000 4 0.6%
$10,00115,000 17 2.6%
$15,00%20,000 41 6.3%
$20,00125,000 30 4.6%
$25,00130,000 47 7.2%
$30,00135,000 42 6.4%
$35,00140,000 36 5.5%
$40,00150,000 70 10.7%
$50,00160,000 82 12.5%
$60,00170,000 51 7.8%
$70,00180,000 56 8.5%
$80,00190,000 34 5.2%
$90,001100,000 29 4.4%
$100,001150,000 36 5.5%
$150,001 or more 13 2.0%
52y QG 1y:z 31 4.7%
Skipped question 15 2.3%
Total 655 100%

Tables9 and 10detail the relationship the respondents had with the children the parenting
arrangements related to and the type of caregiver they witest of the respondents were
mothers {8%) with fathers making up just under a fifth of tlseirvey respondent&l9%).

The majority were also the resident parent (55%) or shared care pa2#¥tt)(see Table 10)

Table9Y { dzZNI»Seé NBALR YRSy (aQ tNBparenlingzyaagéhed (2 (KS
related to

n Percent
Mother 513 783%
Father 124 18.9%
Stepparent 12 1.8%
Grandparent 4 0.6%
Otherextended family member 1 0.2%
Foster parent 1 0.2%
Total 655 100%
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Tablel0: 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. Nearlyttvirals 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 quarte27%(n=180) of the survey respondestook part in an interview.
Anotherthree interviewees did not complete the survelhe demographidata forthe
intervieweesis now presentegalong withthose of the survey respondentsr comparison.
Where possibledemographic data was extracted from the interview transcriptshef three
interviewees who did not complete the survédiience, the totals in the following tables will
vary betweenl80and 183)

Table 1: Gender of ntervieweesand surveyrespondents

Gender n _ Per_cent Percent
(intervieweeg (surveyrespondenty
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 P: Age range of interviewesand surveyrespondents

Age N . Per_cent Percent
(interviewees (surveyrespondentg
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 B: Intervieweeand ©lzZNIS& NBalLR2yRSyiaQ SIGKyAOAGe@

Ethnicity _ Per_cent Percent
(intervieweeg (surveyrespondentg
New Zealand European 150 83.3% 87.0%
Mnori 21 11.7% 13.2%
Samoan 0 0% 1.1%
Cook Islands Kbri 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 X4: Locations intervieveesand surveyrespondents currently lived in

Region _ Per'cent Percent
(intervieweey (surveyrespondentg
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%
Il F61S5Qa . I 5 2.8% 2.9%
ManawatuWanganui 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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S

Table B: InterviewS Sa@n@surveyNB 4 LI2 Y RSY 14 Q KAIKSald f S@St
Percent
e Percent
Qualification (interviewees (survey
respondenty

No qualification 3 1.7% 4.0%
Secondary school qualification (e NCEA,

School Cgrtificate,?Jniversity Eﬁltrgrﬁ:ce, Bursa 21 11.7% 18.8%
Trade or vocational qualification 16 8.9% 13.0%

¢SN\I§7\I-NJ§ IjQzI;f)\'-f)\(j)I-GAi

t 2a03NF Rz 0S / SNUAFTA L 139 77.2% 63.8%

degree, PhD)

Skipped question 1 0.6% 0.5%
Total 180 100% 100%
Table BY LY GSNIBASHSSEaQ FyR adz2NYSe NBalLRyRSydGdaQ LISN
all sources

Income N _ Per_cent Percent

(intervieweeg (surveyrespondentg

Loss 0 0% 0.3%

Zero income 4 2.2% 2.1%

$1-5,000 2 1.1% 0.8%

$500110,000 1 0.6% 0.6%

$10,00115,000 5 2.8% 2.6%

$15,00120,000 8 4.4% 6.3%

$20,00125,000 12 6.7% 4.6%

$25,00130,000 12 6.7% 7.2%

$30,00135,000 13 7.2% 6.4%

$35,00140,000 11 6.1% 5.5%

$40,00150,000 13 7.2% 10.7%

$50,00160,000 27 15.0% 12.5%

$60,00170,000 17 9.4% 7.8%

$70,00180,000 14 7.8% 8.5%

$80,00190,000 9 5.0% 5.2%

$90,00%100,000 3 1.7% 4.4%

$100,001150,000 13 7.2% 5.5%

$150,001 or more 6 3.3% 2.0%

52y Qi 1Yz 6 3.3% 4.7%

Skippedjuestion 4 2.2% 2.3%

Total 180 100% 100%
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Tablel7Y LY GSNBASESSEAQ | yR & dzNIhs éhildiedthelgreht@Gy (4 Q NI f
arrangemensrelated to
Percent Percent
(intervieweeg (surveyrespondent9
Mother 138 75.4% 78.3%
Father 42 23.0% 18.9%
Stepparent 2 1.1% 1.8%
Grandparent 1 0.5% 0.6%
Other extended family membe 0 0% 0.2%
Foster parent 0 0% 0.2%
Total 183 100% 100%
Tablel8: Caregiver type ointerviewees andsurvey respondents
Percent Percent
(intervieweeg (surveyrespondentg
Resident parent 84 45.%% 55.0%
Contact parent 35 19.1% 16.0%
Shared care parent 43 235% 20.6%
Other (including split care) 21 115% 8.4%
Total 183 100% 100%

Table B: Status of parenting arrangements fanterviewees and survey respondents

Percent Percent
(intervieweeg (surveyrespondentg
Completed 101 56.0% 64.0%
In progress 79 44.0% 36.0%
Total 180 100% 100%
Table20L Y i SNIDAS6SSaQ I yR ardshlifiéhpathNdy olmakg @Sy 64 Q YI Ay

change parenting arrangements

Resolution Pathwa percent Percent
y (intervieweeg  (surveyrespondentg
Nothing spec!flc, they just 4 4.0% 5 704
happened/unilateral
Mainly by ourselves 39 38.6% 39.5%
Privately through a professional (e.g. 6 5 9% 9.4%
lawyer, counsellor)
Through Family Dispute Resolution 0 0
(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 Tablesl120, the subsetof intervieweesdid notdiffer markedly from thegroup
of surveyrespondents Theintervieweeshad a slightlyhigher proportion ofmales and
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fathers and a lower proportion démalesand mothersthanthe survey respondentsrhe
interviewee subsetontained a lower percentage of resident parents and higher percentage
of other caregiver types (contact, shared care and other). The inteeéswee alsoslightly
youngerand had a slightly lower proportion of participants identifying as NZ European,
an2NA |y Rhe majoditk oF the intedvieaeswere born in New Zealand (81%
compared with 84% of the survegspondent3 and all were residing iNew Zealand at the
time they completed the survey and participated in an intervitdore intervieweesthan

survey respondenteesided in the Auckland regiof25%compared19%)

The interviewees were more highly qualified than thevey respondentswvith 77% having
a tertiary qualification, compared with 64% of the survegpondents Income levels did not
vary much between thanterviewees and survey respondentsith the greatest proportion
in both groupsreporting an income of $50,008660,00.

The interviewsubsethad a lower proportion oparticipantswho had completed making or
changing their parenting arrangements (56% compared with 64%). Finally, as will be outlined
in more detail in the following sectiothe dispute resolution pathway fahose participants

who had completed making their parenting arrangemeuiiffered between the
intervieweesandthe surveyrespondents. The interviewees hadyreater proportiorof
participants whosgarenting arrangements were made through the Family €(18%

compared with 34%f the surveyespondents.
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Findings

Making ParentingArrangements

Section 1 of the survey asked tparticipantsabout 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 processasalthe outcome.

Context inWhich Parenting ArrangementsWere Made

To provide someantext, 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 participantg59%)were makingor changingheir first parenting arrangements under

the new family justice system after ti#®14reforms took effect. The remainder (41%)

reported that they had made parenting arrangements under the okiesy, but were now

in the position of changing them under the new system (see T2i)l€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
preferenceandthe greatest proportion41.5%) indicated they were nétdzNE 2 NJ RA Ry Qi
know.

At the time the participants were making or changing their parenting arrangements, 59%
were not aware that the family justice system had chan@3%were aware of the reforms
andy:> O2dzZ RY Qi NBYSYo SN

Table21: When respondents war making their parenting arrangements

n Percent
First parenting arrangements made since 1 April 2014 and not chang
since 211 32.2%
First parenting arrangements made since 1 April 2014reattto be
substantially changed since then 174 26.6%
First parenting arrangements made before 1 April 2014 lzamdto be
changed since 1 April 2014 270 41.2%
Total 655 100%

As Table 2 (below)shows, the most common issues relating to parenting arrangements
that needed to be resolved were contact arrangements (76%) andaddqy care (71%). A
third of the participants needed to resolve a guardianship issue and just over a fifth (22%)
had a rebcation issue.

While parenting arrangements were being made, 58% also needed to resolve child support

issues, with a smaller percentage (39%yingto alsoresolve the division of their
relationship property.
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Table22: Issues needing to beesolved

n Percent
Dayto-day care 466 71.2%
Contact arrangements 495 75.6%
Relocation 143 21.8%
Ddzl NRAF YAKALI AdadzSa o60So®3aods (KS 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 wapossible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100.

Tables23 and 24 detail safetyconcernsand other issuegpresent at the time the

respondents were making or changing their parenting arrangements. These show that family

violence, mental health issues aRdlice involvement were present in around a thod

more of the participant€xituations and a third held safety concerns for themselves. An even

higher proportiont 2 0 g SNB 02y OSNY SR ToReNa thir @domed OK A f RO NB
that mental health(39%) or family violence (37%) was an issue at the time they were making

parenting arrangementsn nearly a quarter of cases there were addiction issues and

supervised contact. Just under a fifth (18%) reported involvement with Oranga Ta&fariki

the exisenceof aProtection Order.

Table23: Safety concerns ahe time of making or changing parenting arrangements

n Percent
For self 216 33.0%
For children 275 42.0%
For expartner/other party 73 11.2%

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

Table24: Circumstances present at the time of making or changing parenting

arrangements
n Percent
Family violence 241 36.8%
ProtectionOrder 118 18.0%
Trespas©rder 78 11
Mental health issues 253 38.6%
Addiction issues (drugs, alcohol, gambling) 160 244%
Supervised contact 148 22.6%
Involvement with Child, Youth and Family (CYF)/Oranga Tamariki 119 18.2%
Involvement with Police 197 30.1%

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

27 A government department in New Zealand responsible for the-lagitig of children.
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Table25: Quality of relationship withformer partner/other party at time of making or
changing parenting arrangements

n Percent

Very poor 306 469%
Poor 150 23.0%
Neither poor nor good 110 169%
Good 56 8.6%
Very good 30 4.6%
Total 65222 100%

As shown in Table 25,08t (70%) of the participants reported¥ LJ2 2 N 2 NJ WASNE L2 2 N
relationship with their former partner or the other party at the time they were making or

OKIy3aAy3a LI NBYydGAy3a FNNIyaASYSyihaz gAGK ySINIe K
relationship. Only 13%B L2 NI SR | W3I22RQ 2NJ WOSNE 3I22RQ NBf |

TheProcess ofMakingor Changing Brenting Arrangements

StepsTaken to Make orChangeParenting Arrangements

The survey asked participants what stépst of a possible 33hey had taken to make or
change their parenting arrangementacluding informabnes,the use of family justice
services funded by the government, and the use of legal professionals and community or
private servicesTable26 presents the proportion of respondents who indicatdwey had
taken each stepk-or this analysjonly data fromthose who indicated that they had
completed making or changing their parenting arrangemerdasincluded 6=417).

28 Note: Tables ithe followingsectiors exclude missing valuds participants did not answer the questipmhe
total indicatesthe number who answered the question.
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Table26: 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/wiau 241 57.%
Discussed them witfriends/acquaintances 233 55.9%
Talked with the children and sought their thoughts, feelings and vie 275 66.0%
Read books, articles or pamphlets 179 42 . %%
Used the Internet and/or social media 173 41.5%
Accessed support groups (including online) 114 27.%%
None of the above 13 3.1%
Family Justice Services Funded by the Government

Used the Ministry of Justice website 166 39.9%
Phoned the Ministry of Justice/Family Court 0800 2 AGREE phone 35 8.4%
'aSR GKS aAyhailNer Sy dvdzadi AtOSF YW 101 24. 2%
Sought help or advice from Family Court administrative staff 78 18.7%
Attended a Parenting through Separati(iiT Sfourse 138 33.1%
Used the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) 39 9.4%
Went through theinitial intake and/or assessment praediation

processes for Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation k

did not attend mediation 25 6.0%
Attended Preparation for Mediation/Coaching/Preparatory

Counselling 71 17.0%
Went to Family Dispute Resion (FDR)/Family Mediation with my

ex-partner/the other party 100 24.0%
Went to the Family Coug made, or responded to, an application for

Parenting Order from the Family Court 154 36.9%
Went to a higher Court for an appeal of a Family Court datésfiled,

or responded to, an appeal to the High Court, Court of Appeal or

Supreme Court 10 2.4%
Attended Courdirected counselling 53 12.7%
None of the above 137 32.9%
Lawyers

Sought legal advice 247 59.2%
Negotiated withex-partner/the other party through lawyers 154 36.9%
Used Collaborative Law processes 64 15.4%
None of the above 144 34.5%

25



Community or Private Services

Sought advice from a Community Law Centre or YouthLaw 78 18.7%
Sought advice from th€itizens Advice Bureau 62 14.9%
Sought advice from a community agency (e.g., Plunket, Barnard 48 11.5%
Sought advice from a health, social service or education profess| 119 28.%%
(e.g., doctor, social worker, teacher)

Sought advice frorshurch or religious/spiritual community 30 7.2%
Sought advice from cultural community 11 2.6%
Attended privatelypaid counselling 103 24.™0
Attended communitybased free counselling 65 15.6%
Attended privatelypaid mediation 18 4.3%
Attendedcommunity-based free mediation 15 3.6%
None of the above 179 42.%%

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

As shown in Tabl26, the vast majority of participants had taken informal steps (97%), with
aroundtwo-thirds using family justice services (67%) or lawyes%ajtand 57% using
community or private services.

Table27 presents the 6 steps most commonly takeiy at least 20% of the participants.

Table Z: Most common steps to make or change parentingangements

Step taken n Percent
Discussed them with the other parent/party 311 74.6%
Talked with the children and sought their thoughts, feelings and vic 275 66.0%
Sought legal advice 247 59.2%
Discussed them with family members/wiau 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 expartner/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 professio 119 28.5%
Accessed support groups (including online) 114 27.3%
Attended privatelypaid counselling 103 24.7%
'aSR GKS aAyAaidNeR 2F WdadaoS ' 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 advidee most frequently taken steps were informal
ones, with participants discussing the arrangemewith their former partner or the other
party (75%) and thehildren (66%). Discussing matters with family and friends was also
frequentlyreported. Seekingriformation was a common stepgken by aroundt0%of the
participants:reading books, articles or pamphlets (43%), usingrkernet or social media
(42%) or accessing the Ministry of Justice websipéoy
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The most frequently used family justice senddanded by the government included the

Ministry of Justicevebsite (40%), the Family Court (37%), Parenting Through Separation

(33%), theMinistry of Justice websit¢he Ministry of Justic&’a I { Ay 3 | t I NBy dAy3
workbook (24%) anddmnily DisputeResdution (24%).

Seeking legal advice was the third most common step, taken by 59%, and legal negotiation
was alsautilisedby 37%. The use of other private professionals was also in thettsfeps,

with 29% seeking advice from a health, social servi@ocationprofessional, and a

quarter attending privatelypaid counsellingAccessing support groupsagalsoa step taken

by 27%.

Once participants had selected all the steps they had tatkery were asked tindicate

which ones they found most helpful in makingobranging their parenting arrangemertig
ranking the top threeTable28 presentsthe percentage of participants who had taken each
step and rated it as one of the top three mdwlpful steps (presented in order from highest
to lowest).
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Table28: Most helpful steps taken to make or change parenting arrangements

Step taken n Percentage
Talked with children and sought their thoughts, feelings and vig 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 privatecounsdling 41 39.8%
Attended communitycounseling 23 35.4%
5Aa0dzaaSR 6A0GK FFrYAft& YSYOSN 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 expartner/the other party through lawyers 43 27.9%
Used Collaborative Law processes 17 26.6%
Nothing specific 4 23.5%
Attended privatelypaid mediation 4 22.2%
Sought advice from a health, social service or education 23 19.3%
professional

Accessed support groups (including online) 20 17.5%
Sought advice from church agligious/spiritual community 5 16.7%
Used the Internet and/or social media 27 15.6%
Attended Preparation for Mediation 11 15.5%
(Coaching/Preparatory Counsell)ng

Used the Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) 6 15.4%
Used the Ministry of Justid¢a | { Ay 3 | t I NBSyaj 14 13.9%
Read books, articles or pamphlets 24 13.4%
Attended communitybased free mediation 2 13.3%
Went through the initial intake and/or assessment prediation| 3 12.0%
processes for FDR but didt attend mediation

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 faain 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 Coadiministrative staff 5 6.4%
Used the Ministry of Justice website 10 6.0%
Attended Courdirected counselling 3 5.7%

Table28 also shows a good spread of the three most helpful steps, including those the

reforms sought to encouragetalking with the other parent, children and family to come to

agreement themselves. Talking with the children and seeking their thoufgleigngs and

views was the step that the greatest percentage (58%) rated as one of the top three most

helpful stepsHaving legal advic@8%)and negotiating through lawyers (28%gre also

reportedas helpful.

Governmentfunded family justice services were alsgluded in the most helpful steps with

going tothe Family Court (42%)afaily Dispute Resolutio{82%)and Parenting through

Separation31%)all being included in theop 10.
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Private or community counselling was also includethe top ten most helpfusteps with
40% and 35%espectivelyrating it as one of the top three most helpful ste@early,
counselling is somethg that parents do find helpfuyet the reforms discontinuethe
offering of free Family Court counselling sessions to separatedmnar Howeverwhat
camot be determinedrom the survey datas whether the counsellingvas individual
therapeutic counselling or couples counselling.

The findirgsin the following sectionsreport on theoutcomes of makingor changing
parentingarrangementsfor those participants who had completed the proceRse initial
survey excluded questions about the outcome frtimase participants who had not
completed making their parenting arrangemelits-238). Howeveras noted earlier, if any
of these 238 patrticipants completed making their parenting arrangemeseither between
the time of theinitial survey and a followap survey or between followp surveys, this
missing data was collected and addedhe initial survey dataThe number oparticipants
who had completed making or changing their parenting arrangersetien they completd
the initial surveytotalled 417; a furthel07 participants completed their parenting
arrangements after the initial survesesulting indata from524 participant§80% of the
total number of initial survey respondents

ResolutionPathways

After detailing what steps the participants took to make their parenting arranges)trey
were asked to indicate how they were ultimately decided and by whom (see T2théesd
30).

Table ®: Who decided on the parenting arrangements

n Percent
No-one really, they just happened 16 3.1%
My expartner/the other party and tecided together 231 44.1%
| decided 63 12.0%
My expartner/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 someacgdernal to the family decigtheir 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 Tal30), 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 hearinghere a judicial decisiomould have resulted

While threequarters 6=391) reported making the decision without an external decision

maker, in over a quarter (27%+107) of these cases the participant indicated that the
decision was a unilateral rather tharjoint one,whereonly one partyhad made the
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decision. However, ithe majority (69%) of these cases, and 51% overall, it was a joint
decision or one made by the children (and accepted by the parents/caregine§g).

Table30: How parenting arrangements were ultimately decided

n Percent
Nothing specific, theyust happenedunilateral decision 30 5.7%
Mainly by ourselves 207 39.5%
Privately through a professional (e.g., lawyer, counsellol 49 9.4%
Through Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Medie 57 10.9%
Through the Family Court 180 34.4%
Some other way 1 0.2%
Total 524 100%

As Table 30 showdhe two most common pathwaye makeor changeparenting
arrangements werdy the parties resolving the matter mainly themselves (40%) or through
the Family Court (34%]Justoverhalf the participants made their arrangemerntsough the
useof aprofessional or servicehe Family Court (34%Hamily Dispute Resolution(11%) or
privately through a professional (9%), swada lawyer or counsellor.

bSFNIe ¢ AYRAOFIGSR GKIFG GKS FNNIy3aSYSyia
attempts or that the arrangements were not decided as swden 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, atgsbwhen one party made

a unilateral decision without consulting tleher party. Almost 40% made the arrangements
with their former partner/the other partythemselvesThis included situations where parties
jointly agreed the children made the decisiamhich was accepted by the parerds

caregiverspr whereparty one @pitulatedand, in effect, agreed.

In Table30, 45%(n=237)2 T G KS LI NI A OA LI vy i a Q natulthdtghi A v 3

decided through the use of a professional or servitdh @S> (K2aS gKSNB A

was a unilateral decision and those who made the arrangements themselves). To ascertain if
this group had, in fact, usqurofessionals andervices, but ultimately made the parenting
arrangements themselves, an apsilsof what stepshad been takerfdetailed in Table &

was undertaken fothe sub-group of those who had finalised their parenting arrangements

at the time of completindhe first survey 1(=205)2° The results are presented in Tal3&

29The analysis of steps taken only includizda from thoseparticipants who had completed their arrangements
(n=417) as it wold 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.

30

We dza

I NN Y

yed



Table31: Use of professionals and services for thasho did notultimately make or

changeparenting arrangemens 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 9 4.4%
'aSR GKS aAyAaidNR 2F WdaAaGAOS v 37 18.1%
Sought help or advice from Family Coadtiministrative 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 prediation 5 2.4%
processes for Family Dispute Resolution (HEER)ily Mediation but

did not attend mediation

Attended Preparation for Mediation/Coaching/Preparatory 5 2.4%
Counselling

Went to Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation with m 6 2.9%
ex-partner/the other party

Went to the Family Coug made, or responded to, an application fo 8 3.9%
a Parenting Order from the Family Court

Went to a higher Court for an appeal of a Family Court decisfided, 0 0%
or responded to, an appeal to the High Court, Coutpifeal or

Supreme Court

Attended Courdirected counselling 2 1.0%
None of the above 130 63.4%
Lawyers

Sought legal advice 69 33.7%
Negotiated with expartner/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 eommunity agency (e.g., Plunket, Barnardos) 7 3.4%
Sought advice from a health, social service or education professior 40 19.5%
(e.g., doctor, social worker, teacher)

Sought advice from church or religious/spiritual community 10 4.9%
Soughtadvice from cultural community 4 2.0%
Attended privatelypaid counselling 41 20.0%
Attended communitybased free counselling 21 10.2%
Attended privatelypaid mediation 2 1.0%
Attended communitybased free mediation 1 0.5%
None of the above 118 57.6%

As shown in Tablel3those 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%).mdst common steps they took to
maketheir 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 MinisWgzi G A OS Wal { A
't NBYyGAy3 ttrhyQ ¢2NJ 6221 omy:20X FyR GGSYyR
use of Ministry of Justice funded dispute resolution services wag ¥ went to the

Family Court, and 3% attended Family Dispute Resolution. Thaksieg 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, partinigavere asked in an
open text box why that particular approach was taken to make or change their parenting
arrangementsThe most common reasons given are presented below for each resolution

pathway*°

Nothing specific, they just happened

y 3
AY

The most commomexplanation giverior why the parentingarrangements? 2 dza i K| LILISY SR Q

was becausene party opted out, was absent or would not communicagend therefore a
unilateral decision was made by default. In some cases,parent did not have the dhy
to care for children, for example, because of safety concerns or relocating.

| was fortunate that my epartner decided to live a different life. | took initial steps to
start instigating things, which diddneed 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 involvedéay,
Mother; Survey)

The kidStlad leftanddidn@tell me where he was living, sioe kids just did@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, | just had to tell him howws as he was not interested in participating in
trying to reach a solution or working together to come up with a solufib383
Mother; Survey)

He stopped having contact and | stopped trying to get hinfli®06, Mother; Survey)

No choice; their father moved to Australia, so that move decidkd parenting
arrangements(1628, Mother; Survey)

My ex had domestic issues and mental health problems with his partner. They decided
between them that mychildren]could no longer stay on a regular basis ieegthem

a chance to resolve their issues. My sons had no say in the matter, so just had to
accept it. We didsee the point in going through legal channels or counselling as

9EGNI OG&a FNRBY LI NIAOALIN Y& 6w trarsdtijidiaBeybeea daie Sightly@2 YY Sy (& |
ease of readingTo preserveLJ: NJi A Guiohymijysb@eXetails have been modified without changing the
meaning.
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theyd already made up their minds and | already have full custd@®p6 Mother;
Survey)

The motherand [her]LJF NJi y S NJ O 2 dzheRlyl@ahymiar® | [then théyji K
broke up leavinghe child withthe only option to live with ug1503, Father; Surviy

Some participantgeported thatit was thechildren whodetermined 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
K2dzaS 6K2 Yeé ,sophg]RREBEYDGAGEIAY So A {(IRO2KA & FI GKSN
Mother; Survey)

The kds wanted to stay with me in the family home | bought off my ex. Because he
moved in with his young boyfriend, the kids didvant to stay with him(1276,
Mother; Survey)

At the time my oldest child was 19 so parenting agaments did not apply, my

middle child was 16 and my youngest child was 12. | 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 anyambnvith their father
initially, let alone live with himand it took them several months after our separation
to agree to start having contact with hirfl759, Mother; Survey)

For othersthe arrangement jusevolved naturally andor was based on a shed
understanding betweethe parties ofwhat was best for the children

We had always communicated well about the kids. After watching and supgort

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 d(l495, Mother; Survey)
It was the easiest and worked in the best interest of our ctiiR67, Mother; Survey)
Older child wasalready week about between both parents. Youngest child was born
after the separation, and built up over time to become weletd 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 havingad arelativelyamicable relationship with their ex
partner and/or both being in agreementenabling them tanake arrangements between
themselveswithout outside help.
[The] god relationship between myself and the father meant any changes to our
a0KSRdzf S& 2NJ OKAf RQa & OK Sdkeizfathe carSthdes RA 4 Odza &4 SF
and days discussed and agreed before any change happ@@&3, Mother; Survey)
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We both agreed that a 50/50 share of parenting was b8sice we agreed right from
the start it@ been relatively easy to sort out the detaital 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 involved1284, Mother; Survey)

It was really simple. We just went with week on, week off. Very short disouds326,
Father; Survey)

We didrdisagree on who the children would live with, so idee any need to
involve outside agencie€l363, Mother; Survey)

We had enough communication to sort it out ourselves despite the relationship being
poor.(1484,Mother; Survey)

Wee 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. | know we would both access legal services dfulek ot
reach an agreemen{1542, Mother; Survey)

We didrrequire 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 iwvasn
working for them (1612, Mother; Survey)

It was the simplest and didtost anything to do so. The kids were happy with the
outcome so it was the best for everyoEs74, Mother; Survey)

We got along better being apaftVe were communicating well smuld arrange it
2dz2NB St @Sad 2SS (G221 Ayili2 O2yaARSNITGAAZY 020K I
Mother; Survey)

We both put down our ideal circumstances in a parenting plan then talked through
points of contention and worked out compromis@s806, Mother; Survey)

Others explained thathey worked out the arrangement between themlvesbecause they
piti KS OKAf RNByQa ySSRa | (andidéciSiontelipgdodsto 2 ¥ G K SA NJ ¥
reduce the impact on them.

My ex and | were committed t@ducing 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 monewise.(1004, Mother; Survey)

At the end of the day we both wanted to put the kids first andpsupeach 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 maintathe family unit, despitéheir 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 ne€ta18, Mother; Survey)

We both asired the best for our child and we were both willing to try something
different. We could talk about it with easd.076, Mother; Survey)

We had a good relationship and a goodpmarenting relationship. We worked
together to do what was best for our sand new wimnau 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 @spite our differences we could work it out together and that we are
grown up enough to solve the situation like mature individUak87, Mother; Survey)

Several participants said they made a conscious effort to resolve the issues themselves in
orderto avoid the delays, stress and cosassociated with involvingrofessionals

To try and retain some control over the situation after hearing horror stories about the
Family Gourt process, to try and save money and to try and put aside personal feelings
and just be parentg1136, Mother; Survey)

Split was amicable, so we decidedi¢ther to save on legal feg4.147, Mother;
Survey)

To save the hassle and cost of lawyers, and we know@vhast for our children.
(1229, Mother; Survey)

Because of the cost associated with attending media(ib321, Mother; Survey)

To make it quiker and less stressful on my child. To save money, not pay for lawyers
etc. (1365, Mother; Survey)

We didrRwant to go through the court system and we have a good relationship.
(1369, Mother; Survey)

After counselling and doine separation coursedecided not to try and fight and to
work with the other parent as much as | coyt393, Mother; Survey)

Easy cheap and friendly, keeping it relaxed and Kivtb9, Mother; Survey)
We wanted the least stressful, least involved meti{@830, Mother; Stvey)
We didrwant lawyers involvedThey cost too much monef1986, Mother; Survey)
It was the least cost approach and we (mypaxtner and |) felt comfortable that we

could work through together, provided that the agreement was well documented and
agreed by both of ug1690, 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 compromised1752, Mother; Survey)

Some parents reported thdhe children had made the decisioand 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 rgad and his partner as she di@feel
welcome in the house and was told she cof@tda trusted. It was her degibn to
discontinue the shared care arrangemerfi232, Mother; Survey)

The tildren chose who they wanted to live wifti315, Father; Survey)

My daughter decided and we abided by her decision even though her fathe®@wasn
happy about it(1504, Mother Survey)

For anumber ofparticipants the arrangements werdictated by the relocation of the
other parent

The childre® father works in a different countrgo itQ just how it works until i@
back in NZ full timg1023, Mother; Survey)

It was easierMy expartner was relocating to a different country grid me, did®
seem to consider thighildren]as being part of his essential way of Iif£069,
Mother; Survey)

Because he was moving to [country] and sodahild needed to live with me filme.
(1352, Mother; Survey)

The change was initiated by my ex moving to another city and ouremdtioosing to
stay with me fultime to finish high schoo(2053, Father; Survey)

For others, th& ex-partner would not engage with anyfamily justice services or
professionalswhen making parenting arrangements.

.S0ldzaS L 1yS¢ KS ¢g2dzZ RyQid GdzNYy d#Bkiti2 YSRAL
involved lots of argument$1170, Mother; Survey)

Expartner refused to get a lawyer or attend any mediati58, Mother; Survey)
When | initiated mediation, he did not want to attend or agree and knew that my

reasonable request for 50/50 custody would be granted iénged up in couri(1420,
Mother; Survey)

36



Fear ofengaging in a formal process or of antagonising their former partserved as an
impetus forsome participants toesole the parenting arrangements with their former
partner.

| feared he would take funer financial advantage i.e., take my house if | involved a
third party.(1281, Mother; Survey)

Becausehe court process seemed daunting and there were safety conqéB865
Mother; Survey)

My ex can be controlling at times. | knew if | fought hamwould dig his heels in and
we would end up going through cou(L479, Mother; Survey)

What he says goes[he] has become very passive aggressi¥611, Mother;
Survey)

It wad ywbrth fighting him for what | really wan{2024, Mother; Survey)

Toinvolve any outside orgasdtion or people, especially legal or government
professionalswould antagonse my exhusband and escalate the tension between us
and most likely cause a poorer outcome and experience for myl€y., Mother;
Survey)

Privatelythrough a professional

The majority of people who commented on why thegpde their parenting arrangements
privately through a professionatade referencego mental illness family violenceand/or
poor communicationbetween the partiesThesearticipantsstated that theyneeded
professional helgto reach an agreement.

Could2negotiate directly with ex due to his mental health iss{£$89, Mother;
Survey)

My expartner was extremely difficult and uncooperative (my lawerords) 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 counsell@help (1203, Mother; Survey)

My exhusband would not respond to me and it tagight months of negotiating and
lengthy delays in replying via his lawyer to get a final agreen{@B868, 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 expartner directly (1718, Mother; Survey)

No communication was possible due to the risk of violdidd.7, Mother; Sumy)
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Lack of communication from ex. Decisions had to be made, so with legal advice | made
the decision(1866, Mother; Survey)

Given the relationship it was the only optiqtt075 Mother; Survey)
Severaparticipantscommented that negotiating it privately was the best route to getting
thingsresolved quickly and easilyror others whilesettling their relationship property
OKNRdzZAK fFg&@SNR AG aYIFIRS aSyasS¢ G2 NBaz2ft @S

| wanted it sorted. | wanted my childr@wellbeing to be put first. | needed legal

advice to sort this for mg¢1978, Mother; Survey)

Easiest option. | knew what | wantdd673, Mother; Survey)

Sterile, norconfrontational, and neither party had an issue with not wanting to care
for our boy (2050, Father; Survey)

To avoid involvement with C¥Bnd to reach an agreement as quickly as possible
(1750, Mother; Survey)

The easiest way and moststaeffective (1043, Father; Survey)

We were also doing relationship property decisions at the same time. | also wanted to
have a professional involved so | knew my rights/responsikililie05, Mother;
Survey

We mainly came to agreemehetween 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 participantvanted to have a written agreemenéso it was on paper and had to be
stuckt€¢ OMHTANY a2l KSNI { dzNBBSeo

Through Family Dispute Resolution

Those patrticipants who made their arrangements through pidRarily did thisbecause
they had beerunable to reach agreement and/or were unable to have constructive
discussionsOthersrequired theimpartiality of a third party and thesafetythe mediation
forum offered.

We could not have constructive conversation independefit®i4, 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 togethd.757, 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 evepnatier

31Child, Youth and Family, now known as Oranga Tamariki.

38



two meetingswe were still stuckout managed to work it out via emailsrough 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 ch{ltiLl87, Mother; Survey)

We were unable to communicate with each other and unablkegree (1472, Mother;
Survey)

My expartner 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(ti8@5, Father;
Survey)

Ensured that an agreed outcome was reached wigsupport of a third party,
avoided manipulatiorof myself agreeing to something | d@mwant. (1558, Mother;
Survey)

Abuse and power issues with husband. Needed to discuss using a safer (jid&dss.
Mother; Survey)

The mother refused to negotiate in good faith, or even fairly. This was the only way to
engage to try for shared custodiL715, Father; Survey)

Several participants commented that attending FDR was not their choiceydsuinitiated
by the other party.

We were unaware that there were issues with the previous arrangerseiteing
contacted by mediators was the first we knew of any problemstivélcare. 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
wasn@moving forward (1025, Stepmother; Survey)

My ex decided we coul@work things out between us so initiated the family
mediation approach(1595, Mother; Survey)

My exhusband was uncooperative when | tried to make arrangements directly with
him. He then started the mediation proce@€623, Mother; Survey)

My ex arrangednediation as he wanted the changes mali©42, Mother; Survey)
Through the Family Court
Most of the participantsvho gave a reason for making their parenting arrangements
through the Family Coudommentedthat they hadbeenunable to resolve thedispute
though alternativeavenuessuch as trying to reach agreement alone and through using FDR

Some had not wanted to take this approach, BitS NE KIF R 0SSy a¢¥2 20 KSNJ 2L

Other things failed. She was begal Aid and her lawyer wanted to rkilit 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. Initiallythe hearing included a judgéut then an arrangement was made
with both parties and theirawyers.(1097, Mother; Survey)

We had no option left but to go @three-day hearing in front of a judgethe
absolute last thing | wanted to happened. | knew it would be-lose for all
concerned(1142, Grandmother; Survey)

We ould not reach agreement in mediation. Could not reach full agreeméehéin
Family Court though both parents made compromi§E224, Mother; Survey)

There were no other options left. Ex kept making agreements then breaking them
0 SOl dza S K SenfahdRakiy(it tofthe he$t stéfKl48, Mother; Survey)

.80l dzaS Ye SE 62dz RyQid | 3INBS G2 aidl yRINR 02y
recognise my guardianship righ{&155, Mother; Survey)

No other intervention worked1156, Mother; Survey)

We could ot agree and had to be directed to a compromise. There were health and
wellbeing issues and educational issues to be taken into acdd325, Mother;
Survey)

My expartner only wanted a judge decision. Nothing else suited him. | was told that
because héought the case to lawyers he got to decifle328, Mother; Survey)

We had opposite views, sgudge decided in a Family Court heari(i@70, Mother;
Survey)

It was impossible to negotiate with my-partner and | was forced to take this

approach. Wewvent 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 deciqib26,

Mother; Survey)

For someparticipants,safety issuediad necessitated their use of the Family Court.
Safety issues arttiel LILIX A OF GA2Y &1 & WOLIR BlothegSuivdyR dzi y 2 G A C
| applied fora RotectionOrder andthe judge made the decision that they must have
supervised access permanently. He can reappiydryears but will be unlikely to

change (1107, Mother; Survey)

They were made by the judge as the children were not safe in my ex @dasr He
was on dugs and being angry and violei(1118, Mother; Survey)

My exhusband has a meth addiction so we went through the courts with my lawyer

and had aParentingOrder 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 etevho refuse to acknowledge their actions or the
consequences on the childr¢h142, Grandmother; Survey)

. S0lFdzaS 2F GKS NR&ala G2 VYeé. (1R36dbtkett SNDR& al FSG¢
Survey)

Some participantstated thatit wastheir former partner/the other party who took the
matter to the Family Couywhich often was not the approach they wanted ke or felt
was justified

My exgirlfriend made false statements about me having bipadarher lawyer and

her put supervised visits in plasthich | disputed and got a mental health check and
finally got unsupervised contact with rsgns We gotLawyer forthe 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 tinget | won the court case for more
visitation rights (1053, Father; Survey)

| 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 issugerceived by the other parent. The other parent chose not to go to FDR,
and | was not given any choice in the matter. We ended up with a-ocdeted
Parenting Order that is not what either parent or the child wantéii401, Mother;
Survey)

Ex put in apfcations to[the] court to change access, refused to talk to me, all done
through lawyers\ery difficult man to deal with(1410, Mother; Survey)

This was not the approach | wanted to take. | wanted a mediated approach with a
mediator and winnau meeting. My exwife chose to use the Family Court despite
my desire to mediate the decisidi509, Mother; Survey)

We were unable to come to a private agreement through lawyersRandd Table
conferences, so my grartner filed a "without noticefapplicatior], which put us

into the system(1614, Mother; Survey)

Others also commented that going to the Family Court had been dititeated or advised
by lawyers or Oranga Tamariktaff.

Lawyer forthe Qiild and Oranga Tamariki decided what they wantethiappen and
that was what went to Family CoultLl139, Mother; Survey)

Lawyer told me to(1512, Mother; Survey)

Advice by my lawyer. Which was the wrong thing tpadohe just wanted to clip the
ticket. (1525, Father; Survey)

A small number of participants commented that theginted the orders to be bindingo
ensure stabiliy.
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So that the new arrangements were binding so they were set in Stb2@9,
Mother; Survey)

| sought the couf® help as my ex kept changing his mahdut when he would have
OKAf RNBY | yR ¢ 2 dzf sRihérded Raredting®diiér fo Bort thidzLJLJ2 NJi
out. (1864, Mother; Survey)

TheRelationshipBetween Circumstances at the Time of Making Parenting
Arrangements andResolution Pathways

A series oPearsorchisquare testsof independence were undertaken to examine the
NEfFGA2YyAaKAL 0SG6SSYy LI NIHAOALI YyiaQ OANDdzvraidal yo
parenting arrangements and how the arrangements were ultimately determifiedse with
the following circumstancesere morelikely to have their parenting arrangements
determined through the Famil@ourt:

Safety concerns for seifc? = 61.75, p<0.001

Safety concerns for the childreyc? = 115.06, p8.001

Safety concerns for the other pargyc? = 15.02, p0.005

Family violence c?= 77.37, p8.001

ProtectionOrder ¢ ¢c>= 58.15, p8.001

Trespas©rder ¢ c2= 51.98, p8.001

Mental health issueg c?= 19.65, p8.001

Addiction issueg c’= 13.89, p0.008

Supervised contagf c?= 78.54, p8.001

Involvement with Oranga Tamarikic>= 68.67, p8.001

Involvement with Police c?>= 105.29, p8.001 [Involvement with Police was also
associated witlbeing less likely to use Family DispResolutioh

=4 =4 =4 =4 -8 -8 a8 -8 -8 9

One of the objectives of the 2014 reforms wagéfocus the Family Court on the most
serious and urgent cases. The above datdough not representativeshows thatwithin
this study, those resolving their parenting arrangemetiteough the Family Coudid
appear to be more likely thavecomplex cases, involving safety concerns, violence, and
mental health and addiction issues.

CKSNBE gl a tftaz2 y Faaz20AlGA2y 0SGoSSy GKS |jdz f
former partneror the other party at the time they were making or changing their parenting

arrangements and who decided on the arrangemgste Table 3 andhow they were
ultimately made (see Table3R
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Table 2: Quality ofthe relationshipwith the ex-partner/other party by who decided on
the parenting arrangements

Neither
Who decided on parenting arrangements ey poor PO Good  JeM | TOTAL
good
No-one really, they just happened 8 4 4 0 0 16
l\(/l))g/ ee::lgflrtner/the other party and | decided 58 63 54 35 20 230
| decided 27 15 16 4 1 63
My expartner/the other party decided 17 12 10 2 3 44
The children decided 19 6 5 5 2 37
A judge decided 88 21 0 1 119
Someone else decided 10 2 1 0 0 13
TOTAL 227 123 99 46 27 522

A chisquare test showe@videncethat the quality ofthe relationship between parties at

the time of making the arrangement was associated with who decided on the parenting
arrangementgc?= 106.39, p8.001).In particular, when the relationship was very poor

there were more arrangementhan expectelRSOARSR o0& | 2dzR3IAS 2NJ waz2yYSsS
for those with a very poor relationshifewer arrangements were decided by the other

party. However if the relationshp between the partiesvas good or very good, fewer

arrangements were decided by a judge than would be expected if there was no association.

Table 3: Quality ofthe relationshipwith the ex-partner/ other party by resolution

pathway
Neither
Resolutionpathway ey poor PO Good  JeM | TOTAL
good
Nothl_ng specific, they just happened/unilateral 16 6 5 1 2 30
decision
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 chisquare tesiprovided evidencehat the quality ofthe relationshipbetween the
participants and their former partner/the other pargt the time of makingarenting
arrangemenswasalsoassociated with how parenting arrangements were mécte

182.18, p<0.001). When the relationship between the parties was very pdbere were

more arrangementshan expectednade through a professional or through the Family
Court. Also, for those with a very poor relationsHgwer arrangementshan expectedvere
made by the prents/caregives jointly (‘mainly by ourselves'). Conversely, if the relationship
was good or very good, fewer arrangemetiian expectedvere ultimately made through

the Family Courandmore were made by the parentsaregivergointly.
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Views on theResolution 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 arrangenventsed,

participants were asked how strongly they agreedlisagreed with a series of statements,

which are presented in th@ables34-42.C2 NJ S+ aS 2F NBFRAy3az: GKS OFGS!
W{GNRyYy3If& |INBSQ YR W5A4l ANBSQscé TalRes W (G NPy I &
202 in AppendixL for the full dda tableg.

Table34:! 3 NB S Y S yhis agprodciKwokk@dvell formeQ F2 NJ S| OK NBaz2f dziixzy

Disagree Neither Agree/
Resolution pathway /Strongly a,?cr,?e Strongly ES;Q;L

disagree disagree Agree
Nothing specific, they justappened/unilateral 36.7% 33.3% 30.0% 30
Mainly by ourselves 135% 8.7% 77.8%| 207
Privately through a professional 18.4% 20.4% 61.2%| 49
Through Family Dispute Resoluti@#DR) 42.1% 15.8% 42.1%| 57
Through the Family Court 52.8% 18.3% 28.9% | 180

As shown in Table43the majority (78%) of those who made their arrangensmainly by
themselves (and the other party) agreed that the approach worked well for them. Similarly,
for thoseparticipantsmaking arrangements privately through a professiofalo 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 wasvidence ofan association between the resolution pathway and whether
patticipants thought that the approach had worked well for thecA £ 114.37, p<0.001).
More participantsghan expectedagreed that the approeh worked for them ithey worked
the arrangement®ut themselves or through a private professior@abnversely, fewer
participants han expectediiought the approach had worked for them if they made their
parenting arrangements through FDR or the Family Caurdid nothing specific

Table35:! 3 NB S Y S yTtiis applodécK wosked well for my epartner/the other partyQ
for each resolution pathway

Disagree Neither Agree/
Resolution pathway /gtmng'y ""nge Strongly ES;Q;L
isagree disagree Agree
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 13.3% 36.7% 50.0%| 30
Mainly by ourselves 53% 17.5% 77.2%| 206
Privately through a professional 12.2% 42.9% 449% | 49
Through Family Dispute Resoluti(ifDR) 12.3% 36.8% 50.9% 57
Through the Family Court 23.7% 32.8% 43.5%| 177

Table % shows that of those who made their parenting arrangements with the other party
mainly by themselves, over threguarters (77%) thought this approach had worked well for
their former partner or the other party. Over half (51%) agreed FDR had worked wilefo
other party, compared with 12% who did not.
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There wasvidence ofan association between the resolution pathway and whether
participants thought that the approach had worked well for the other pacfy=61.36
p<0.001). Morgarticipantsthan expectedagreed that the approach had workeetll for
their former partner if they haanadethe arrangements themselves or had resolved them
through the Family Court.

Table36:! 3 NB S Y S yTtiis agphoécK wotked well for the childrefior each resolution
pathway

Neither

Resolution pathway /:s'fr?ﬁg?f e SAt?S?IZ{Y ES;;{;L
isagree disagree Agree

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 40.0% 20.0% 40.0%| 30

Mainly by ourselves 11.1% 9.2% 79.7% | 207

Privately through a professional 225% 16.3% 61.2%| 49

Through Family Dispute Resoluti(fDR) 35.1% 22.8% 42.1% 57

Through the Family Court 60.0% 13.3% 26.7%| 180

The majority ofparticipants who made their parenting arrangements with tHeimer
partner/other party mainly by themselvas 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% disagrdehthe
approach had worked well for their children.

There wavidence ofan association between the resolution pathway and whether
participants thought that the approach had worked well for the childeh~133.12,
p<0.001). More participantthan expectedagreed that the approach had workeetll for
their children if they hadgnade theirarrangementsnainly bythemsel/es Fewer participants
than expectedhought it had worked well for their children if théyad made their parenting
arrangements through the Family Court.

Looking across Tabled,35 and 3, revealsthat if participants made their parenting
arrangements themselves, most (between-80%) thought this approach had worked well
for themselves, tk other party, and the childrerin contrast, a considerably lower
proportion thought that going through the Family Court worked well for them (29%) or the
children (27%). Also, whitever half thought that going through the Family Court dat

work well for themselves (53%) or the children (60%), less than a quarter (24%) thought it
did not workwell for their former partner or the other party.
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Table37:! 3 NB S Y S ylind an adeduatdlbpportunity to put my position forwa@ F 2 NJ

eachresolution pathway

Disagree Neither Agree/
Resolution pathway IStrongly a,?:,?e Strongly EsTQL

disagree disagree Agree
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 50.0% 20.0% 30.0%| 30
Mainly by ourselves 18.8% 10.1% 71.0%| 207
Privately through a professional 225% 12.2% 65.3%| 49
Through Family Dispute Resoluti(fDR) 246% 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 thoseparticipants whamadetheir arrangements through a private

professonal (65%) or through FOB8%)

A chisquaretest showedevidence ofanassociation between the approach taken and

whether participants believed they had an adequate opportunity to put their position

forward (c?= 77.65, p8.001). More people than expected agreed that they had an adequate
opportunity to put their position forwed when they had worked it out themselves, atal 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, ta lesser extent, when they had done nothing specific.

Table38:! 3 NB S Y S Wi expaktriefthe Wther party had an adequate opportunity to

put their position forwardQ F2 NJ S OK NXaz2fdziAzy LI (Kgl &
. Neither
Resolution pathway /gltsfgg;; a,?(r,fe SA‘?‘;ig{V ESSTzAlL
disagree disagree Agree

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

Mainly by ourselves 39% 7.7% 88.4%| 207

Privately through a professional 41% 10.2% 85.7% 49

Through Familpispute Resolution (FDR) 1.8% 12.3% 86.0%| 57

Through the Family Court 34% 12.9% 83.7%| 178

Table 8 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 Tablé, 3vhich shows lower proportions agrmg 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 &tatiging
specifiQonly around a third reported having an adequate chance to peirtviews
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decision. It could be the case that if the participants werethetones making such
unilateral decisions, they could well believe that the other party hadrhace of an
opportunity to put their position forward than they themselves had.
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A chisquare test revealed nevidence of arassociation 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.

Table39:! ANB S Y S yltie pocess Was®2 F2NJ S OK NB&2fdziizy LI (K

Neither

Resolutionpathway /Ds'fr?ﬁgff aoe SAt?t;ig{Y ES;;@,L
disagree disagree Agree

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

Mainly by ourselves 16.4% 145% 69.1% | 207

Privately through a professional 26.5% 245% 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 Tableg89 shows, most (70%) of those participamteo had made or changguhrenting
arrangementsmainly bythemselveghought the process was fair, comparedth under 50%

for all other resolution pathways. Those where arrangements just happened or were made
through the Family Court had the lowest proportion agreeihgttthe process was fair.

There wasvidence ofa strong association between the approach taken and whether the
process was viewed as fai®E 104.97, p<0.001Many morepeoplethan expectedagreed
that the process was fair when they made parenting arrangemenatisly bythemselves
with their former partner/other party andfar fewerthan expectecagreed that the process
was fair when arrangements were made through the Family Court.

Table40:! 3 NB S Y S yTtie tingelit fofk to¥nakethe arrangements was reasonab® ¥ 2 NJ
each resolution pathway

Disagree Neither Agree/
Resolution pathway IStrongly ""Eg?e Strongly ES;Z/;,L

disagree disagree Agree
Nothing specific, they justappened/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% 89% 17.86| 180

Nearly threequarters (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% dhose participants who made their parenting arramgents
themselvesand 58% of those who made thettmrough FDRgreedthat the time it took to
maketheir arrangements was reasonable

There wasvidence ofan association between the resolution pathway and whether
participants thought that the time itook to make the parenting arrangements was
reasonable ?= 133.54, p<0.001More peoplethan expectedagreed that the time it took
to make their arrangements was reasonable whieey made them mainly themselves or if
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they went through FDR. Fewtitan expectedagreed that the time it took to make the
arrangements was reasonable when they went through the Family Court.

Table4l:! 3 NB S Y S yrtie finadcial €ost®f making the arrangements was reasonéble
for each resolution pathway

Neither

Resolution pathway /Ds'fr?ﬁgff aoe SAt?t;ig{Y ES;;@,L
disagree disagree Agree

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 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

t FNOAOALI yiaQ @ASga 2y UK Sftielekoluoy dapprdady Saa 27T
they took followed a similar pattern to that outlined ab®in relation to views about the

reasonableness of the time it took to make the arrangemeNearly threequarters (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 themselvas 5826 of those who

made them through FDRgreed thatthe cost of makingheir arrangements was

reasonable. Over half (57%) of the participants who mieé arrangements privately

through a professional did not think the cost was reasonable, comparédd28fo who

thought it was reasonable.

Evidence of aassociation was found between the resolution pathway and whether
participants thought that the cosif making theparenting arrangements was reasonatd@ (
= 148.65, p<0.001More peoplethan expectedhgreed that the cosbf makingtheir
arrangements was reasonable when they made them mainly themselves or if they went
through FDR. Fewdhan expectedagreed that the cosbf makingthe arrangements was
reasonable when they went through the Family Court.

Table42:! 3 NB S Y S yias satisfied witk’'the approach tak&€d F2 NJ S OK NXB a 2 f dzi A
pathway

Neither

Resolution pathway /gtsfgg;ﬁ; a,?(r,fe SA‘?fgf‘Z{V ESSTzAgL
disagree disagree Agree

Nothing specific, they justappened/unilateral 53.3% 13.3% 33.3%| 30

Mainly by ourselves 145% 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 the
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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 ma association was found between the resolution pathway and whether
participants were satisfiedith the approach they tookcf= 131.95, p<0.001More people
than expectedagreed that thg 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 Tabled-32 highlight a cleacontrastbetween those who made

their parenting arrangements themselves and those whose were made by the Family Court.
The majority of those who ultimately made their arrangensnith their former

partner/the other party themselveagreedthat: the approach had wied 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 fiatiswith the approach they took. On

all measures, those making arrangements themsshad the highest proportionf all

resolution pathwaysgreeing with each statement.

With two exceptions (relating to the other party) the reverse trend was seen figeth

whose arrangements wengltimately determined through the Family Court. The majority
disagreedhat: 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 ts¢ it took to
make the arrangements was reasonable; and they were satisfied with the approach they
took. On every statementexcept onethis group had the highest proportion who disagreed
with each statement.

¢KS GFofSa Ifaz2 Kwusihipenadlyihepiicesdinadbednlbeytdr ®@rQ @A S
their former partner/the other partythan for themselves. This was apparent in the finding

that for those where the arrangementfist happene@and those whose were made

through FDR or the Family Coutte proportion of those agreeing the approach worked

well for the other partywasgreater than the proportion agreeing that it had worked well for
themselves. Similarly, regardless of how the parenting arrangements were ultimately made

the proportion ageeing that their former partner/the other party had had an adequate

opportunity to put their position forwardar exceeded the proportion agreeing that they
themselves had an adequate opportunity to put their position forward.

Participants were asked Ifoking 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 sufdearly half(48%) were happy with the approatey

had taken.

Table43: Looking back, would you rather have taken a diffeteapproach to make or
change your parenting arrangements?

n Percent
Yes 166 31.7%
No 250 478%
52y Qi 1y2 107 205%
Total 523 100%
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The resolution pathways of those participants=250) who indicated that, in hindsight, they
would not have taken a different approach are presented in TalleThe majority (59%) of
those who were happy with the approach they toakere those who had made their
arrangemens mainly by themselves wittheir former partner/the other party. Just over a
fifth (21%) of those participants who woutet change the way they had made their
parenting arrangements had done so through the Family Court.

Table 4} Resolution pathways of those participants who wouttbt have preferred to
havetaken a different approach to making their parenting arrangements

n Percent
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilater 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 participants166) who indicated that they would have
preferred to havdaken a different approach are presented in Tallie 4

Table %4: Resolution pathways of those participants who would have preferredhiave
taken a different approach to making their parenting arrangements

n Percent
Nothing specific, they justappened/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 gvhapmost
commonlyindicated that, on reflection, they would have rather taken a different appraach

if possible This was true for nearly half (48%) of those using the Familyt, Counpared

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 drwas a unilateral decision.

Those participarg who indicated they would rathdravetaken a different approactn=166)

were asked to choose which resolution pathway they would have prefefirked findings are
presented in Tabld6 cross tabulated withiheir actual pathway
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Table46: Preferred resolution pathway

Preferred resolution pathway
. Privately
Actual resolution pathway Manly Y througha  Through FDR ;Q;?,ﬁ‘fggﬁ‘; SOTVZ)‘fther ToTAL
professional
Nothing spec!flc, they just 5 3 3 5 3 13
happened/unilateral
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 thereferred resolutiortBome therwayQ NB alLl2yasSa NBtF GSR
the Family CourtThe remainder outlied something about the proceghat participants

would changdrather than the pathwaytself) or they did not know whatapproach they

would have preferred.

As shown in Tablé6 (in red), 23 participants chose the same pathwaytheir preferred
oneasthe pathway they had actually takehlowever, as indicated above, opended
comments indicated that some participants magve chosen the same pathwdyut
handledthe matter differently e.g.they would have still used the Family Cqumit would
havesought aProtection 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 theOutcome ofMaking Parenting Arrangements

Participants were asked for their views on the outcome of the dispute resolution process
i.e., the parenting arrangements that were decided. Tadlg£18, and49 show ratings of
satisfaction, perceptions of fairness and confidence in the arrangementsnvgookit, at the
time they were decided.

Table47: Satisfaction with parenting arrangements at the time they were decided

n Percent
Very dissatisfied 92 17.6%
Dissatisfied 79 15.1%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 82  15.7%
Satisfied 186 35.5%
Very satisfied 85 16.2%
Total 524 100%
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Table48: Perceptions of fairness about parenting arrangements at the time they were
decided

n Percent
Very unfair 83 159%
Unfair 92 17.6%
Neither fair nor unfair 80  15.3%
Fair 179 34.2%
Very fair 89 17.0%
Total 523 100%

Table49: 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 unconfiden 120 22.9%
Confident 151 28.8%
Veryconfident 66 12.6%
Total 524 100%

As shown in Tabletr-49, overall,just over half (52%) the participants wesatisfieddr

Yery satisfiedwith the parenting arrangements at the time they were made, compared with
33% who werddissatisfiedbr Wery dissatisfie@with them. Similarly, just over ha(61%)
thought the arrangements werdairQor Wery faikat the time, compared with 33% who

rated them asdnfairtor Wery unfaiQThe poportion of those who werédonfidentor Wery
confidentihe arrangements would work (41%) did not differ markedly from the proportion
of those whowere Wnconfidentbr Wery unconfidenf36%).

Tables50, 51 and52 presentratings of satisfaction, fairness and confidence wvgiginenting
arrangementsat the time they were madgfor different dispute resolution pathway3he
two positive and negativpoints on the scalbave been collapsef$ee Tables 2205 in
AppendixL for the full data tables).

Table50: Satisfaction with parenting arrangements at thame they were decided by
resolution pathway

Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 33.3% 26.7% 400% 30
Mainly by ourselves 16.4% 145% 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 patrticipants who made theirrangements 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% respectidelygver, half
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of those who made thie arrangements through the Family Court were dissatisfied with

them.

Evidence of ma association was found between the resolution pathway and satisfaction with
the resulting parentin@rrangements¢?= 64.70, p<0.001More peoplethan expected

were satsfied with their arrangements when they made them themselves, and féwaar
expectedwere satisfied when they made them through FDR or the Family Court.

Table51: Perceptions of fairness about parenting arrangements at the time they were

decidedby resoltion pathway

Resolution pathway i v | nosz2
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 40.0% 13.3% 46.7%| 30
Mainly by ourselves 21.3% 145% 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 5The majority of those making arrangemsmhainly by
themselves or through a professional thought thresmgements were fajrand the highest
proportion of those using the Family Court (48%) thoughtahangements were unfair.
Similar proportions thought the arrangements were fair and unfair when they were made
through FDR (40% and 37% respectively).

A chisquare test also foundvidence ofa similar association between the resolution
pathway and percgtions of fairness with the resulting parentiagrangementsg? = 42.12,
p<0.001)More peoplethan expectedhought the arrangements were fair when they made
them themselves, and fewéhan expectedhought they were fair when they made them

through FDRr the Family Court.

Table52: Confidence in parenting arrangements working at the time they were decided by

resolution pathway

Unconfident

Neither

Confident/

Resolution pathway e U:E,:::‘m Very oy
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 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 theshighe
proportions indicating they were unconfident the arrangements would work.

Again.evidence ofan assaociation was found between confidence in arrangements working
and the resolution pathwa (c? = 57.25, p<0.001More participantshan expectedelt
confident their arrangements would work if they made them themselves with the other
party, and fewethan expectedelt confident they would work if thewere made through
FDR or the Family Court.

The above three tables are summarised in Té&83ewhich showshe proportion of those
who gave positive ratings afatsfadion, perceptiors of fairness and confidence the
arrangements working at the time they were made.

Table53: Positive perceptions of parenting arrangements at the time they were made by
resolution pathway

Resolution pathway T e
Nothing specific, they just happened/unilatera 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%

Table53 showsthat, across these three variables (satisfaction, fairness and confidence)
those participants who werehe most positive about thi parenting arrangements when
they were made, hathade themmainly by themselves, followed by those who had decided
on the arrangments privately through a professional. The participants with the lowest
proportion of pogtive ratings of satisfaction, fairness and confidence had made their
arrangementghrough FDR or the Family Court.

54



Formalisation of Parenting Arrangements

Whether, and if sphow, 0 KS LI NI AOA LI yiGaQ LI NBYyGAYy3a | NNFy3ISY
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%
ConsentOrder made by the Family Court a7 9.0%
ParentingOrders made by the Family Court 158  30.2%
Some other way 4 0.8%
52y Qi |y2é6kbz2i adaNB 2 0.4%
Total 524 100%

Of those who specified,i&and how, their parenting arrangements were formalised.(

SEOfdzRAY3 (K248 6K2 RARYQin=5%18)246%n2200)werg RA O 1 SR &
either not formalised oxvere done so informallyand 60%4n=309)were formalised in either

a written agreement, consent order or Family CdeatentingOrder. Overa quarter (28%)

of the participantshad not formalised their parenting arrangements at athe most

common way agreements were formalised was through Family GapentingOrders

(30%) or by a written agreement or parenting plan (20%). Converting a parenting agreement

into a ConsenOrder through the Family Court was relatively infrequesith less than one

in ten (9%) doing so.

Table 55 presents a crosbulation of whether arrangements were formalised with the
resolution pathway(n=521)6 SEOf dzZRAy 3 (G(K2aS gK2 RARYQlO (y26 AT
formalised in any way).

Table 55: Formalisation of parenting agreements by resolution pathway

Resolution Rthway

Formalisation of parenting ’::g(]:ii?i?: ':)"ﬂ;g’v?; tz:gjéﬁl); ThFr%“F?h gz:ﬁ#fgézft
agreement (n=29) (n=207) p“’(fnezsjg;”a' (n=57) (n=179)
No formalisation 55.2% 57.0% 10.2% 3.5% 2.2%
Informalagreement 27.6% 24.6% 4.1% 3.5% 0%
Written agreement 3.5% 14.5% 42.9% 71.9% 6.2%
ConseniOrder 0% 1.9% 14.3% 5.3% 18.4%
ParentingOrder 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 madéheir parenting arrangements themselves or did nothing specific most
commonly had no formal parenting agreeme88% and82% respectivelyrlthougharound

a quarter of each group liean informal agreement, 28% of those who did nothing specific
and 25% of those who made their arrangements themselMasing a written parenting
agreement or parenting plan walse most common outcome for those who matteeir
arrangementghrough FDR (72) orprivatelythrough a professional (43%). For those going
through the Family Court, most (73%) had their arrangements formalisedPaseating

Order by judicial determination, but nearly a fifth (18%) hatbasentOrder made. Only 5%
of those makingheir arrangements through FDR converted their agreement inforssent
Order, although oddly 16% repied having aParentingOrder through the Family Court.

It is somewhat surprising th&7 participants who did not resolve their parenting
arrangementgshrough the Family Court indicated that their parenting arrangements were
judicially determined and formalised intoRarentingOrder. However, it is possible that
their attempts to change an existing parenting arrangemevitich had been formalised into
a Family CourParentingOrder, through other resolution pathways were unsuccessful.
Alternatively,anagreement made privately may have been converted in@imasentOrder,
but participantsmay not have beefamiliar with tK S (i ®méantOrdlerQ

Cost ofMaking Parenting Arrangements

One of the objectives of the reforms wasreduce 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 spemoneyon (see Table§6 and57). A quarter of the
participantsindicated that they hadeceived Legal Aid.

Table56: What participans spent money on to make or change parenting arrangements

n Percent

Legal fees/lawyer 258 49.2%6
Private counselling 107 20.4%
Private mediation 24 4.6%
Family Dispute ResolutidirDR) 70 13.%%
Court fees 105 20.0%
Courtordered ®st contributions for Lawyer for the Chilc

or a specialist report 44 8.4%
Courtorderedcosts 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 suidto

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¢ KS Y2 a i

O02YY2y SELISYRAGdINBE NBfIF GSR

(49%) of the participants spending money on this. A fifth (20%) spent moneyuonfees

and on private counselling.
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Table57: Total personal cost to make parenting arrangements

n Percent
Nothing 182 349%
$1-$500 55 106%
$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 O 0%
$200,001 ormore 5 1.0%
52yQi 1y:z 30 58%
Total 521 100%

As shown in Tabl&7, 35% reported that they spent no mon&ymake theirparenting
arrangementsand almost half (45%) spent $500 or Iegery few(8) participants reported
spending in excess o¥$,00Q

Overall, over half (56%) of the participants believed the amount they paid was reasonable
and half (50%) reported it was affordable for them

Tables58and59show a breakdown af K S LJ- NI A OA LlreAdoralendddalds a 2y
affordability of the amount they spenfor each expenditure brackdexcluding those who
did not know how much they spent and those who skipped one of the questions).

Table58: Reasonableness of cost by expenditure amount

Cost reasonble?

Expenditure No Yes
Nothing 0.6% 99.4%
$1-$500 27.3% 72. 7%
$501-$1000 454% 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%
Totaln 221 291
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Table59: Affordability of cost by expenditure amount

Costaffordable?

Expenditure No Yes
Nothing 0.6% 99.4%
$1-$500 40.0% 60.0%
$501-:$1000 45.5% 54.6%
$100£$2000 63.20 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.%
$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%0
Totaln 254 260

Tablesb8 and 59 showthat the thresholdfor whether the cost of making parenting
arrangements was seen as reasonable and affordable was $2000 and $1000 respédpively.
until expenditure reached $50%1000, a larger proportion of participants said this was
reasonable than not. When expenditureas/between $1005$200Q 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
wasregardedby dl participants asinreasonable.

This threshold was lower for affordabilityp until expenditure of$1000 the percentage of
participants reportinghe cost to make their arrangemen#s affordable was greater than
the percentage stating it was not affordableitt¥one excetion, when expenditure was
greater than 3000 the vast majority (8200%) reported this as nakeingaffordable to
them. One person who spent between $75,000 and $100,000 indicated thatrttoant
was affordable for them.

Table60 showsa cross tabulation ahe proportion of participants who indicated how much

they had spenmaking parenting arrangemen{s=490)with their resolution pathway

(excluding those who skipped the question and did not know how much they spéhén

reading ths table it must be remembered that the resolution pathway refers to how

LI NIHAOALI yiaQ LI NBYGAYy3I I NNFy mmdgMi&egused o SNB dzf (A
other services. For example, although participants may hétumately made their

arrangements themaves 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 ®: Cost of making parenting arrangements by resolution pathway

Resolution pathway

Total cost Nothing specific  Mainly ourselves prgfh;g;gﬂal ThFrng":?h TQ:’;‘?’C“
Nothing 53.6% 65.0% 8.5% 30.9% 10.%%
$1-$500 14.3% 12.2% 6.4% 27.3% 5.5%
$501-$1000 7.1% 5.6% 8.5% 18.2%6 3.7%
$1001$2000 10.7% 7.6% 14.9% 12.7%%6 3.7%
$200213$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.%%
$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 ® shows that the majority of those participants who didt do anything specific to
make theirparenting arrangementr did so mainly with their former partner/the other
party themselvesspent nothing to make their parenting arrangemernitfiose who made

their arrangements through FDR largely either spent nothing (31%) or spent $500 or less
(27%) as some wuld 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 $20,000vdust
guarter (26%) of those whose parenting arrangememése madethrough the Family Court
spent in excess of $20,000 and 3% spent in excess of $20G606rally, those who made

their arrangements through the Family Court, and to a lességnt privately through a

professional, spent more.

¢ KA a
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caregiverengaged in tonake or chang parenting arrangements. For the purpose of this
report, the survey data presentgatovidesan 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 publicabins.
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Summary

The majority (59%) of the parents and caregisrm/eyedwere making parenting
arrangements since the reforms came into effeatd41% 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 piaipants were aware of the reforms at the
time they were making or changing parenting arrangements, but the majority (59%) were
not. The most commorssuemeedingto be resolvedvere day-to-day careandcontact
arrangementsThe majority of participantalso nee@dto resolve child support issues and

the division of their relationship property.

Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police were present in & least

OKANR 2F GKS LINIAOALIY(GaQ OANDdzradlyoSa i GK
arrangements. One third had safety concerns for themselves, and 4@%omaerns about

the safety of the children. Most (70%) repeda poor or very poor relationshipith their

former pariner/the other party when they were making or changing their parenting

arrangements.

Most of the participants(97%)had takeninformal steps to make their parenting

arrangements, with around twthirds using family justice services (67%) or lawyers (66%),

and 57% using community or private servicHse top five most common steps taken were

discussinghe matter with the other pAl S Yy G k LIF NIi g3 G KS OKAf RNBYZI gKny
seeknglegal adviceThe most frequently used family justice services funded by the

government included the Mistry of Justicavebsite (40%), the Family Court (37%),

Parenting Through SeparatiéRTS}33%), theMinistry of Justicala | { Ay 3 | t I NBy G Ay 3
workbook (24%) anddfily DisputeResolution(FDR)24%).

The five steps rated most helpful in making parenting arrangements included: talking with
the children (58%), discussion with the other parem ity (49%), seeking legal advice (48%),
going to the Family Court (42%), and attending private counselling (40%). Nearly a third of
the participants rated FD& PTS as one of the most helpful steps they took.

A quarter of the participants reportetthat someone external to the family dead on their
parenting arrangements, with 75% reportititge parenting arrangements were decided by a
family memberg one or both parents/caregiver and/or the children.

The most common pathway to make parenting arrangemevasthe parties resolving the
matter mainlyby themselves (40%). Just over half of the participangsnlymade their
arrangements though the use afprofessional or serviceeitherthe Family Court3d%), FDR
(11%) or privatelyhrough aprofessional(9%).

CKS LI NGAOALN yiaQ OANDtryparentng Grgentetiswerk S GAYS 27
associated wittlthe resolution pathway they took. More participants had their parenting

arrangements determinethrough the Family Court when there were safety concerns,

family violence, mental health and addiction issues and involvement with external agencies

such as Police arat Oranga Tamariki. The quality of the relationship between the

parents/parties was atsassociated with how parenting arrangements were made. More

arrangements were made through the Family Copartprivatelythrough a professionalif

the relationship was very poor, and conversely, more were made by the parties themselves

when the relatiorship was goofvery good
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How patrticipants viewed the resolution pathway they took showed a clear contrast between
those who made their parenting arrangements themselves and those wdroaagements
were made by the Family Court. The majority of those whionately made their
arrangemens 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 positionsrdard; the process was fair;
the time it tookto make the arrangementand the associated costgere 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 arrangementsiieseh 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. Theitpajor
(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.

t I NODAOALI yiaQ @ASga 2tfat wiekePadeeNIAstaciatgtvithle NNI y IS Y S
resolution pathway taken to make them. The greatest proportion of those who were

satisfied with the parenting arrangements, thought they wéai, and had confidence in

them working(at the timethey were madé were those whdad made them mainly by

themselves, followed by those who had decided on the arrangements privately through a
professionalGenerally, he participants with the lowest proportion of positive ratings of

satisfaction, fairness and confidence had made their arrangements through RB&R or

Family Court.

The majority (60%) of participants had formalised their parenting arrangements, with the
most common way beinthrough Family CourParentingOrders (30%) or a written
parenting agreement or plan (20%). Thadggo had not done anything seific to make their
parenting arrangements or did so mainly with their former partner/the other parigst

often had no formal agreement. Those who made the arrangements privately through a
professional or through FDR most commonly had a written agre¢nasal those who had
gone through the Family Court most commonly RagentingOrders.

Nearly twothirds (62%) incurred costs to make their parenting arrangements. The most

02YY2y SELISYRAGIZNBE NBfIFGSR G2 tS3artktlgesSNRa 7T
court fees (20%Nearly half (45%) spent $500 or less to make their parentingngeraents

and 10% spent $20,000 or more. Generally, those who made their arrangements through

the Family Court, and to a lesser degmvately through a professionaspent more.

Expenditure over $2000 wasgardedasunreasonable by greater number of @rticipants

thansaw it as reasonable. Expenditure over $1000 was seen by the vast majority as

unaffordable.
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Key Findingg Making Parenting Arrangements

59% were making or changing parenting arrangements since the reforms cat
into effect; 41% ha@xperience with the previous family justice systerh7%
preferred the previous system, 10% preferred the current system

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

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

Family violence, mental health issues, and involvement with Police wesemire
Ay i tSrad 2F GKANR 2F (GKS LIgwhiaio
changing parenting arrangements

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

70% reported a poor/very poor relationship with their former partner/the othe
party at the time they were making or changing parenting arrangements
Steps taken to make parenting arrangements includeftirmal steps (97%), use
of family justice service§7%), lawyers (66%), and community or private servi
(57%)

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 te Bramily Court (42%), and attending priva
counselling (40%)
32% rated FDR and 31% rated PTS as one of the most helpful steps they toc
75% of the parenting arrangements were decided by a family membae or
both parents and/or the children

44% decidedn their arrangements jointly with their former partner/the other
party; in 23% of cases the decision was judicially determinedirerith of cases
the children had decided the parenting arrangements

Parenting arrangements were most commonly decided leygharties themselves
(40%)

55% made their arrangements through the use of a professional or seythee
Family Court (34%), FDR (11%) or privately through a professional (9%)
More arrangements were made through the Family Court or privately through
professional when there were safety concerns, family violence, mental health
andor addiction issues and involvement with external agencies, and when th
relationship between parties was very poor

More arrangements were made by the partibemselves when the relationship
between them was good/very good

Participants who made arrangements themselves held more positive views o
the process than did those who went through the Family Court
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Key Findingg Making Parenting Arrangements

32%would rather have taken a different approach to making their parenting
arrangements, 48% of whom had made arrangements through the Family
Court

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

More participants were satisfied with their arrangements when they made
them themselvesvith the other party and fewer were satisfied when they
were made though FDRr the Family Court

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

More participants felt confident their arrangements would wanlt 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

60% had formalised their parenting arrangemegtsost commonly through
Family Court parenting orders (30%)eowritten parenting agreement/plan
(20%)

The majority(around 8283%) who did not use a professional or service to
make their parenting arrangements had no formal agreement

Those making arrangemenpsivately through a professionéd3%)or through
FDR72%)most commonly had a written agreement

Those who had gone through the Family Court most commonlyHaaeinting
Orders(73%)

62% had incurred costs making their parenting arrangements

¢KS Y2aild 02YY2y SELISYRALGdzNSBprivated 2
counselling (20%) and court fees (20%)

45% spent $500 or less; 10% spent $20,000 or more

Those who made their arrangements privately through a professional or
through the Family Court spent more money

Expenditure of over $2000 was viewed by morepe as unreasonable than
reasonable

Expenditure of over $1000 was viewed by more people as unaffordable thg
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 follmp survey, were asked if

these arrangements haldeenchangedsubsequentlysee Tabl&1). Changing the time of
contact or changing pielip and dropoff arrangements was classified amaor change,
whereas changing who the children lived with, major changes to contact arrangements and
relocation were classified asibstantialchanges.

Table61: Subsequent changes to parenting arrangements

n Percent
No 281 53.6%
Minor changes made 178 34.0%
Substantial changes mac 65 12.4%
Total 524 100%

In only 12% of cases, substantial changes were made to parenting arrangements after they
hadinitially 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.

Table62 shows the stability of parenting arrangements by the dispute resolution pathway
that participants took to make the arrangements.

Table62: Changes to parenting arrangements made by dispute resolution pathways

Minor Substantia
No changes Total
changes changes

Nothing specific, they just happenea=30) 63.3% 16.7% 20.0% 100%

Mainly by ourselvesE207) 43.0% 45.9% 11.1% 100%

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

Through Family Disputeesolution
(FDR)/Family Mediatiom£57)

Through the Family Coum%180) 67.2%  20.6%  12.2% | 100%

59.2% 34.7% 6.1% 100%

40.4% 40.4% 19.3% 100%

As shown in Tablé2, with the exception of the those who made the parenting

arrangements mainly by themselvesthrough FDRfor all other dispute resolution

pathways the parenting arrangements remained stable, with the majority not changing at

all. Twethirds of those who had made their arrangements through the Family Court

reported no changes since they haddmemade, compared with 43% who had made the

arrangements themselves, and 40% who had made them thoughHfiBifer proportions

OF NRdzy R ' FAFGOKO 2F (GK2aS ¢K2aS I NNIy3aSySyia v
had made substantial changes.

There is edence of an association between how the parenting arrangements were made
andthe stability of parenting arrangements?=42.15 p<0.001). More peoplethan
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expectedmade minor changes to their parenting arrangements wtiegy weremade
mainly by themselvesand mae peoplethan expectednade no changes to their
arrangements when they made them through the Family Court.

Table63 presents the stability gbarenting arrangements by if, and how, the arrangements
were formalised.

Table63: Changes to parenting arrangements made by formalisation of arrangements

No changes CEA;:(;LS Sgﬁ;;a;r:isal Total
Not formalised 1(=146) 46.6% 41.1% 12.3% 100%

Informal parenting agreement or parentin
plan (=63)

Written parenting agreement or parenting
plan 1=104)

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

Parenting Orders made lige Family Court
(n=158)

46.0% 46.0% 7.9% 100%

41.3% 43.3% 15.4% 100%

68.1% 23.4% 8.5% 100%

66.5% 19.6% 13.9% 100%

As showrin Table63, those who had formalised their parenting arrangements in a court
order (either a Consendrder or a judicially decided Parentiiyder) were more likely to

have not changed thearrangementsAround twaothirds 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 fomalised their arrangements (47%), or had done so informally (46%) or with a
written agreement (41%).

Evidence of ma association was found betwedine formalisation of parenting arrangements
and whether they had had to be changed after they were made 85.45 p<0.001). More
peoplethan expectechad made minor changes to their arrangements when they had not
been formalised and more arrangemertk&n expectedvere 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 follaw surveys; one
appraximatelysixmonths after their initial survey completion and theixmonths after
completion of the first followup survey (or 12 months after their initial survey if they did not
complete the first followup survey).

If participants had not completethaking or changing their parenting arrangements at the
time they completed the initial surven£238), the followup 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 followp survey, the followup survey collected data

about the process of makg 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 folignsurvey. Of these, 124
participants(76%) had still not finaded their parenting arrangements at the time they
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completed one or both follovup surveysOf 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 completid first follow-up
survey.

Of those who had finadéd their parenting arrangements at the time they completed the
initial survey §=417), 265 participants (64%) completed the first follopvaurvey and 124
participants (30%) also completed the second foligpvsurvey. The data presented below
relates to these participants thosewho had completed making their parenting
arrangements at the initial survey atéd completed at least one followp survey

The followup surveys asked participants whether their parenting arrangements had
changed since thelyjadcompleted the previous survey, and if not, if attempts had been
made to changeéhem. The outcome of such attemptsasalso ascertained either the
attempt was unsuccessful or was still in progress.

Table64 sets out the trajectories of changes to parenting arrangements over the three data
collection pointginitial survey, first followup survey and second folleup survey). It

presents the totals of those who had made no, minor or substantial changesito the
parenting arrangements since completing the previous survey, along with information about
attempts to change arrangements.

66



Table64: Trajectories of changes to parenting arrangements

Initial Survey
n=417

Parentingarrangements
complete

n=417

1st Followup Survey

Changssince Initial Survey

n=265

No change

65%
(n=171)

1st Followup Survey
Attempts to change since
Initial Surveyn=171

No attempt to change
87%

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

No changen=45

2nd Followup Survey
Attempts to change since
First Followup n=124
No attempt to chang&=38

Unsuccessful attempt to change1

Attempt to change in progress=6

(n=148)

Minor changen=21

Substantial change=7

Unsuccessful attempt to chang
7%

No changen=4

No attempt to change=4
Unsuccessful attempt to change0

Attempt to change in progressj0

(n=12)

Minor changen=0

Substantial change=2

Attempt to change in progresg
6%

No changen=2

No attempt to change=2
Unsuccessful attempt to change0

Attempt to change in progress=0

(n=11)

Minor changen=2

Substantial change=2

Minor change
20%
(n=53)

No changen=8

No attempt to chang&=8
Unsuccessful attempt to change0

Attempt to change in progress=0

Minor changen=13

Substantial change=2

Substantial change
15%
(n=41)

No changen=8

No attempt to change=6
Unsuccessful attempt to change1

Attempt to change in progress=1

Minor changen=3

Substantial change=5
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Table64 shows that the parenting arrangements were relatively stable over time, with the
majority of the participants in botfollow-up surveys reporting no changes to their
parenting arrangements.

At the time of the firsfollow-up survey, 65% reported no chaag to their parenting
arrangements, 20% reported a minor change, and 15% reported a substantial change. Of
those reporting no change, the majority (8786148) reported that no attempts to change
the arrangements had been made; 78&12) reported that an msuccessful attempt had

been made to change the arrangements, and 6&4.1) 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 fidtow-up survey =265) also copleted
the secondollow-up survey (=124). At the time of the secorfdllow-up survey, 54%
(n=67) had not changed their arrangement since they completed thefdillsiv-up survey,
31% (=39) reported minor changes, and 15% reportexsubstantial change. Of those
reporting no changes€67), the vast majority (87%%=58) also reported that no attempts
had been made to change them.

L 62dzZ R LIS N GKSYyX GKFEG GKS LI NGAOALI yiaQ L
the time periods surveyed. This stability was further reflected in the large proportions (87%

at bothfollow-up surveys) who reported that no attempts to change aigaments had

been made. It was, therefore, not the case that parenting arrangements did not change

because attempts tehangethem were unsuccessful. Overall, there were very few

unsuccessful attempts to change arrangements (14 cases acrosfoliotrup surveys).

Future more indepth analysis will examine if particular factors are associatedtivéh
stability of parenting arrangements over time.
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Family Justice&erviced~unded by the Government

As part of the evaluation of the 2014 reforms, the papants were asked evaluative
guestions about family justice services they had used since the reforms took effect.
Participans may have experienced making and/or changing parenting arrangements more
than once since the reformsere implemented Therefore as detailed earlier,dr the

purpose of answering the first section of the survey presented above, participants were
FAa1 SR G2 &aStSOl0 2yS WAyailulyOoSQ 2F YI{1Ay3a 2N
when evaluating family justice services, participants were asked if thegverused a

service since the reformsok effect This may or may not have been in relation to the
process of making arrangemeritsat the participants outlined in the first sectiasf the

survey Therefore, data from this section and the first sectimmot necessarilype 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 relationshipgthat do not necessarily relatto the same situation. The purpose of
these questions was to eltmte each service individually.

The following section reports on data fraal of the participants who completed the first
survey(n=655), including those who had completed their paregtarrangementsn=417)
and those who were still in the process238) 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 paragtarrangements since 1 April 2014
Thesdfindings are presented in Tabts.

Table65: Knowledge about, and use of, family justice services since the reforms

Used this  Knew about

Family Justice Servi service - this service Saéoﬁt{hgﬁ Total
amily Justice service since 1 April  butRA RY service

2014 use it
Ministry of Justice websiteng654)* 55.5% 23.5% 20.9% 100%

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

Parenting Through Separation (PT8564) 39.8% 44.9% 15.3% 100%

9.6% 17.6% 72.7% 100%

Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS40) 12.3% 24.2% 63.5% 100%

Family Dispute Resolution (FBR)
intake and assessmem=<646)
Family Dispute Resolution (FQR)
joint mediation (=642)

FamilyCourt 6=653) 47.2% 49.3% 3.5% 100%

28.6% 40.6% 30.8% 100%

22.0% 54.8% 23.2% 100%

Note: *Percentages are based on the proportion who indicated that they used, knew about or were
unaware of each service. In some instanaesall numbers of participants skipped the question and
these were excluded from Tab#®, hencenr' ¢ pQither participants indicated that they used a
service, but theiresponses 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, iitotvas
possible todetermine whether they knew about the service or noteShdata were also treated as
missing and excluded from Tal@#®. The most common confusiomas in relation to Family Court
basedRound Table Meetingsbeing mistaken foFamily Dispute Resolution
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As shown in Table56the most commonly used services were the Ministry of Justice website
(56%), the Family Court (47%) and Parenting Through Sepa(d0%). Just overfdth

(22%)of the survey respondenthad participated in FDRhediation Asthey wereself

selecting, these figures cannot be read as prevalence of use of diffezerices, but they

Oy LINPBOGARS AYT2NNIGA2Y Fo2dzi LIS2L) SQa | g1 NByS
three-quarters (73%) of the participants dmbt know about the Ministry of Justice 0800 2
AGREE phone line, and nearly #thads (64%) did ot know about the Family Legal Advice
Service (FLAS). Given FLAS is only available to those meeting an income eligibility threshold
it is understandable thatany participants were not aware of this service. Over a fifth (21%)
were not aware of the existee of the Ministry of Justice website and 15% did not know

about Parenting Through Separation. Nearly a quarter (23%) did not know admily F

Dispute Resolution

Those participants who indicated they had used a particular service since the reforras cam
into effect were asked a series of questions about their experiences of, and satisfaction with,
the service. Qualitative data from both op@mded survey questions and interview material
arealso presented.
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Ministry of Justice Website

TKS W/ INB 2F [/ KAt RNBYQ aOIwehsisfwas the famiyS
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justice service most commonly used by the sumaspondents with 56% 1§=363) indicating
they had accessed it and another 24%154) knowing about it, but not using Just over a

fifth (21%) were not aware of the website.

Those participants who had used the website were asked ahawtthey had found out

about it, their experience of using it, how helpful they found it, and their overall satisfaction

with the websie.

Accessing théMinistry of Justice Website

As shown in Tablé6, the most common way people found out about the website was via

the Internet or another website (70%). Lawyers aageating Through Separatiarourses
were the next most common ways tlparticipants heard of the website (19% and 16%

respectively).

Table66: Where participants hadheard ofthe Ministry of family justice website

n Percent
On the Internet/another website 253  69.7%0
From the Ministry of Justice/Family Court 080BG@REE phone lin 10 2.8%
At a Parenting Through Separation course 58 16.0%
From a Family Dispute ResolutigfDR}ervice/mediator 19 5.2%
From a lawyer 68 18.™%
From the Family Court 38 10.5%
From another professional or agency 22  6.1%
Some other way 13 3.6%
52y Qi 1y26kO0OFyQid NBYSYdSNJ 42 11.6%

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

32 https://www.justice.govt.nz/family/careof-children/
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Experience of Using the Ministry dusticeWebsite

Table67: What participantsusedthe Ministry of Justicewebsite for

n Percent
Finding information and resources (e.g., factsheets, brochures, bool 318 87.6%
Watching the videos abodamily justice 52  14.3%
Understanding how the family justice system works 194 53.%%
Finding a family justice service provider 51 14.1%
DSGidAYy3a GKS Wall1Ay3 | tIFINBYGAY 77 21.2%
Downloading forms (e.g., Court applications) 131 36.1%
Finding a Family Legal Advice SerdgASprovider 42 11.6%
Finding a Parenting Through Separat{Bii Stourse 93 25.6%
Finding a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR)/Family Mediation) provic 56  15.4%
Something else 1 0.3%

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

Table67 shows that the website was used by the majority (88%hefparticipants to find
information and resources and to understand how the family justictemand its
processes angrocedures workd (53%). Just over a thir@q%) accessed the website to
download forms, such a®urt applications, and around a fifth (21%) used it to access the
Wal1Ay3 | tIFINBYydGAy3a tflyQ 62Nj] 06221 @

Using the website to find family justice services anofessionals was not that common,
with just over a quarter (26%jsing it to find a PTS course to attend, and less than a fifth
usingit to find an FDR provider (15%) or FLAS provider (12%). Howevetl participants
would have needed or wanted tacess these services.

The website was predominately used for finding information and resources. Participants
were asked to ratehe quality of the websitén terms ofthe information provided (see
Table68) and the ease of use in finding and downloadingrimiation and/or forms (see
Table69).

Table68: Quality ofthe 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

gS0aArAlS Fa W3I22RQ 2N WOSNE I22RQED O2NILWBESRE g A U
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Table69: Ease of use ahe 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 89%
Total 361 100%
{AYAEINI&Z ppE: NIXGSR GKS gSoaraiasSqQa Sl as
F2NX¥YAa a 3I22RQ 2NJ WOSNE 3I22RQx O2YLI NBR

When asked if thevebsite provided the information or resources they neededly 5.5%of
the respondentssaid it hadhot, with almost 95% reporting that it provided at least sqrife
not all, of the required information (see Tablg0).

Table70: Did the Ministry of Justicewebsite 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/ ResourcesParticipants Needed that theyCould not Fnd on the
Website

The 58%r(=212) of participants who indicated that the website had not provided some or
all of the information or resources that they required, were askedn open text boxvhat
they had needed that they coulbt find or accessOver half(58% n=124) detailed wha
thisinformation or resourcehat they could not accessasand their responses were
amalgamated with relevant quotes from interview transtsipffve categoriesof information
that participants needed, but could not find, on the website included:

A lack of detailed and specific informatipn

Information about processes and procedures

Information about the law and rights

Locating form@andguidelines

Links to services and profession@lsaccess support.

=A =4 =8 -4 -9

Lack of detailed and specific information

Acommon responsérom participantswas that the information provided on the website
wastoo genericand what they had needed wasore specific informatiornthat could be
applied to their particulasituation.

Was quite generalist and not helpful to mycumstances(1171, Mothey Survey)
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| wanted more irdepth knowledge tan the vague explanation$1059 Mother,
Survey)

{2YSGAYSa (KS AyF2NNIGA2Y gl & 2yte |y 2@SNID)
figure out what the rules ar€1368, Mother Survey)

Hard to actually find correct information ftre situation Alot information but unsure
what was the right for my situatiar(1243 Father; Survey)

{2YS 2F AG L FStaG 61 & I dzA ( SL0FSMo&NRA O A Y T2 NXYI
Survey)

L ¢Syt 2yid2 (GKS aAyAaidNEB 2F WdzadAOS 6So6aArids
out some information, but everything was quite vague. | guess every situation is
different. Sgl found it quite frustrating(1636, Mother; Ineérview)

| prefer having any and all information available to.r#hink at the time the website
RARY QU 32 Ayi@s3giModerBunadt e RSOFAfa®D

Participants had been looking for mospecific or indepth information that related to their
own situationand circumstances

Information specific to my situation that | sought from a lawgexg., regarding
balancing the importance of religion with contact arrangements with the father
(1453 Mother; Survey)
The abilityto locate specific detail was an iss\(£646 Mother;, Survey)
The pathway | needetll suppose the situation was quite specific, wheredianyghter
was too unwell to travel withér father and ter father intended to uplift br, but the
information | needed was not on the websi{£615, Mother Survey)
Specifics relating to my situatio(L392, Mother Survey)
Severaparticular areas were identifiedherethe website did not provide adequate
information. The most frequently mentionedias information about how tmegotiate
difficult scenarios such as dealing with a difficult former partner/other paatyd what to

do when orders were breached.

Very difficult situations i.e., where other party will not cooperdi®17, Mothey
Survey)

No information on vexatious litigatioi1109, Mother Survey)

Help to get my ekusband 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 misusingahglyCourt.
(2057, Mother Survey)
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How to deal withParentingOrders being broken, who to talk to and where to get help.
A lot of the information focused on making your own arrangemeénisdid not

address the problems faced when another party did what they wantedParehting
Orders were just a piece of paper, had no weight Withice or family violence teams
(1097, Mother, Survey)

Information on what to do when the other party dasst respond in timelnformation
on how to deal with the other party committing perjury and fra(id44, Father
Survey)

Who, where or how to speak to someone about an issue and breach of process from a
broad range of service§121Q Mother; Survey)

How to deal with a sociopati{(1169 Mother; Survey)
What to do if drugs were involve@L617 Mother; Survey)
Those withsafety concernslsooutlined theirneedfor more specific information.

| was trying to ihd ways that would ledly protect mychildren from their abuser, it
was not there (1119 Mother; Survey)

Where children would be protected from pasiparation abusg1207 Mother;
Survey)

What to do as a victim of domestic violence, particularly for children who have been
abused andvitnessed 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 proceedifig€l2 Grandmother;
Survey)

Ability to manage separation and child suppett. with abusive ekusband (1481,
Mother; Survey)

Protection Order specific€l132 Mother; Survey)

| needed to find out how could | keep my children safe whe[Ltweyer for the Child]

andCF YAt & / 2dz2NI o ay Qi dleyenl 6h8dyahuged11@ NJ G {1 Ay 3 y 2
Mother; Survey)

Needing specific information abougsponding to without notice applicationsvas also
mentioned.

Without notice application and response to a without notice applicatib®l16,
Father Survey)

How to respond to a without notice application that was full of lies and untruthful
accusations(1770, FatherSurvey)

Dealing with false and misleading without notice applicati¢h855, FatherSurvey
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Information about processesand procedures

The gcond type of information that participants requirglout could not find or access on
the website related tofamily justice processes and procedurebhis was particularly true
for thoseinvolved in Family Court proceedings andwdio were selrepresenting and
navigating the process themselv&everal mentioned a lack of information about the
sequence or flow of these prosses

When selrepresentingclear 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)

{23 L 3JdzSaa (KSNB -hystBpdnstiddtién typednjtation &y 2 dz3 K & i Sl
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 ¢ti2igb,

Mother; Interview)

The layout of the courtroom, particularly High Court, court etiquette. Information

about thejudges, their background and experience, if they understand domestic abuse
(not just violencgbut all aspects of domestic abuse). How to address concerns about a
judge® and Lawyefor the Child? behaviour, actions and decision maki(if92,

Mother; Survey)

The basic legal processes are not cl€bf13, FatherSurvey)

| certainly did@think that there was good information. The websites just provide a
generdflowcy 24 I Ft2¢ ORI NIBX fddei KStAWM RRREY L RARY.
information that | wanted. You do get a bit lost. | 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 y&e had no experience of the justice system at all,
thenlcanimagineX L Q@S KIR | tAGGES 0AG 2F SELISNA Sy
daunting for some peopl€1636, Mother; Interview)

The information provided washvery straightforward or easy to understand. It was

very difficult to get a clear picture of how the Fan@ibhurt 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 LILIN2 F OK A G (G2 LINRPGSOG &2 dzNJ OKA
where to even start(1615 Mother; Survey)

| went down {o the] court to ask about it. | basically got tqldAh, go to our website

l'YR GKS ¢S0aAiGS R2Say QittelsQauadiltiddcial siut t &2 dz |
odzi R2SayQid ar & ®efairgkis ghJoul ove tese aXe the Stepsd 2 dz

you need to go throughi{1566, Father; Interview)

Definitions of how processes actually work in practice (such as admonishments,
warrants to enforce efc (1855, FatherSurvey)

Flowcharts that matched my situatio(L055, FatherSurvey)

Info about defended hearing§l283 Father; Survey)
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| think the biggest problem doing it yourself, and you are in shibefQ NdSWw A I K (i X @& 2 dz
cangoonthedza G A OS 6S0aAi(iSé¢ YR GKSY Xi R268AFHG NI
spoken to a few other people about the website, and a lot of pabpi& it is

purposely designed to hoodwink you to what you are going to do next. Yeah, they

OFyQl aSSYy (2 YI{1S KSIR y2N il R2ylQa2z &bl Xde L
0KAY 1 A Gfteadly. @838 Fathizd 16téiview)

How does theourt make decisiong what matters?(2024 Mother; Survey)

How to take the practical steps needed or a wiatough on the process. | found it
confusing but understood once | spoke to a lawyd288, Mother Survey)

Information for children needin@gwyers and how they do their jofiL737 Mother;
Survey)

The processes in thamily Gourt are complex and while | understand them now, it
would be beneficial for the @ website to be able to explain in simple English what,
why and how, about many of tHeamily Gourt processeq1591, FatherSurvey)

More comprehensive info about what all the legal conferences mean and are for, e.g.
what is aDirectionsGnferenc® Also, more comprehensive info about the steps that
need to be taken to get to a hearingle knew ther@ be no agreement and

mediation was a waste of money, but we needed to budget time and money and have
an end in sight somewhergl660, StepmotherSurvey)

Just understanding the flow of what happefif is extremely difficult to work out.
(2077, Mother Survey)

Information about the law and rights

Several participants detailed information about the law and righg they neededbut
could not access from the websitEhey mentioned wanting to accessevant case law and
legislation, as well as more information about thights of parents, guardians and children

Your rights as the neaustodial parent(1516 Father; Survey)

[When a parent is in jail, what right do they have for visitati¢h643 Mother;
Survey)

The Care of Children Act 209#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 | had that
were not answered on the sitlimited information and no links to find the required
information. (1426 Mother; Survey)

Relevant case law1934 Father; Survey)

Help concerning legal points afParentingOrder. (1861 Mother; Survey)

Parental rights regarding schooling armédical care(1773 Mother; Survey)
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Care of Children Act & Amendmenqt€hildren Young Persons and their Families Act
Domestic Violence Adt1881 Mother; Survey)

FathergYights to have access to childrgi855 Father; Survey)

i RNByYy©Qfe OftFrNATFe 6KIFIG Y& NRIKGEA 6SNBI 6KI G
Ay | gl @& GKIG RARYQU O (1%5,8dh8rNdeivie) y 3 G KF G L

Li 6FayQi RSGIFIAfSR Sy2daKo L 1yS$s G(KSNB 61 &
3

OKAfaRNaBSEQI Ay (G SN Ga odzi AG ol ayesy Slkae G2 f
Mother; Survey)

The website gives plenty mformation and processebut it is overwhelming and you

KFE?dS y2 ARSI gKAOK 2ySa @2dz aK2dzf R 0SS F2ff 2¢
caregiver/additional legal guardian, e,ghere are many grey areas around what

rights an additional legal guardian has, a huge grey areghdfi-raising decisions that

may be guardianship or may be diyday care, which cause constant-gaing

friction betweenthe partiesX LG R2Sa y24 F20dza 2y OKAf RNBYQ
recognisehird parties (i.e., grandparents senttioe Family Court by Oranga

Tamarik). (1142, Grandmother; Survey)

General rights of thehildren (1455 Mother; Survey)

The website says most of the right things. Apart from the main thing, which is it
doesr®tell us our rights, which is our right of 80 parenting, natural right. So th&
the maing well, the big problemX Info regarding our unalienable natural rights
including our right to free wilbur right to nonconsent to the legal system, our right
to 50:50 parenting, our right to free communigats, our right to selflefence etc
(1693, Fathertnterview andSurvey)

Some participants mentioned that they were looking on the webfsitessome ideas dlikely
outcomesfrom previous decisions and case law. Others had wanted to aegassples of
different types of arrangement@and how others had made arrangements.

Previous decisions, so | could understand how cases like mine might be processed by
the court (1211 Mother; Survey)

LYTF2NXIFGAZ2Y o2dzi 2dz2i02YSas gKFEiQa NBIFffe 3:
website is just BS and propaganda that supports its own idiotic programmes e.g., FDR

(sitting at a table with your abuseandt ¢ { 0 G KS ¢ 2 NdstRvesteoft Ol dzl £ I NB
GAYSY 6KSNB adNIy3ISNBR IS0 (2 Y1288 @& 2dzQNB Ay«
Mother; Survey)

Guidance on pragmatically what to expect in regard to regular/standard outcomes
from the Family Court. Acknowledging that yes, every childfésetit, but the
statistics of outcomes based on child age and gender would have been helpful in
getting a reality check, right or wrongbout what care arrangements might look like.
(1584 Father; Survey)

Relocation examples and case stud{@898 Mother; Survey)
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More examples [of] family experiences would h€l392 Mother; Survey)

More ideas around what other people do to share care of their childtg®4
Mother; Survey)

a2NB SEI YLI SakARSHA 2y WdzApzoaches to fakedvithy I3 SY Sy (i ¢

extremely difficult eypartners (1067, Mother; Survey)

Not a negative as such, but at the time, it was actually an American website that we

T2dzyyR GKIG é6Fa Y2ad dzaSTdz Ay GSN¥Ya 2F |+ Ofdz

the time, find any practical info on the different scenarios via th@JMiteg this might
have changed sinc€1004 Mother; Survey)

Locating formsand guidelines

Not being able to find and access forms from the websitis problematic for some. There
were comments thapoor labellingmade it difficult to find them and that some forms and
resources were not available. Others mentiortadt the website providednadequate
advice and guidancéor 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 u¢gti16, FatherSurvey)

Difficult to findforms, had to phone court registrar for assistan@®64, Stegparent,
Survey)

It is very obviously intended that you have a lawyer to complet@rbiection Order
and Parenting Order without notice forms. There is no guide to completing them.
(1175, Mdher; 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 knomhat that form relates to. So, you have got
@2dzNJ o6& YR GKS F2N)¥ Glo KFra Fff GKS 7F
2dzalt Fy SEFYLIX ST L FY y2i &4d2NB AT (KSNB
| KAt RNBY Q Al gahdahihe stufithayydBu néek BndeF thavdy ¥ou

actually have to go into the form and know that you are looking for this particular

N

&

w
" ),

FT2NYo LG ¢2yQi SOSy GStt 82dz 6KF{G T2N¥ @2dz \

maybe it does say what form, but & just the way that the website was created and
the government has enough resources to upgradd @73, Mother; Interview)

[A1SZ L Y AYyF2N¥YSRI abD2 G2 (GKS ¢6So0aArisSe
look atthewebsité L RAR Fff GKFEGX Ad R2SayQid I Oladz
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 helpfd56, 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 beavgilable after 1 April 2014.
(1123 Stepmothe, Survey)

Not all forms available on ther¢l821 Mother; Survey)
Forms to fill in to apply for an urgeRarentingOrder. (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 | tried to doeah this.(1098 Mother;
Survey)

Links to services and professionals to access support

The final type of information or resource that participants needad could not access

from the websiterelated to a lack of information abowind/or links toother services,
professionals and places &xcess supporand guidanceParticipants most often wanted to
know how to find a lawyer, how to access emotional support, and what professionals could
helpwith issues such as dealing with domestic violence, accessing berefifsmancial
assistancenavigating 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 sices (1210 Mother; Survey)

Where to find a lawyer who offers Legal Aiti722 Mother; Survey)

When the main income earner just up and leaves the home environmdratd no

idea what benefits were available or how to engage in the process. There is too much
separation between organisatiomsWINZ, IRD and Ministry of Justice. More combined
info required, so there is a stdyy-step process with info. In the distraugtate and

the unknown of the new situatiogit 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 aabusive and manipulative partner was not able to be
sourced (1098 Mother; Survey)

| just needed more information on how to cope in general due to the sudden and
dramatic change in circumstances. Perhaps links to other, sitesparenting sites,
health/wellness sites, Plunket, counsellors kteas diagnosed with postaumatic
shock after my husband walked ayt think others would be toqlinks to help with
copingon a dayto-day basis would help anyone left with sole respbitity for[the]
care of childrerg which will always be a difficult situatiof.389, Mother Survey)

If there was any support for parents trying to deal with issues arising with using the
Family Court, or having difficulty with tipeocesseq1126 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(fz3&5,
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 proces¢#%26 Mother; Survey)

How to deal withParentingOrders being broken, who to talk to and where to getp.
(1097 Mother; Survey)

How to access family mediation and/or professional support in constructing a healthy
parenting plan(1628 Mother; Survey)

Courses on dealing wifamilyviolence. The system feels very unfair in dealing with
violence as itmakes me feel more unsafe and unsecté52 Mother; Survey)

Other specific areas mentiondxy a small number of participaniacludedinformation
about

Supervised contact

Separatiorfdivorce;

Parenting after separation

Legal pocedures forseparatiry;
Selfrepresentation

Child support

Mental health and addiction issuges

Financial issu® costand funding

Relationship property divisign

Relocation

Informationand resourcespecifically for men
Information and resourceaboutfamily violence

=4 =4 =4 =8 - -8 -8 -8 -8 a9 9

Helpfulness of the Ministry of Justice Website

Participants were asked how helpful they found the website in making or changing their

parenting arrangementéee Tabl&1). While more than twice as many participants

NBLR2NISR FAYRAYI GKS 6S0aAiGS WKSt LAz Q 2N WOSN.
unK S LIT dzAf QX (G KSeé& YI RS84%Halfgere hautral dtdgithevebSitl | § KA NJ
asWeither helpful nor unhelpf@® y R mMci2 F2dzy R Al Wdzy KSf LJFdzt Q 2 NJ U

Table71: Helpfulness othe Ministry of Justicewebsite in making or changing parenting
arrangements

n Percent
Very unhelpful 20 5.6%
Unhelpful 37 103%
Neither helpful nor unhelpful 179 49.7%
Helpful 110 306%
Very helpful 14  3.9%
Total 360 100%
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What Participants FoundParticularlyPositive or Helpful About the Ministry of
Justice Website

The survey asked participantghat information or resources provided on the website they
found helpful and 58% of those who had used the website provided a@desponse
which was combined with relevant interview materi@he information and resources
identified as helpfutentred mainly around the following fivaategories:

1 Information about pocedures and processes

1 Otherhelpfulinformation;

1 TheWa I 1 PsafehtingPlanGvorkbook
1 Forms

9 Links toservicesand professionals

Information about processes and procedures
Information explaining théamily justice systermprocedures and processés make
parenting arrangements was the most commonly menedinformation that participants
found helpfutb 2 KAt S YlFye aAiavYLie O2YYSYdSR GKIFG AyT2NN
general was helpful, othsispecifiedparticularaspectghey found helpful, mainlyelating
to understanding Family Courirocesses and procedure3hese included vidapflow
charts and descriptions of processes.
The videos on selépresentation andramily Gourt processeq1581, FatherSurvey)
The flow diagrams of when and how things take pldt851, Mother Survey)

The processes of thamily Gourt ¢ how to apply for &arentingOrder, and what to
expect.(1220, Mother Survey)

The process for dealingwith dey-R I @ OF NB RAalLlziSasx K2g G2 Lz
first. (1104 Father Survey)

The process of gettingRarentingOrder, information orProtection Orders and the
law on relationship property1847, Mother Survey)

The order that | needed to do things was clear to (h847, Mother Survey)

Steps to take in the process of resoluigputes (2028 Father; Survey)

What happens in court video and info. Services avail§b83 Mother; Survey)

Steps for resolution (the process befBaenily Court). | was threatened witkamily

Qourt action bythe other party and knowing theteps required before court action
was possible, helped me not to feel intimidatéidl86, Mother Survey)

| 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 mpwn purposes(1194, Mother Survey)

The information about how the Family Court system workEe35, Mother Survey
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Other helpful information

In addition to information about process and proedures the participants also

commented orfindingarange of other information helpfuSomemade general comments

aboutF A Y RA Yy 3 &3Sy S NJadt shaeyahdbiabhuréadielpiyl. RefdreyicBs to

specifictopics being helpful included information about: rights, relationship property,

domestic violege, protection orders, costs, parentimgeparatiordivorce, legislation,

guardianship, child support, different types of Family Court orders, explanations of

terminology, YR LIN} OGAOFf YIFIOGGSNR &dzOK & fFg@8SNBRQ TS

Parentirg ThroughSeparation book and handouts about putting children fi(é52,
Mother; Survey)

What rights &n entitled to when it comes to my chid621, FatherSurvey)
The specifics on relationship propeiti392, Mother Survey)
Theinformation about lawyers and feefl.307, FatherSurvey)

Legal information around separation and what steps need to be t4&@d3, Mother
Survey)

Information onguardianshipc to know what my rights were and the rights of the
other parent.(1442, Mother; Survey)

Family legal resourcefl30, Father;Survey)

How to write an affidavit and respongd.821, Mother Survey)

Advice regarding violence/domestic violence when consid@arentingOrder
arrangements. Ability to represent self and make own application without lawyer.

(1881, Mother Survey)

Clarification on various topics that | had been given conflicting information about
previously(1561, FatherSurvey)

Ya | 1 APgréhtingPlanvorkbook
One resource participants found particularly helpful wasMiaistry of Justicé& a I {1 Ay 3 |
t F NBYdAy3 t Bltwasregardeddd soh2l@u] starting point and acted as

checklist for discussion and consideration.

The parenting agreement booklet was the most helpful. It gave me an idea about what
| needed to think abouf1215, Mother Survey)

I think that when [ first went through it, | went online and found a resaurcar®
remember what it was called. A booklet that was really helpful about how to go about

33 https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Docunmes/Publications/MOJ0504ul16.pdf
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preparing[a] parenting arrangement. | found that really usef{dl690, Father;
Interview)

The Parenting Through Separation booklet to create a prizsatgement (1106,
Mother; Survey)

I went online and had a look at parenting agreements and | think | gdtrtaght be

GKS aAyAaidNE 2F WdzaGAOS FyR (GKSy Ay GKFG F20
of met at a what do you call ¢ a placethat was neutral, on neutral grounds, and |

had printed it off. We talked it over and went through the whole booklet and then

what we both wanted and agreegimade an agreemen{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, | found that really goxd. went online and grabbed thgarenting

booklet. Read all about it, read all the stuff that should go in it. Sat ofie of our

Friday night handovers, just said to hithpok, | am starting to put all this in writing.
Once ®e written that, | will send it to you for a draft so yoan have a look. Please

add to it. Offer suggestiodskt went back and forward probably five or six times.

(1312, Mother; Interview)

| started investigating the Ministry of Justice website and found parenting plan
templates and all that kind of stuff vich was fantastic. .Oh, | 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
K SNJ | y &ghésitdhelpéd me pent a very, very credible, thought through,
coherent case for myself to the legal profession fraternity and specifically th@ boys
lawyer at that point(1691, Father; Interview)

Ay 3 HelpiBiyy Q

However, a few part|C|pan1$10ted that while they did flnGIJaI 1 Ay 3
ANJ &AGdzr GA2Yy 2NJ |

to some extent, it was narroandRA R y 24 FA KS
the involvement of other caregivers.

The booklets are helpful and the Preparing a Parenting Plan is a good lyutidgain
22 NBAUNAROGADBGSY R2Sa y20 Ftft2¢ haiNJ an2NR FI
involvement in caregivingl1142, GrandmotherSurvey)

The parenting plan booklet but was t&tandard/basi€so was®that helpful really.
(1067, Mother; Surve)

The parenting plan, to a degree. It did not completely suit my situgti&i9 Mother;
Survey)

When | printed off that booklet, it was just a very basic way of looking at things and

my circumstances were much more complicated than.tdat oL dza SR A (6 2y f & N
assist me in ideas and so forth that | could take with me to discuss with-my ex

husband. So, the purpose was to assist me in the discussion, really. | think it gave me

a2YS ARSIFaz odzi Y2adilf 21067, Nomeyn@eiviewh SSt Al 41 &
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Forms

Being able to accesdownloadand completdforms onlineand havingguidelines for
completing themwasconsiderecdhelpful. Participants liked being able to complete
electronic forms online rather than use printable hard copies.

The application process and forms needed were easy to acce$$30@, Father
Survey)

The court order application form download is good fonfjllout electronically(2139,
Father Survey)

Printable forms instead of having to get hard copies from the corf22, Mother
Survey)

It was good that they simplified the forms online so that if you were representing
yourself it was easy to knowwha @2 LJdzi Ay GKSNB FyR ¢gKI G gl a
(1123, Stepmother; Interview)

Without notice templates and explanation sheets for complet{@821 Mother;
Survey)

All the formsthough a little confusing on how to generate the correct orf#236,
Mother; Survey)

Being able to download forms and fill out @ computer (1139 Mother; Survey)
Links toservicesand 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 SeparatioPTSand Rmily Dispute Resolution (FDR)roviders, lawyers,
counsellors and supervised contact centres.

The list and map of FDR providers is very helf#uR9, FatherSurvey)

| 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 accreatitcounsellors(1448,Father;Survey

Information about the ParentinghroughSeparation course locations and times
(1101,Mother; Survey

Finding mediation, lawyers and PTS cour§E72 Mother; Survey)

| literally just searched Parentii@prough Separation after being told that | needed to

R2 Al0® !'yR F2dzyR GKS AYyTF2N¥IGA2YZ &aA3IYySR dzJ
than calling. | think it was all done electronically. And, that was thatyrelbknew that

there were other resources available there and | 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 exwife had gone, was there, and that was really it as fanse of the
website was concerned. But, it was very easy to find and | got what | wanted out of it.
(1016, Father; Interview)
In addition toparticularinformation and resources they found helpful, participants were
also asked what else they fouparticularly positive or helpful about the website. Their
comments largely related tahe design of the websitghe availability anciccessiility of
information; and theinformation being clear, straightforward and easily understood
Websitedesign
Participantsdescribed thdayout and ease of navigatinground the websiteas a helpful or
positive aspect of the websit&lany commented on the ease with which they found the
information they required.
The way it was laid out, the information waasy to find(1307, Father; Survey)
The design was nic€l187 Mother; Survey)
Forms easy to complete and downlod#i921 Mother; Survey)

Reasonably easy to navigate arou(t9Q Father; Survey)

It is relatively easy to get around anglatively fast. Videos are good. Mgukease.
(1142, Grandmother; Survey)

It had a good search functiofil181 Mother; Survey)

Easy to use/search for informatiofl011 Father; Survey)

| could search for things | was looking for on the search(B@t2, Mother Survey)

| easily found the information | was looking f(t442 Mother; Survey)
Availability and accessibility afiseful information

Theavailability and volume of the useful information on the websvi&s commonly
mentioned

Just the availability of infq1749 Mother; Survey)

Had a lot of useful informatior{(192Q Mother; Survey)

Ease of use and the massive amounné&drmation available(1004 Mother; Survey)
All information is set out very helplafor first time parents using the service, with
other opportunities to try other providers before applying to the cqafd?23,

Stepmother Survey)

A lot of things. Wishd discovered it earlie(1101, Mother Survey)
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Lots of resources available if kel (1958 Mother; Survey)

That the information was readily available and easy to understéi&B1, Father
Survey)

A few participants found having the information available iroatine format helpful. Two

commented thatthis waspreferableto seekingnformationfrom others directlysuch & a

lawyer or Family Court staffiember. A third found it helpfuthat the website provided an

anonymousand nonjudgementalway to access information
Answers. The process was laidoutSb&f & f Sda Rl dzyiAy3ad L g1 ayQli
expensive lawy@& time with questions, | could look it up mys€l761, Mothery
Survey)

Better than dealing in person with®d staff some of whom aref SG Qa ¢2dzad &l @&
challenging and often do not have very gdawwledge (1079 Mother; Survey)

Maybe just that at least there was information and ideas for help when there could
have been none. | guegdelpsHormalisé€a really painful/difficult thing(1067,
Mother; Survey)

It@ anonthreatening way to find information, because no one knows your situation.
You can just look up whatever you want. Ti®re judgement(1635, Mother;
Interview)

Information clarity and straightforwardness

Havingclear,straightforward and easy to understanahformation on the websitewasalso

regarded as helpfulJse ofplain, concise and simple languagéthout too much legal

jargon wasconsideredeasy to understandnd accessible

The information was straightforwardnal easy to understand1601, FatherSurvey)

Very clearly laid out what is involved in the various processes that can be followed.
(1367,Mother; Survey)

The information is pretty easy to regd180, Mother Survey)

Simple information, well laid out and easy to follgwot overwhelming(1335
Mother; Survey)

Plain easy to understand informatioi1455, Mother Survey)

The more humble approach rather than a stdslank sort of take(1305, Father
Survey)

Itis clear and concis€2006 Mother; Survey)
Most of the content was plain English and easy to underst@@86, Mother Survey)

Language seemed to be great for anyone to understé&i5, Mother Survey)
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Written simply so easy to understand 105 Mother; Survey)
Accessible languag€1044 Father; Survey

Easy to read, not a lot of legal jargdi170, Mother Survey)

lff GKS F2N¥a FNB Sl aeé O ¢533 dther2SarvedSy AT &2

What Participants FoundParticularlyNegativeor Unhelpful About the Ministry of
Justice Website

Participants also detailed aspects of the website they fopadicularlynegative or

unhelpful which centred mainly around four areasdissatisfaction

1 The content;

T At O]l 2F O2y3INHSYyOSssoAilK LIS2LX SQ&8 SELISNASYyOS
1 Navigation and functionality;

9 Difficulty with forms

Website content
The most common aspect that participants foumasatisfactoryabout the website related
to its content In contrast to those participantsited above who found the information
helpful and clear, many othethought the informationwasctoo generi&, dvague and not
detailed enough. There were also complaints thatdis confusingand ncludedtoo much
f SAFt | yamoat 3 &waddiffidRlt for lay people to understand. Others thought
that therewasnot enough support offered for selfepresentinglitigants or forthosewho
were justbeginningthe 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 representati¢h426, Mothe; Survey)
Very wishy washy about critical informatiqd520, Mother Survey)
21 ay Qi Sy2dzZaK AYF2NNI A 21134 MRheaSurve§)i A YSa S NI
I think it could be written using more simplified languad®83 Mother, Survey)
Toohard to understand(111Q Mother; Survey)
Not much information about anythindg1376 Mother, Survey)

Some too much jargon needsto be in easy to understand languad#737, Mother
Survey)

WECKSNE ¢l ae tSaAFt I IESAMAS: Ididtviewd) L g ay Qi & dzl
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 selftigants. Itis very confusing to use and needs to be simplified
and clarification on what form should be used including the affidavit procgddds$,
Father; Survey)

It is not designed for people who sedpresent. It should be easy for people who-self
representto access the information and protocols they ne@@d64, Stegparent;
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 folloarrect pathway (1881, Mother; Survey)

| was frustrated that there is no clear flow chart, or explanation of each stepall r
just finding vague info continually encouraging working things out amicably. Also,
don@®understand why the other party getegal Aid, and could®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
havirg 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. Intimidatitg049, Mother; Survey)

| found it toointimidating to be helpful. The expectation that citizens will be able to
find their way around this process without attorneys is great-gase, but not good if

there is not clear accessible information for the more vulnerable population to find
their way through.(1615 Mother; Survey)

Some patrticipants thought the information wamdequate for those who were in the

Family Court procesand/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 proc€d944 Father; Survey)

Perhaps not a job of the website itself, but there was not enough information on the
implications of going through thieamily Gourt system (1427, Mother; Survey)

Need more emphasis on the court procé$539 Mother, Survey)

It lacks the thingseeded to make a court process easier. Like how to file an affidavit
electronically. Or any advicel 713 Father; Survey)

No ongoing information for processes within co((ti883 Mother; Survey)
Twoparticipants who had found the processf making parenting arrangementery

difficult emotionally, thought that the websitdid not provide enough links tsupport
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. | wanted to find somebody who could help me understand and work through
the terrible disempowerment and distress with the system | was feeling, but there was
nothing really (1126, Mother; Survey)

It was very legal! When | needed this informatibwas very emotional and links to
other services would have been go¢tB89, Mother Survey)

[FO01 2F 02y 3INHSyOS 6AGK LIS2L) $0a SELISNRSY

Several participantmdicated that they felt the websitdid not reflect the realityof the

system and/or their lived experience, particularly in relation to their involvement with the
Family CourtSome thought the websitportrayed a simplistic viewof il 42 G a Sy aA o f
people making parenting arrangementsut the reality was that it was a difficultne and
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information on the website wamaccurate and lacked consistengyA 1 K LINR FS&aaA 2yl f ac

advice and behaviouSome said the website raised expectations that were then not met by
the process itself

| read this website thoroughly and felt coBig’ i Y& OKAf RNBYyQad ySSRa 4

first. The reality is that depends on whjckge, Lawyer for the Child you have etc.
What you read on the website does not happen in redlitypéad through it and it all
seemed very good, ch@dbestinterests etc. It is just not tru€l129, Mother; Survey)

The website is patronising and unrealistic. It makesmamily Gourt sound like a safe
place for women and children and it is nit081, Mother Survey)

The instructions differed from thmurts and the lawyerg1181, Mothey Survey)

It was inaccurate!!! The judges/lawyers were not respegifat thereto helpyou.
Court staff were also difficult.. The website said the@} help.(1256, Mother Survey)

What happens in theourtroom and between lawyers is different to what is supposed
to happen according to the ®U 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 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 providingwedence especially around abuse, the feelings of
disempowerment, etc. & 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)

Theunrealistic videos and comments abdtpresenting yoursaifat Family Court

and the Rmily Gourt process (in real life was completely differeftp44, 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
aren®@ (1067, Mother Survey)

There are resources there. | listened to everything and | read everything, | read so

YdzOK &iGdzFFod L GKAY]l AdGQa Ittt @GSNBR aSyaiotsS |
GSNE YdzOK GF1Ay3 GKS | LIINBIFOK AF &2dz2Q@S 321
0KNRdAK (KAa GKSYy (GK2aS GKAy3a gAff 62N} I A-

that are not out of their mind with worry, anger and all the other emotions that come

Ayid2 Ad GKIG LINRolofe FFff GK2asS drkey3a o2 dz |
highly emotional, because it is an emotional subfeahd you might not have

d42YS02Re (KIGQa GSNNAOf & adidod Si EoBY SA FQAJ 2
going to matter.(1325, Mother; Interview)

| also think that just aligninthe websiteto what people are telling you on the ground
would have made it easieX hé website differed to what the court said, so that
wasn@good. So | looked up on the website and | figured it right, and then | went and |
saw the court registrar and they told nsemething else, and so then | got annoyed

and | rang and | talked t@nother] court registrar at a different court, who explained

to me that every region has its own nuancés\lso, that the website did@¢ while it

said something, that wasPreally the reality of what happened. So that was a pain,
and just the differences in different regio%181, Mother; Interview)

There were alscommentthat the websitedid not adequately or realistically address
family violence and abuse

It iscompletely unrealistic when dealing with issues of domestic violence and child
abuse.(1137, Mother Survey)

The entire site does not address pssparation abuse or the reality of hayarenting
arrangements are going to take priority over safety, inding where children disclose
sexual abuse. It is completely unhelpful to present the-pegaration period as some
sort of high conflict situation whertgo adults cannot agree oéthe best interestsof
the child/ren. The reality is many of these casesabout posiseparation abuse,
power and control dynamics and continued exposure of children by the court to
abusive situationg1207, Mother Survey)

Unhelpful to portraythe postseparation process in NZ as professional, protective and
accountable; women who are abused do not need to think this system is going to help
them and their childreg the reality is far from what the KAJ website makes the

process out to bg1027, Mother Survey)

Navigation and functionality

As detailed earlier, many participants found the website easy to lmsegthers reported
difficulties with finding the information they neecdd. They commentedhat the website
washard to navigate, not usefriendly or intuitive, and had goor layoutwith broken

links andincorrect orout-of-date information.

The website is not particularly intuitive to navigate which means | spent quite a lot of
time clicking around 2139, FatherSurvey)
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| remember it being difficult to find exactly what | wasking for.(1193, Mother;
Survey)

| kept getting dumped back into the same pages when searching for more information.

Felt likel was stuck in a loop because there w@smough information provided.

(1017, Mother Survey)

Very difficult to searchfat LISOAFAO AYTF2NNI 0A2Y3Y YR AT AyT?2
topics presented on the website, it just wasn't there. Inadequate legal information

(1426 Mother; Survey)

Hard to navigate. ... Hard to find correct dos883 Mother; Survey)

Brokenlinks, outof-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 | needeéS & 62 NR &SI NOK. (1821 Mefted Sl ae {2
Survey)

Too many clicks for some elemen(036 Mother; Survey)

Too busy. It was hard to follow especially when feeling overwhel(@8d5 Mother,
Survey)

The wording and layout was terrible. Too hard to find.i(#@55 Father; Survey)

It has info that is oubf-date and some incorrect inf§1544 Father; Survey)
Difficulty with forms
Considerable frustration wasxpressedn relation toaccessing and using the online forms
Participants outlined difficulties in finding forrasdknowing which érmsto use while
other complaintsrelated to the poor functionality of the online formSomealso
commertedthat instructiors on how to fill the forms out correctlwere unclear

The right forms were hard to fin@881 Mother; Survey)

The navigation of the forms and explanations of them are hard to unders(aQéQ
Father; Survey)

The forms are a nightmare. You can downlod&ldand says to fill in electronicgll

but once you fill it in you c&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 ®arentingOrder. (1030 Father; Survey)

That the courapplications came as PDF files only. This made it difficult to complete
online.(1581, Father; Survey)

92



Forms have restrictions on length and format. Can cause difficulty when completing
form. Opted to summarise on form and attach appendices. Need infamétat
more than one issue can be addressed in one applicdti881, Mother; Survey)

That the questions to find the form you need are confusing and not he[pR@3
Mother; Survey)

It was hard to know what forms were needed for particular case(1238 Step
parent; Survey)

Confusing forms and unnecessary duplicat{®at58 Father; Survey)

The website changing several times, made finding forms harder as the form generator
did not always give you the correct forms you need&iP3, Stepmothe; Survey)

The forms are hard to use and difficult to type into, they®@sawve well either(1014,
Father Survey)

Filling out the forms proved problematic and diffic(dt126, Mother Survey)
| needed to apply for an urgeRtotection Order for my children, and spent hours

completing the online form, then it just stopped working and | lost i{E137,
Mother; Survey)

Satisfaction with the Ministry of Justice Website

t I NI A @akinglbfhdir@w@rall satisfaction with the websiie presented in Table27

Table72: Satisfaction withthe Ministry of Justicewebsite

n Percent
Very dissatisfied 13 3.6%
Dissatisfied 33 9.2%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 143 39.8%
Satisfied 152 42.3%
Very satisfied 18 5.0%
Total 359 100%

A similar pattern was seen with ratings of satisfactidth the website as was reported

earlier for ratings of helpfulnesslearly four times as many participants reported they were

Wal GA&aTASRQ (Wit BSwelsitedl IKG ¥a BESIBQ WRA & Al GAATASRQ
RA aal (139 Aowd /& Qess than half (47%) gave positive satisfaction ratings and a

large proportiond o i’z 0 6 SNB ySdziNI X 06SAy3a WYySAGKSNI &l Ga

Participants were asked if they would recommend the website to other people making
parenting arrangements (see Tablg).7Cnly 14% said they wouldot recommend it to
other people Nearly hdf (49%) indicated they would recommend it, with a further 37%
indicating theymaybe would
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Table73: Would you recommendhe Ministry of Justicewebsite to other people making
parenting arrangements?

n Percent
Yes 177 49.3
Maybe 133 37.0%
No 49 136%
Total 359 100%

Suggestedmprovements to the Ministry of Justic¥Vebsite

Around 35% of those who had used the Ministry of Justice website provided one or more
suggestionss tohow it could be improved. Sonmiggested improvement®lated to the
functionality of the website, while most related to the content it provid&thany drectly
addressed improving aspects of the website that participants found problematic or lacking.

The areas for improvement participants identified included:
1 Improving the functionality of the website
1 Improving the processes to access aatplete forms

1 Improving the website content
91 Providing links to sources of support

Improving theFunctionality of the Website

Participants mentioned difficulties with navigating around the website, and suggested
changes to improyﬁne fupctionality qndhe Iayoutby makingtAhe Websiteea§ier to
navigatee Of S| NBNJ | y R .@npfodeBentzio haldedrddkngiseRveao
suggested.

The user experience can be frustratiRgople who need to use the® website are
usually in a very difficult and stressful situati@hb91, Father; Survey)

Simplify the layout(2045 Mother; Survey)

Possibly make it easier to usesmartphones. | usealaptop at home in the end after
struggling to navigate it on phone scredt561 Father; Survey)

Need[s] to be easier to navigatEl386 Father; Survey)
Improve the search functionality1426 Mother; Survey)

Linksattached to specific questions, like frequently asked questions section with more
guestions and links to help find thin$261, Mother Survey)

Make it easier to find thingg1072 Father; Survey)

Make access to information easier. Have moafermation under main tabs that will

t SR GKS dzaSNJ G2 (KS .EFNWomdrSaney) i KI G G KSe QNB
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Just minor improvements to the website interface to make it easier to navi@4dieaq
Father; Survey)

Easier directory(126Q Mother; Surey)
Customeircentricdesign.(1182 Mother; Survey)
Better search function it can be hard to find what you wantl079 Mother; Survey)

Better navigation and key word searchés42Q Mother; Survey)
Improving theProcesses tcAccess anddomplete Forms

As outlined earlier, some participants found completing the forms on the website
problematic Suggestion®r improvementincludedmakingchanges to technical aspedts
make theform generatormore user friendlyandallow for the forms to be savedProviding
better guidance to help people completiorms without legal assistareewas also suggested.

The form generator needs to be more straightforward and with easy to find
information. (2047, Mother; Survey)

The appliations should be easy to complete and save as an electronic file. | had to
print them out then scan them in before being able to send by ephad file
applications in persor{1581, FatherSurvey)

Get the forms sorted so progress can be sa(HB0, FatherSurvey)

Proper guides for people to do the forms themselves. Thousands of dollars €houldn
be required in order to protect yourself and your child(@h75 Mother; Survey)

Probably a bit more user friendly with forms. My Idoatkground made this process
simple as | understand how it works. | had an advantage. Most peop®atah

probably need access to court staff to assist with completing forms. If | had to pay for
a lawyer this process would have been financially tougmerand my family(1921,
Mother; Survey)

Knowing what forms are to be used for certain things without la@yeelp.(1238,
Stepparent, Survey)

More user friendly with formg1883 Stepmother; Survey)

Better explanation of forms andrcumstances in which you used the€iil39
Mother; Survey)
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Improving the Website Content

Suggestions for improving the content on the website mainly focused on four areas:
1 Providing more irdepth information

1 Providing more information and guidancbaut family justice system processes

T t NPOARAY3I WNBItQ SEIYLX Sa

1 Simpifying the languagesed

More in-depth information

As noted earlier, some participants commented ttta information provided was too
generic and they could not accdassdepth, detailed information about a range of issues that
they required. Not surprisingyhen, many of the suggestions relatedpmovidingmore
Gadzoadl yi-RBE LI KE Yy RyTh&didéde suigstions tecludemore

information on topics suchs legislation, domestic violence aRatection Orders, parental
alienation syndrome, funding, mental health issues and more information specifically for
children.

Put some more hadepth information on there(1376 Mother; Survey)

| think itprovides the basi¢but any difficult situations will need further advice from
lawyers. But there is a massive gappecially for abuse victims. Like you go to the
website and get no answers and then jump to a huge cost to get any assi2008.
Mother; Survey)

adzOK Y2NB AYTF2NXIGA2y>S AyOf dzRAY3I NB&az2dz2NOSa ¢
COCHA 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. fdanformation on
support available and how best to utilise your mediation support pe(26d9
Mother; Survey)

More information for those who have a without notieetectionOrder and what a

Parenting Order may look when there is an urgent safety naetddealt with by

CYF$ (1519 Mother; Survey)

NeedsmoredriR2 6y SELJX | yI A2y & A f528 FatherBavgyD(G IS0 &z

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
FILYAf @ YR O y(I366, FatheSarey | I & S NI

| looked on the court websitbut it was hargl to find exactly what | was Iogking few, A
L a1ALIISR Al FYR 6Syid (G2 | tFge8SNW X [A1SZT ¢

34 Care of Children Act (2004).
35 Child, Youth and Famitynow calledOranga Tamarilg The Ministry for Children.

96



KIFILISya ¢gAGK GKS 1ARazZ gKIGQa GKS o6Sad she |
are very few communications between you? Like, how does it WbdK7, Mother;
Interview)

Seems to be set up for domestic violence cases. ... Needs to focus more on thing like
PAS [Parental Alienation Syndrom@p56 Father; Survey)

More information especially catered for children to understand the Family Court
process(122Q Mother; Survey)

Focus on mental healthddiction issueg1941, Mother; Survey)

Uearer outline of what happens with a disagreement. What to do in case of
emergencies/abuse/neglectl 764 Mother; Survey)

It would help if there was somewhere thgites understanding to the legal words used
in letters. ... | had to Google the words to understand my letters receil@d]
Mother; Survey)

More information about family justice system processes and procedures

Many of the suggesteninprovements to the information provided on the website refe

to providing more information and guidance about family justice system processes and
proceduresSome wantedtep-by-step guides, checklists and flow chattis be provided to
better assist peents through the process, particularly those who were-sgiresenting.

This is a very complex issue with\dioe size fits alprocess that would work. Any
simplification of steps would be usef(l325, Mother Survey)

[Include a] beginn& guide.(1957 Mother; Survey)

[Use] flow charts. Has this happerieflyes, go here, if ngo here. State options.
(1142, GrandmotherSurvey)

Needs to cater better for sdifigants. Stepby-step guides would be usefi@l.116,
Father Survey)

More ddails. The website makes it seem simplet 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 var®aituations that may aris€1044,
Father Survey)

It needs realistic info oattending the Family Court, setpresentation, your rights as
a parent, how do deal with court appointed Lawyer for the Child/psycholdd&44,
Father Survey)

It needs asystem to guide someone through a decisioaking process, so a person

1y26a aoKFiéeé (2 R2XI GKSYy Al @K &zAhE KSf L) (§KS
Survey)
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| 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 sy<t0i7, Mother
Survey)

More information for men going through the coymtocess (1555 Father; Survey)

For selrepresented parties, a flow chart outlining the steps for particular applications
which show the guidelines and how their file {tik] expected to be progressed

through thecourt system would be extremely helpéuty, application filed, service,
defence, mediation/hearing etblotes hat when cases will be heard at hearighat

it depends on amount of hearing time required and the availabilijyages.(1592,
Mother; Survey)

a2 NB iwdiddtidn Q
As noted earlier,@me participants commented that the information on the website did not
match their actual experiencemd suggested that the websiteflect reality and align the

information with what actually happens.

Tell the truth. Hovbiased the court system is. Costs involved. Time it takes. How your
ex can make up lies and the judge or lawyers will believe t{ith6 Mother; Survey)

Reflect reality for dads. Could not find anything on hearing procedures other than a
video that washothing like what really happened. Most of what it says is nothing

like what happens when you are a déti702, FatherSurvey)

Print exactly what could happen in courbt lies.(1256 Mother; Survey)

New Zealand needs to own the violence arake the MDJ 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 donehe Family Court(1081
Mother; Survey)

2S8ffs GKS ¢S0aAiS RAFFSNBR (2 ¢KIG (GKS
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 realistabout the process and the way people are going to be
treated. (1081, Mother; Survey)

As part of this, several participants suggested includ&adslife examples and case studies
to help peopldearn from whatothers hal done.

More stories fronreal people(1122 Mother; Survey)

More examples of other peof@eplans would helg1754 Mother; Survey)
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More examples of other peofesituations(1674 Mother; Survey)

More detall, or realife case study/vignettes. LikéMeet Sally. Sallgot 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. Unfortunatehe application was®
successful due to x, y, z. So then the ex had to wait forever for éndadart before he
could see his daughter agadr{1660, StepmotherSurvey)

Maybe videos of people who have gone through the system telling their §1@&9
Mother; Survey)

Just a form to help with a reality check before embarking on lawyersamd

process. This could include, time spent, money spent ($450 per hour for lawyers) and
examples/likely outcomes based on stats from receaurt cases(1584, Father

Survey)

Actual percentage split parenting models could be available for down{@804
Mother; Survey)

Simplifying the language used

Some suggestions focused on making the language used on the website gasier for people to
understand, bydza Ay 3 f I @ LISNER 2y Qa GSNXa YR F@2ARAYy3 2 N

Use more layperson terms for secti@nise,, if you want to file a without notice
application, therfhave]all the information there, including the forms and a clear
description of forms and how to file thed.064,Stepparent, Survey)

Use easier simpidanguage, not so much jargon. If [they] need to use legal jargon
ensure the meanings are includ€ii737, 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 nlatwyers. 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 undergts0ti)
Father; Survey)

Rewritten from the perspective of a vulnerable stressed person desperately looking for
help. Plain Englistf1142, GrandmotheiSurvey)

ProvidingLinks to Sources ofSupport

As outlined earlier, participants reported that they had needed information alBoutces of
advice, help and support that was not available on the website. Therefore, some suggested
the website could providénks to other agencies or professionatibat parents/caregivers

could contact if they needed more information or support.

More links/information for local legal/counselling providet$011, FatherSurvey)
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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 pe(26d9
Mother; Survey)

More contacts, i.epeople to talk to(1168, FatherSurvey)

Give more direct links to other websites ghgwve your children witnessed abuse
between you and your partner? Unsure what domestic abuderas®e link to
Shineg® [services fochildren] etc.(1142, GrandmotherSurvey)

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
processeq. 1588 Mother; Survey)

For there to be an option for contacting someone directly, who can help you
understand the system more clearly, especialhdffficult cases, or sensitive
information that needs to be dealt with (e.g., abug&)lL26 Mother; Survey)

Actually one website with links to all servidgd€09, FatherSurvey)

Summary

The Mhistry of Justice website was tli@mily 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 participant&lsousing itto better understand how the family justice system
worked. Just over a third used it to access, download or complete forms, sechitas
applications.

More participants rated thejuality of thewebsite 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 tk website as good/very good on theformation provided (59%) and the
ease to find and download information and forms (55%)

Thewebsite had provided thgast majority (94%) of the participants with at least soofief
not all, the information they required?articipants whose informain needs were not
completely satisfied by the website described the information as too genaddasic,

when what they required was more detailed;depth and specific information that could be
applied to their own situation. In particular, they neediefiormation about how to

negotiate difficult scenarios, such as when the other party would natperate, breached
orders or when drugs or safgeconcerns were involvedhey also could not find information
about how to respond to without notice applicatis, 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 ofgating 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 unhe@dohments

about the website showed a poladtion of opinion, with thosaspects of the websitthat

participants found helpful oftemlso beingdleemed unhelpfuby others Many mentioned

findingthe information on the website helpful, particularigbout processes and procedures

and informationthat helped themto understand Family Court processésey valued the

availability and volume of informatioand found it clear, straightforward and easy to

understandBSAy 3 Fo6fS G2 O00S&aa GKS dqal1Ay3a | tINByG.
particularly helpful However, others thought that #hinformation was inadequatgoo

genericlacked depthand did not provide enough detaifhere were complaints that there

wasii 22 YdzOK fS3aFf a2l NB2Yé Thek were alsod diticishds hat A Odzf G G
GKS AYTFT2NXYIGA2Y 61 & (22 AAYLIAAGAO YR RAR y2i
lived experiences. Sonadsoregardedthe website as not adequately orabstically

addressindgamily violence and abuse.

Similarly, being able to access, download and complete forms online was seen as a helpful
feature of the websitebut othersexpressed frustratiomvith forms, citing difficulties with
finding, completingand savinghem. Thewebsitedesign in terms of its layout and

navigation, wasiewed positivel\by some participantsvho reported easein findingand
downloadinginformation. For others, thoughthis was a negative aspeand they described

it as not useifriendly, and ciéd difficulties with navigation, search functions and finding
material

Having link®n the websiteto services and professionals, such as lawyers, Parenting

Through Separation and Family DispRiesoluion providers, wagonsideredhelpful, 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 improvirits functionality, including changes toe technical

aspects of generating and saving forms, and providing more guidance to assist people

completing forms. Improvements to the website content were also suggestetlidingthe

provision ofmore detailedand indepth information, particularly about family justice

LINEOS&daSa YR LINROISHEDS £E | WNFE B A Sigfiilkyin®MIB ISt & (0 dzR A
the language used.

Overall participants were more satisfied than naith the websitewith 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 arrangementajth aroundhalf (49%) indicating they would, and 37%
saying theymaybe would
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Key Findingg Ministry of Justice Website

56%o0f the participants had used the website
21% had were unaware of the website
70%heard of the websitevia the Internet 19% flom alawyer and $% from
Parenting Through Separation
Most used the website to find information and resources (88%), understan
how the family justice system worked (53%), download forms (36%) and fi
Parenting Through Separation course (26%)
59% ratedi KS AYF2NXI GA2Yy LINPGARSR | a
pp: NIYGSR GKS ¢gSoaAiriasS SrasS 2F dzas
95% reported the website had provided at least some, if not all, the
information they required; 42% had been provided with all il@rmation
they needed
Information and resources that couftt be accessed/found included:
- Detailed, indepth and specific information
- Information about processes and procedures
- Information about the law and rights
- Locating forms and guidelines
- Links toservices and professionals to access support
34% foundthe websitehelpful/very helpful;16% found it unhelpful/very
unhelpful
What participants found particularly helpful or positive about thebsite
- Information¢ particularly, about processes aptocedures
- 1 00SaaAy3a GKS WwWallAy3a I tIFNByi
- 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 straightfeard
What participants found particularly unhelpful or negative about wWebsite
- Website content; being too generic, vague, inadequate for those in
Family Court process, difficult to understand
- [FO1 2F O2y3aINHSYyOS 4AGK LIS2LI S
- Not adequatelyaddressing domestic violence and abuse
- Poor navigation and functionality
- Formscg difficult to find and complete
47% were satisfied/very satisfied with theebsite 13% were dissatisfied/very
dissatisfied
14% would not recommend thevebsiteto other peoplemaking parenting
arrangements49% would recommend and 37%possibly would
Suggested improvements to the website included:
- Improving its functionality, the layout, navigation, and search engin
- Improving the process to access and complete forms
- Improving the content, providingmore in-depth information more
guidance about family justice system procesgesviding real
examples and smplifying the language used
- Providing links to sources of support
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Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREERone Line

A small numbeof participants(h=63; 10% of th@articipantg indicatedthat they had called
the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone Niearly threequarters (73%) of theurvey
respondentsvere not aware of this servicand 18% knew of ihut did not use itThose
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.

Accessinghe Phone Line

As shown in Tabled7 the most common wagpeople found out abut the phone linewere
viathe Ministry of Justicevebsite (56%), and througtalvyers(21%)and Rarenting Through
Separationcourses(18%).

Table74: Where participants heard ofhe 0800 2 AGREE phone line

n Percent
On the Ministry of Justicerebsite 35 55.6%
On the Internet/another website 9 14.%%
At a Parenting Through Separation course 11 17.%%
From a Family Dispute ResolutidgfDR service/mediator 5 7.%%
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%
52y Qi AlWRBKNBYSYd SN 9  14.3%

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

t I NI A OA LJ y (i averallhelpfiildegs dfthe phbne fink & making or changing

parenting arrangements are presented in T&bb. A greater proportion of the participants

F2dzy R GKS LIK2YyS fAYyS WAnOK SIEKUWFAZTR dy/NY WRAS NEK Sdzy 8F S
K St LJPudyfHawever the largest proportion?%) were those who founthe phone line

Wy SAGKSNI KSE LJFdzf y2NJ dzy KSf LIFdzZf Qo

Table75: Helpfulness ofthe 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%
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Analysis of the opernded responses to survey questions asking participants what they
found particularlyhelpful or positive and what they fourhrticularlyunhelpful or negative
about the phone line, as well as any suggestions for improvement are piessbalow.
Forty-two participants (70%) provided some comment about the phone liviéch have
beencombined with relevant comments frothe interview transcripts.

What Participants FoundParticularlyHelpful or Positive abouthe 08002 AGREE
PhoneLine

The most frequently mentioned positive comment about the phone line related to the
practical helpit provided in explaining processes, givioigar and helpful advicand
answering queries and providing clarification. Tlaeticipantsalso liked being able to talk to
I aNBIE LISNEZ2Y

They provided clear advice, in a way that was easily unders(@®d5, Mother;
Survey)

They knew their stuf{1836, Mother; Survey)

They were helpful in explaining where to find things on the wehdi@é¥ 3, Mother;
Survey)

The operator listened to me and gave me practical steps of what t@da2, Mother;
Survey)

Staff outlinedthe procedure for FDRit was helpful (1451, Mother Survey)
Staff gave clear instructions to procefi381, Mother; Survey)

Everything. So helpful. Offering support, advice and knowing the systenil@e0,
Mother; Survey)

Just talking and clarifying1170, Mother; Survey)
Practical advice on press matters(1584, Father; Survey)

The availability of someone to get clarification on any odd quest{@i@49, Mother;
Survey)

Helped with where to start proceeding4140,Mother; Survey

Thepositive interpersonal skillof the staff were alsoegardedas a positive aspect of the
phone line. Staff who werknowledgeable, empathic, and friendlwere seen as helpful.

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

Staff were empathetic, even if powerless in a system that oppresses victims of
violence and enables abuse($886, Mother; Survey)

Helpful and friendly(1749, Mother; Survey)
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Friendly staff (1318, Mother; Survey)
Participants also appreciated haviagcess to free adviceia the phone line.

LGiQa F 3I22R ¢l & G2 FAYR ftAYAGSR RSOFAf SAGK
(1521, Father; Survey)

Good having free callingl139, Mother; Survey)
Glad it was a 080. (1537, Father; Survey)
Being free (1139, Mother; Survey)

What Participants FoundParticularlyUnhelpful orNegativeabout the 08002
AGREE Phone Line

Participants were asked what aspects, if any, tfeaynd particularlyunhelpful 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 pHore the responses to both
guestionshave beeramalgamated 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 enoughbe helpful to those ctihg.
Others complained that the information and advice provided imasnsistent

Too general in informatior{1030, Father; Survey)

/| 2dzt Ry QG 3IA GBS .[j1&83, Motkleg /B Yy SSRSR

All they do is direct you to the websi{@023 Mother; Survey)

Hard to get the correct information for the same situati¢h243, Father; Survey)
Different answers from different staff1941, Mother; Survey)

Some participantsommerted that the staff did not appear to be well informednd able to
provide adequate information, and insteath|d callers to approach a lawyer

{KS 6LayQid FotS (2 SELXIAY (KS 02dzNI LINR OSa:
much about the FDR and counselling services. Though she did put njthehto
Parenting Though Separation cours€l017, Mother; Survey)

So, first | rung the helpline about what | needed to do and they said get a lawyer.

X¢KSe ogKNEB LHFINNL odzi 200A2dzafexr L KIR ljdzSada
that makes sense. Butwhenitgot®t & &l 3S gKSNBE GKS& RARYyQI
they told me to speak to a lawyer. It happened right at the time that the changes

OFrYS (GKNRdzZAK® L R2y Qi GKAY]| Mo-dateBithth& S LIS2 LI ¢
changes as much as they should hbeen.(1023, Mother; Interview)
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¢tKSe O2dzZ RyQil GSff YS FyeiKAYE WSS d& dz2 i K S NJ
seem to be keen in directing people to lawy€t914, Father; Survey)

Agents do not tend to give information and simply,gaglk to yourlawyer€ (thus we
are not encouraged to talk to them anymoré)521, Father; Survey)

Some [customer service representatives] have poor knowledge and customer service.
(1079, Mother; Survey)

Some would have liked the servicepgmvide more detailed infemation.

Have more knowledge with legal stuff regarding Oranga Tamd(fikB7, Mother;
Survey)

Advice on services to help look after yourself taecchildren while the official care of
the children arrangements are being made would be usgf@B9, Mdher; Survey)

Provide advice on the reality of tiseurt 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 childre(1017, Mother; Survey)

Some participants did not think thaformation provided reflected the realityor
O2YLX SEAGe 2F LJS2L) SQa aAildad GaAzya

t N} OGAOIE &adSLA YR ¢6KIFG (2 R2 R2SayQi Sldz i
system X Perhaps the process [should] be aligned whthactualities occurring in the
system for parents and children no(®122, Mother; Survey)

Makes it sound too easy to sort out arrangements without lawyers, mediators, other
professionals, but sometimes inmaplex situations this is not possib{@097, Mother;
Survey)

In contrast to those parents/caregivers outlinedrlierwho found the phondine operators
helpful, others detailed a different experience, describing staff as rude and unhelpful
and lackng empathy or an understanding of what parents were going through.

Staff have no empathy or compassion X { (I FF & K2 dzfaRdbg NON¢ 9 b (2 0
JUDGEMENTAL141, Mother; Survey)

It needs to be more supportiid.014, Father; Survey)

Maybe havesome staff that have actually been through this experience as no one
family is the same and no one solution fits @097, Mother; Survey)

They were rude and unhelpful. Basically [I] got told that unless | had a lawyer she

could breach the courtordefaf & KS gl yda | yR (KYBBE66R2Y Qi OF N
Father; Survey)
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Notalld- Ra | NB® RSIRoSIF{G 3Idz2a GNEAY3I G2 YIS GKS
2dzald ol yid G2 0S Ay@2ft SR Ay 2dzNJ {ARQa fAFS ¢
would not be fighting for this if we did not care deeply for our children and consider

our rolesin their lives as importarastheirmdzy Qa ® CSSt Ay3 GKS ySSR (2

various agencies who simply say this is the way it is, decline requests for information

about your kid etc(e.g., passport info) is demoralisii@584, Father; Survey)

Same participants suggested theervice would benefifrom staff trainingto improve the
LIK 2y S € Ay Bhovedde Ndeifiudded&tanding of the issues facing parents, and their
communication skills.

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

Agents should be trained more [on the] emotional feeling of the caller. Caller might
havehad avery hard time not being able to see his/her kids, but having to deal with
the agents makethem 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 follogron a query(1079, Mother; Survey)

Staff to attend a course on NV&hdhave personal experience of the Family Cand
how it conducts itself(1141, Mother; Survey)

Operational issuesuch as callait times and continuity of servicevere alsoconsidered
problematic.

The wait time to talk to a person was a little lori$y236, Mother; Survey)
Getting through could be difficul1389, Mother; Survey)

{2YSGAYSa @&2dz 23S0 Odzi 2FF FyR KI@Snid2 adl NI
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 manad€79, Mother; Survey)

Long wait times(1170, Mother; Survey)

One mother questioned the use of the phone lireaaway of helping people negotiate the
Ministry of Justice website amégardedK I @Ay 3 0 2 0 KwadtQINBW@&ESE | a | a&

The phone line seems to help with the website, but seems like a double up of

resources, rather than improve the website and thedzLJLJ2 NI 62y Qi 6S y SSR:
YdzOK FTNRY G(GKS LK2yS ftAySed X ¢KIFIGQa Fy2i
GKS& KI @S 2dzad 320 GKAa ¢6So0aridSsz AdQa y
number, so then people end up ringing the 0800 number aagdople on the 0800
number direct them to what tabs to press on the website to get to the right thing
GKFG GKSe IINB f221Ay3 FT2NXP 187M3iMothek,ay QG G KI G
Interview)
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Satisfaction with thePhoneLine

t | NI A Qakirgofyouetal@atisfaction with the phone linand whether they would
recommend it to others are presented in Tablésand 77.

Table76: Satisfaction withthe 0800 2 AGREE phone line

n Percent
Very dissatisfied 6 10.0%
Dissatisfied 12 20.0%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 23 38.3%
Satisfied 16 26.7%6
Very satisfied 3 50%
Total 60 100%

Table76 shows thatsimilar NR L2 NI A2y &4 6SNB Wal ##)andA SRQ 2NJ wgS
WRAA&LF GA&TA SR Q30%)NIithiHd Hede linkThedlaigesi prapoftibrS@QR 6
I3 PGS | ySdziNI f NIGAy3d 2F WySAGKSNI aliA&aFASR y2

Table77: Would you recommendhe 0800 2 AGREE phone line to other people making
parenting arrangement8

n Percent
Yes 22 36.0
Maybe 26 43.3%
No 12 20.0%
Total 60 100%

Afifth (20%) of those who had used the phone line would not recommend it to others
making parenting arrangementslowever, over a third (37%) indicated that they would
recommend it to others and 43% indicated thepybe 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% cajlih and nearly thre@uarters being unaware it
existed. Most of those who had us#ite phone linehad found out about it from the

Ministry of Justice website (56%), lawyers (21%) and through a Parenting Through
Separation course (18%).

More participantgated the phone line as unhelpful (32%) than rated it as helpR#o]2 but
nearly half (47%) found it neither helpful nor unhelpful. Aspects of the phone line that
participants found helpful included the practiéaformationand advice given, the friehy
and empathic staff, anche 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 prticipantshad had a positive experience with the phoireelstaff,
others reported that they lacked empattand 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 tofidionbetween
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.
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Parenting Through Separation
The majority (85%) of theurvey respondentsiere aware of Parating Through Separation

(PTSand 40%(n=260)had attended a course since the refortosk effect Only 15% were
not aware of this service.

Reasons foNot Attending PTS

The 294 participants (45%) who knew about PTS, but had notthsesrvicesince the
reforms, were asked their reasons foot attending a course (sekable78).

Table78: Reasons for not attending PTS

n Percent
DARY QO ySSR 2NJ gyl (2 196 66.7%
DARY QU 1y26 K2¢g (G2 I 00Sa: 11 3.™
Q@ dzf Ry @racc&sanPRS course to attend 11 3.™
Other commitments e.g., work, family 57  19.%%
It was too difficult/far to travel to attend 20 6.8%
QRdz Ry Qi | F/@ostNR (G2 | GGSyF 8 2.™%
Had anexemption from attending 18 6.1%
Other 34 11.6%

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

Themost common reason for not using PTS given by oveithivds (67%) othe
participants who were aware dfie service but did notuse it was tha they did not need or
want to. Given that 41% of thearticipantshad made their arrangements prior to the
reforms, but were now in the position of changing them under the new systamlikely
that many of this group may hawtendedPTS prior to the reforms. In factamy indicated
in an opentext box that they haalreadyattended a course previouslylt must also be
remembered that participants may have separated some time leefoaking or changing
their parenting arrangements.

| 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 commauation and no longer have issues with each
other. (1889 Mother; Survey)

L RARY QG GKAY]

(1539, Mother Survey)

Someparticipantsnoted that, based on theiprior attendance, they would not attend again
because theyad not found PTS helpful in the past

We attended one prior to 2014, under the old systeitrwas largely not worthwhile
(1210, Mother Survey)

| did but pre2014¢ and what a waste that wag1637, Mother Survey)

11C
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| had completed PTS before in the previous round of Parenting Ordersot fiid it
very helpful because | was not dealing with standard{gesgiaration difficulties or
RATFSNBYOS 2F 2LIAYAZ2Y (19@682Muher Buivey)i Qa o6Sad T2 NJ

| have undertaken a PTS course in the past and | did not find it useful. dbardsrun
'yR LIS2L) SQ& AYRADA RA#0B3, Modh& Ruiveyy SNBE y 20 OF S0

Few (less than 5%) reported difficulties finding or accessing a PTS course to attend or
indicated thatthe cost of attending was a barrier to attendandesmall percentage (6%)
had been granted an exemption from attending and others noted theiraibendance was
due to family violence and the view that it was not appropriate or relevaifor them to
attend.

Due to the nature and level of family violencElt it was an unnecessary intrusion. If
there was no history of [family violence], | would have happily atten(e359,
Mother; Survey

I have friends who have attended and said it was an utter waste of time. Especially for
those of us dealing withtausive expartners. It was NOT relevar{it971, Mother
Survey

Absolutely not an appropriate course to attend when violence is invaj@d9,
Mother; Survey)

| was in recovery/still afflicted ljomesticviolence and unsure if it would be
appropriate (1105, Mother Survey)

Nearlya fifth (19%)ndicated they did not attend because of othesmmitments such as
work or family, with 7% reporting that travel was a barrier to attendanCeher reasons for
non-attendance included the mistaken view that both parties had to attesrch belief that
therewasnopoinhy F GGSYRAY3 RdzS (G2 GKS 23RS NI LI NI & Qi
othersi KSNB g1 & | O2y OSNY | 02dzi (okf&ling ungbledJNE GA RS NI
participatedue to their emotional state

To my knowledge he would also have to attend one so | figured it would be a pointless

exercise as he was not likely to atterChildcare was also an iss&906, Mother

Survey

There was no point when dealing with angatner that is uncooperative and only
wanted what was best for herse(fl659, FatherSurvey)

The other party refused to attend, communicate or do angthiwork together, so
PTS was pointlesd. 398, Mother Survey)

| was extremely uneasy about attending PTS with a religious provider as in my
experiencereligious providers of community services have difficulty separating
community services from prosghbation. (1224, Mothey Survey)

Not confident enough to attend1279 Mother; Survey
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Due to family violence and sexual abuse and the ongoing court battle between my ex
YR YeaStTzr (GKSy (GKS O2dzaNI ol GdtSs L gl ayQi
pressure of attendinghat this course would put on mél835, Mother Survey)

Those patrticipants whbadattended PTS since the reforms took effattd60, 40%) were

asked aboutheir experience o&ccessingnd participating in a PTS course, thegws 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 Téabje

Table79: Where participantshad 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 lint 5 1.9%
From a Family Dispute Resolution (FDR) service/med 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%

52yQi 1y26kO0OlyQi NBYSY0S 20 7.7%

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

As shown in Table80 and 81, the vast majorityof participantsNB LJ2 NI SR FAYRAy 3 Al
WHS NE Dbsthfindafd eiir@l in a PTS cours&¥8 andd0% respectively).

Table80: Ease of finding a PTS course

n Percent
Very difficult 3 1.2%
Difficult 10 3.%%
Neitherdifficult nor easy 24  9.3%
Easy 144 558%
Very easy 77 298%
Total 258 100%
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Table81: 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 89 345%
Total 258 100%

Tables82, 83, and84 present thelength oftime participants had to wait to attend PTS once
they had enrolled in a course and their views on the reasonableness of this waifTtiroe.
thirds (67%) reported waitinfpur weeks or less to attend a course. The vast majority (90%)
thought the time they had to wait was reasonable.

Table82: Waiting time to attend PTS

n Percent
Less than a week 13 5.0%
1-2 weeks 82 318%
3-4 weeks 79 306%
1-2 months 42  163%
3-4 months 4 1.6%
5-6 months 3 1.2%
More than 6 months 1 0.4%
52y Q0 AW kNB 34 132%
Total 258 100%

Table83: Was the length of time you had to wait to attend PTS reasonable to you?

n Percent
Yes 229 89.9%
No 27 10.5%
Total 256 100%

Table84 shows a cross tabulation perceivedreasonableness of wait time with the delay
between enrolling and attending a course (excluding those dilonot know how long they
waited and those whaekipped one of the questions).
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Table84: Reasonableness afelayby wait time

Reasonable waitime?

No Yes
Less than a week=13) 0% 100%
1-2 weekqn=82) 0% 100%
3-4 weekgn=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 monthgn=1) 100% 0%
Total 27 229

Table84 shows that the majority of participants who waitégo months or less to attend
PTS saw this as a reasonable delay. Although numbers of those waiting longevdhan
months are smalthe reverse was seen, with more (if not all) participartgardirg this

delay as unreasonable.

Tables85, 86 and 87 detail the distance participants had to trayehe way)o attend PTS

and, for those who travelleatheir views on the reasonablenessthé distance The majority
(72%) of participants had to travel leggan 20 kilometres to attend PTS, and a fifth travelled
20-49 kilometres. The majority 896) also thought the distance they travelled was

reasonable.

Table85: Distance travelledone way)to attend PTS

n Percent

Under 10 km 133 52.6%
10-19 km 49  19.%%
20-29 km 24 95%
30-49 km 27 10.7%
50-99 km 16 6.3%
100199 km 3 1.2%
2001499 km 1 0.4%

Total 253 100%

Table86: Was the distance you had to travébne way)to attend PTS reasonable to you?

n Percent
Yes 237 93.3%
No 17 6.7%
Total 254 100%

Table87 shows a cross tabulation dfstance travelled by reasonableness of travel distance
(excluding those who skipped one of the questions).
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Table87: Reasonableness diravel distance(one way)to PTSoy distance travelled

Reasonable travel distance?

No Yes
Under 10 kmr{=133) 1.5% 98.5%
10-19 km 6=49) 0% 100%
20-29 km (=24) 4.2% 95.8%
30-49 km(n=27) 25.9% 74.1%
50-99 km(n=16) 37.5% 62.9%
100-199 km(n=3) 33.3% 66.7%0
200499 km(n=1) 0% 100%
Totaln 17 236

As shown in Table78 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 emsasonable 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 ovedkm round trip)consideredhis reasonable.

Helpfulness of PTS

Thesurvey asked participants a series of questions about how helpful they found PTS. Table

88 presens how helpful participants found learning about the various areas that PTS covers.

A small number of participants indicated that the topic area had not besered” in the

course they attended or skipped the question. These have been excluded from the

percentages presented in Tat88.C2 NJ S aS 2 F NB I Helpfyta I WK P O 1S3 21
K St UW¥d@hhapful | \eriRunlelpfulhave been collapse@ee Tabl@06, in

AppendixL for the full data tablé.

37The most common content area thparticipants indicated was not covered in the course they attended was

WhiKSN) O2YYdzy Al ar i L2t {a2SiNSR Ob& QW162n c 2 Wi B8 K KSIF RBY &4 ¢
2dzai A0S a8aNIPRADSWISZN] B BA 4 Odzaa LSk my\u RN YIONNIZ Y0 KSWS yL.ﬂl ANBF N
OF NBIR @8ADI §R Wi 2 &SLINFriGAaAzy | FFS50Ga OKAfRNBY:S gKIG OKA
(n=1).
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Table88: Helpfulness of PTS content

Unhelpful/ . Helpful/
unhelpful P helpful

How separation affects children, what
children need, and how to talk to them 8.2% 25.4% 66.4% | 100%
about it (=256)

How to discuss parenting arrangements w

0KS OKAfRNBYyQa 20KS 26.4% 35.0% 38.6% | 100%
(n=254)
How to make a parenting plan£251) 16.3% 35.5% 48.2% | 100%
Ho_w the Family Justice system works 15.50 31.3% 53.2% | 100%
(n=252)
Other community support services$231) 16.0% 48.5% 35.5% | 100%

As shown in Table88for every content area, more participants reported finding the content

WKSE LIFdzt Q 2N WASNE KS T LIF dAwathifdKfbuyd ledrdiygK S LIT dzf Q 2
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 commueityful (37%

and 36% respectively).

t I NI A OA Lolyhawahelpfulbletaithéydaf@dundPTSn making or changing parenting
arrangementsare presented in Tabl&9.

Table89: 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.%%
Very helpful 19 74%
Total 256 100%

Approximately equal proportions found PHgIpfulQ Zeihelpfull36%)as found it
Weither helpful nor unhelpfl{34%)in making or changing parenting arrangementgh
slightly lesg30%])finding PTSdnhelpfuQ & iydintelpfu

What Participants FoundParticularlyPostive or Helpful AboutPTS

The survey asked participants to detail what, if anything, they found particularly positive or
helpful about PTEf anything) Of the 260 participants who attended PTS, 68&4.63)

provided at least oneaspectof PTS that they found helpful or positive. Thaspectsare
detailed below, along with relevant quotes from the interviganscripts Several

participants providedyeneral commentghat 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 1821, Father; Survey)
Totally positive experience. Wish | had done it ear{liek01, Father; Suryg

Everything was useful. | found it extremely useful | watdrange itX ! f £ LI NBy ( &
separating should have to do this cour&b48, Mother; Survey)

Amazing. HIGHLY RECOMMENBE5, Father; Survey)
Very worthwhile coursg€1011, Father; Survey)

L F2dzyR Al SEGNBYSte& dzaSTdz & L F2dzy R 2dzi f 2
get a lot of value out of it. Then, through going through it | actually felt | got quite a lot
out of it. (1690, Father; Interview)

| was really questioning whieer the course was necessaoyt | actually really
enjoyed it and would happily attend one agafh62], Father; Survey)

Fantastic courses. The revised format is very good. The information is concise and
what parents need to know1301, Mother; Survey)

One father commented in his interview that he thought PTS was the only family justice
ASNDBAOS GKIG LRaAGAGSt e Sy<epacaNdfaties andteBy Ga | yR
1ARaA8 2F ASLINIGSR LINByila ¢g2dZ R 0SS F 20 o6Sdd

| 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

deSyd LI NBydasd X LG 61F& LINFOGAOKE GALA (G2 R
G2 0SS Ay X FyR L NBIffe.(Rgromtenin@@iew) G @ L NBI

More specific comments related mainly to the following arbasg helpful or pasive:
1 The content, information and resources;

1 The other attendees/group setting;

i Personal reassurance and validation;

1 The facilitator.

Content,information and resources

The course content, information and resources provided was the mosthmonly 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:

9 Childfocused content;

1 Information almut communicating and eparenting with their former partner;

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

1 Information and resources about making parenting arrangements.
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Child focused content, Participants valued informatiotihat was childcentred 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 afsase
helpful.

gy 22@8SR aSSAy3a (KS LINE OSalH34, MetheR Sufidy) G KS OKAT F

Made me realise ways to help my kids through the separafit®8, Mother; Survey)

Everything was explained well and it focused a lot on the childremakthg it work
for them (1023, Mother; Survey)

To not use the child as a paw@581, Father; Survey)

b2d FalAy3a Y& OKAfR gKIG o a(1132Maher; 2y |
Survey)

Focus on the child, and behaviour around the child duripgra¢ion. (1427, Mother;
Survey)

You did get an understanding abayh ¥ @2 dz 6 SNBYy Qi | c@dah f R 2F RA

that actually meant for your child and how to alleviate stresses and strains, even

talking about the catorthe dog. Actually K 6 Qa 2y S 2F GKS YIFAyYy &i NJ
OKAf RNBY F88fx (KK GKSBQNB aSLI NI GSR FNRY |

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 uséfiZll4, Mother;
Interview)

So, my number one thing that | would suggest would be for them to attend the
t F NBYGAy3a ¢KNRdAzZZIK {SLI NI GA2Yy O2dz2NBES® ddd L

4SS GKNRddAK GKS OKAfRNBYyQa SesSa NIGKSN GKIy

might not necessarily be best for the child. And that gives you the forum to ask

guestions so that you are able to make better decisions down the road. Yeah, | think

t F NBYyGdAy3 ¢KNRdzZZK {SLI NIGA2Yy R2Sa KSftLI G2
children (1123, Stepnother; Interview)

It helped me to understand how the child feels wtteey are separated from their
parents (1521, Father; Survey)

LG ¢la I NBYAYRSNI GKFG 0KS OKAftRNBYyQa AylSNE

ultimate goal.(1472, Mother; Survey)

Considering the children before myself with regards to living arraegés (1431,
Father; Survey)

Just general [information] about being chidntred (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 tiferefront of my mind in regards to what was best for them
especially with their father getting nastigfl 761, Mother; Survey)

The focus on doing what was best for the kids, the clips of kids spef(d@,
Mother; Survey)

Whole structure is informath 6 dzi NBYAYyRa &2dz (2 F20dza 2y OK
@2dzNJ 26y ® / KAt RNBY 4SS (GKAy3a a2 RAFFSNByGfc¢
can be extremely damagin@2036, Mother; Survey)

Some useful advice on keeping the children removedtierparentsdisputed X !

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

AY Y& YAYR FTNRY (KIF (G &I BenthekBlookdadkBrsit ¢ ¢ KAy | |
do they want to be seeing you as the parent that tried to make things happen, or the

LI NByd ¢K2 gl a GNBAyYy3I (2 tharédvereh féwkhingsga TFTNRY K&
like that that helped (1585, Father; Survey and Interview)

Information about communicating and cparenting with former partnersg Participants

mentioned learning how to communicate with their former partftbe other partyand to

see things from their perspective as beneficial. They found it helpful to leartahe

benefits of ceparenting and the importance of not communicating through children or
AYGSNFSNAY3I Ay GKS 20KSNJ LI NBydQa LI NBydAy3aod

The discussions around communicatiofi$45, Father; Survey)

Great information about how to communicate with théher parent (1442, Mother;
Survey)

The benefit of cgparenting (1040, Father; Survey)

Ideas about how the epartner might feel different to mg1252, Mother; Survey)

| think the only other really useful tool that | really took out of the Parenting Through

Separation course was the idea of what do they call it? Basically, a book to go back

and forwards with the child for communication with regagdhat communicain

0221® .SO0IdzaS LQR ySOSNJ KSFNR 2F (KIG ARSI ®
tried that. (1555, Father; Interview)

Maintaining good communication with gpartner. Communicate directly with other
party, not through the children(1581, Father; Survey)

Importance of [getting] along with [the] other paren(tLl584, Father; Survey)

Good advice, for example, not trying to interfere with other paréd56, Father;
Survey)

[Provider] was very helpful andgmoted ceparenting. ... The course was excellent

and | 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

use to reduce conflic1299 Mother; Survey)

LG KSTLISR YS G2 OKIFy3S Yeé-LBMNSg SNT (2K Si KISA ROKQ
father which has helped keep the focus of my thoughts and decisions around parenting

arrangements relative to his laionship to the children and separate to our previous
relationship.(2012, Mother; Survey)

Information about processeg Information about the processes involved in making
parenting arrangements and about Family Dispute Resolution and the Family @oert w
regarded as helpful, as was information about rights and legal issues.

Explained the process and other ways of resolving without c(i®83, Father;
Survey)

Clearing some legal issues if those were nee&¥6, Mother; Survey)

It was a chancea find out more information about the rest of the proceds872
Mother; Survey)

Got told unofficially advice about court proce€022 Mother; Survey)

Hearing what legal rights | havél475, Mother; Survey)

L 1ySé¢ 2y +ty |ySOR2GIf tS@St (KIG GKSNB 41 &
I Qlidzt tt& KIR Fye AyGSNIOGA2Y 6AGK AG FyR a2
aroundit.S, ImeanL. ¢l ay Qi @GSNEB AYyF2N¥VSR Fd Fftf F2AYy:

comingout the other side of the Parenting through Separation course, | felt that | had
enough of an awareness as to how | would need to proceed were things to go further.
(1016, Father; Interview)

Learned about free mediation and counselling through Familyk®/@r101, 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 437, Mother; Survey)
Explanation of the court/parenting plarrgress (1912, Mother; Survey)

Overall helpful and gave me a better understanding of how everything wd&t7,
Mother; Survey)

One of the other things that helped was that they helped me to understand the

process a bit more, that thegxplained the two tracks through the court and said that

the unnotified 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 e different things(1585, Father; Interview)
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Information and resources about making parenting arrangemeigtinformation and
FROAOS Fo2dzi YI1Ay3a LINBYGAy3dI LXFIya YR GKS da
helpful for some participants.

Parenting Rin informationg ability to [it] have signed off at court without having to
go through the court procesgl011, Father; Survey)

The plans [you] can make yourself regarding accesg¥t87, Mother; Survey)

So, both myself and my -exfe went through tle Parenting through Separation

course, and she went through first, a couple of weeks before | 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 evenamgl that was really useful

2dzad FTNRBY GKS LISNELISOGALBGS 2F3 al @S 6S (GAO
GKIFIG 6S ySSR (2 (GKAPdcaused2dizli] ¥y ¥ RS (20 Q2 ddOKAE 2
situation you find yourself in and there were plenty of thitigg could have been

YAdaSR 2N FILfftSy 2dzi 2F 2ySQa YAYR gKSy (NRBJ
Through Separation course really was extremely useful. That little booklet gave us the

structure that we were able to work off to build the paregtiarrangements. And so,

sitting down and doing that serfiormal arrangement was a really a good thing. So,

yeah attending that course was probably the most helpful thifif)16, Father;

Interview)

¢
<

1
MW

w. 2211808 glFa I22RI KS{ bifadeindg awars. it is ood SOl dza S 2
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 tRif§056, Father;

Interview)

The other attendeesg@roup 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
2 (i K pexshetives and experiences, gained insight and ideas from other parents, and
valued the support they received from the group.

Some participants foun® S+ NAy 3 20 KSNJ LIS2L) SQa ad2NASa KSft LIS
situation into perspectiveor realise how fathey 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 itsédfconcerned, the thing | found really useful was interacting
with other people going through the same situation that | was going through, and
hearing their experiences. And just really putting my own situation and my own
experiences into perspective. Ufa that | was getting off pretty lucky with the
situation | was in in comparison to a lot of the people that were also there, that were
going through incredibly stressful timg¢3016, Father; Intervieyv

Seeing other people had it much war&024, Mother; Survey)
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Being reminded of how far | 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 money1691,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 wénsxand]

and | were managing to sort everything out between us. It cestdirdught me to the

LR2AYylG 6KSNBE L RARYQlO gl yld G2 KFE@S G2 3ASG Ay
we had to go through that to sort some things out with the ki{d230, Mother;

Interview)

Many participants found thatneeting and talking with otlers who were in similar
situationsto 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 thers in the same situatior{1764, Mother; Survey)

Other people are facing the same issud<g08, 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 Kilseds were pretty standard1017,

Mother; Survey)

Meeting and learning about othefseparations and their parenting, children issues
(1624, Mother; Survey)

| found it a great way to meet other parents going through the same thing as me
(1821,Mother; Survey)

Good to talk through thingg1964, Mother; Survey)

Being able to talk to other parents going through same tlgifiggm both sides of the
situations was good(1627, Mother; Survey)

For some, seeing others in similar situationade themfeel less aloneandhelped them to
realisethey werenot the only onefacing similar posseparation issues

YYy2Ay3d L 61 ayQid GKS.(RLy7fMotha:w8veyd 2 Ay 3 ( KNP dzIK

| found it really helpful. I think the most helpful thing | got out ¢fiough was
NEFfAaGAYy3 GKIFIG LQY y20 @85S Fahérf IdteridB)NE 2y I 2 A

.

¢KS 20KSNJ GKAYy3a ¢l a A& GKIFIG @2dz RAR &SS §
FSSt a2 Aaz2ftlFdiSR yR |f2yS>hingiSthdwimieS A G Qa
world what is happening to yoWll of a sudden you dd@have the support network

GKFG @2dz GKAY] @2dzQNB 3I2 Ay BHutitjstmadegobd b2 G KI

y
K
K

Y aY
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aware that other people were going through horrific things Jiket you (1214,
Mother; Interview)

Others in same boatas | was so young and vulneraglé & TSt G ayA 0S¢ (G2 1Y
g &y Q(1409, Rothsr; Survey)

L dKAY]l 2dzad KSIENAYy3 2GKSNI LIS2L) SQ&a SELISNR S,
thecoursew 1 K YS3 Al ¢l a 2dzad | fyz2ald NBFNBaKAy3a |
one going througthit. (1253, Mother; Interview)

That it helped me feel not so alone in my journ@y17, Mother; Survey)
That | am not the only father in my situatiof1552, Fathe Survey)

¢CKS tFNBYGAy3a ¢KNRdZAK {SLINIGA2y O2dzNAS X {fF
good information out of it and you also get to meet people who are going through the

alYyS KAy3aId 2KSNBFasxs AG Oy o6S hhayA S S L 4+
GKAYy3Id [A1SE &2dz KI @S 2dzad O02YS 2dzi 2F I NBf
So, you have got that same sort of support around you with other people who are

going through the same thing1047, Mother, Interview)

Some patrticipants found thether attendees, particularly those who were further along in
the process, aiseful source of information and advice

Discussion with peers/other parents within the system about their issues and
problems/solutions that they had foun{044 Father; Survey)

[A&GSyAy3 (2 2G0§KSNJI ANRdzZL) YSYOSNBQ SELISNASyYyO!
than | had) and what they wished they had done earlier with regards to a formal
ParentingOrder. (1471, Mother; Survey)

Talking to other parents in the brks, 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 outcon{@193, Mother; Survey)

Being able to talk to a rege of parents at different stages of the procgd4$55,
Father; Survey)

Two parents who had been through the Family Court and were then required to attend PTS
spoke of how they could see tlienefits of those with experience of the proces®lping
otherswho were just at the beginning by sharing their experiences.

2S gSyi GKSNB FyR YSG | 20 2F LIS2LX S K2 X
normal way. They had no idea what mediatiarhat the Parenting Through

Separation was about and what court wseland things like that. So we had a

chance to have a chat to them and let them know what court was like and mediation

YR GKAy3ad X LG ¢l & 322RO ,froffirgtidand. SOl dza S G ¢
experience2 ¥ g KIF G Q& | OlGdzl ffe 3JI2Ay3 G2 KIFLLISY F2N
(1254, Father; Interview)
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LG o1& ljdzAdS AyGaSNBadAy3a X Fa L &alFAR 0SF2NE:
separation had happened a significant period of time before, like me, andvirey

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

FSEG lo2dzi GKS ¢gK2fS GKAYy3Id hT O2dzNAST LIS2 LI
& S LI NI 0 frédbably Wheti ydu get people who are going through the same

GKAY3Is o0dzi G RAFFSNBYyUG GAYSEa 2F GKSANI fAQS:
older people and so that variety of experience was quite interesting from an academic

point of view. But, also, | 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

Fd GKS&asS LIS2 L SﬁzsdttprrR;s nasltoeeZthatoyéuSTﬁglﬁt WantRalafer

changeb¢ OMHOHI a20KSNI LYGSNIBASGO

Personal affirmation and validation

PTS providé some participants witNS I & & dzNJ y OS +FyR @It ARFGA2Y (KL G
NJA 3 K ( and daindXtRegight 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

GKSANI F2NNMSNJ LI NIYySNRE o0SKIFPA2dzNI FyR | GGAGdRSE

Confirmation that the way | was communicating to my children was cor{&867,
Mother; Survey)

Knowing | was doing the right thing for my daught@035, Mother; Survey)

Strengththat | was doing the right thing(1312, Mother; Survey)

YY2¢gAy3d GKIFG ¢S ¢S NBYIOMothé;lSYved Ay 3 2dzNJ { ARA
It was helpful to see just how damaging relationship issues between parents can be for
children and validated that | had beening a good job in keeping those separate

from the children (2012, Mother; Survey)

Yeah, it was helpful, | guess. | mean, it just sort of reinforced [to] me that what |

wanted was not unreasonable, | was on the right track. | just wanted the kidsab be

ease with the arrangemen(1188, Mother; Interview)

Understanding and a relief that | was doing the best | could by my childz28,
Mother; Survey)

It showed | am doing my best and gave me ideas to improve m{if7, Father;
Survey)

Reinforced that | was doing the right thing and made me realise some of the mistakes
the courts had madg(1072, Father; Survey)

It was good to have confirmation that | was doing the right things with regards to
dealing with my expartner. (1848 Mother; Survey)
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Establishing that | was not insane as my ex seemed to.t(lidB8, Mother; Survey)

Confirmed that | was dealing with an unreasonabléegband (1450, Mother;
Survey)

It reaffirmed for me that | was attempting to engage in a positive way it my ex
was gaslighting, continuing the abuse in his dealings with me/my daugh{ier$9,
Mother; Survey)
The facilitator
TheT I OAf AGF 02NXKLINSASY(ISNRa |y2¢f SweaSE a{Aff | yRI
some participants found helpful about PTi®iey appreciated a facilitator who was
knowledgeable, professional, ngndgemental, supportive and able to facilitate the group
effectively.

The teacher we had was gredfi475, Mother; Survey)

The presenter was fantastic and very encouraging andatipp. (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 (2139,

Father; Survey)

A course leader whgenuinely cared about the topi¢l561, 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 (#8Ir5 Mother;
Survey)

| really liked the personwhoya A G @ X { KS -upbndl | a@pBebidted that NI A I K G
(1583, Mother; Survey)

The facilitator. Sharing his personal stories were a reabpgmer good and bad
(1704, Mother; Survey)

CKS LINBaSyiadSNaE | NB ¢St .(paeFder;SiBvey) 6 2 dzi OKAf F
| thought it was handled professionalfil367, Mother; Survey)
Nonjudgmental and informative facilitatian1371, Mother; Survey)

It was clear they knew their subject matter and were helg012, Mother; Survey)
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What Participants FoundParticularlyNegative or Unhelpful About PTS

The survey also asked participants what, if anything, they f@antcularlynegative or
unhelpful about PTEf anything) Nearly 60% of those who had attended PTS detailed one
or more aspect that they foundegative (=148, 57%). These were amalgamated with other
negative comments about PTS frohe interview material and other survey questions.
Nearly a fifth (18%) of theurvey respondenta/ho had attended PTS, commented that they
did not think there was ything 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:

1 The content;

1 The facilitator;

1 Thegroup settingother attendees;

1 Emotional/personal impact;

9 Operationaland practicamatters,

f ¢KS 20KSNatleitddhie2 Q& y 2y
1

ldGSYyRAYy3 2yfe G2 WwWiiaodol GK 02EQ®

w»

PTS content

The most common aspect of PTS that participants found unhelpful or negativedétathe
content and information the programme delivered. Some of the comments about the
content related to the material or information not being helpful,ming too basicWhile

not particularly negative, some participants noted that tregeady knewthe information
provided, or thought that it wagist common senseo 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 welinformed due to separating some taragq attending PTS in the pas,
through their occupation.

Some of the information was very basic and available on the wel($#82, Mother;
Survey)

LG o6& FENRIKG AF @2dz 6SNBYQl 20SNI & Ay T2N)S

arrangements etc. | regled the certificate, but there was no information given that |

RARY QUG 1y26 LINA2NJ FNRY f221Ay3 4 GKS ahw g¢

websites (1368, Mother; Survey)

L R2yQl glyl G2 a2z R FNNR3AlIydeIlmedzi L 3IdzS
Fye@dKAY3 GKFEG L RARYQU 1y2¢.(20 Mokeér,iT L RAR
Interview)

They were telling me what | had already tri¢ti763, Mother; Survey)

L KFR G2 R2 GKS LI NBYydGAy3d aiddzRé OFadmNB SZ (KSE

of time. ... | just understood those issues alreadyo be truthful | had done so much
research | did not learn too much by the time | did this co(tgd8, Father; Survey)

| had already discovered what they were sharing with us, so not ananéwseful
information. (1223, Mother; Survey)
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L RARY QG FAYR AdG LI NLGAOdz I NI & dzaS¥dzZ 2N KSf L
a0dzZF¥ GKIG LQR fNBFRe t23A0F€fe (u#42dzaKad I 0:
Mother; Interview)

L RARY QU FA RRwoikivith padefitdld kidowdmw3orddzill @fthere were

some bits, absolutely, but mostly | know that stuffPutting it in the context of

aSLI NI GAZ2Y A ay differeyt. F@ Soiné faniilies itdvill tiedadt Bdt éverly
F2N) dzaz FyR GKS FIF OG0 GKFdG 6SQR R2yS F2dzNJ
GK2aS olaAaxda | f NBFReé 0SOlIdzaS 6SQR KIR G2
2 SQOR 020K YI yI JItBechildren finstndBchavie 8ll thhddacus.

(1292, Mother; Interview)

g S|
asit

As a parent who is well researched it was nothing new. | have heard it has been very
helpful for other parents though{1845 Mother; Survey)

Some participants found thdhe cortent 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 applicdbS G2 GKSY® hyS LI NIAOALIYG GK2dAK
aimed at heterosexual couplgs

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 hae in plac
and had been through. Only reason attended as it is compulsory should | need to go
from mediation tothe Family Court(1198, Mother; Survey)

¢tKS® 2dzad RARYy QO OFGSNI G2 Y& araddzrdAzyo X 21|
It only focused on wrking with reasonable ex partnermsot narcissistic mentally ill
ones (1329, Mother; Survey)

Lid 6 ayQd NBLNBDa Y07 Mot Sureesh) Ye aArldzd Grzy

The Parenting Through Separation course | found pretty much a waste of time, mainly

because dot of it was talking about violence and what is violence and what is
AYGAYARFGA2Y YR it GKFG a2NI 2F GKAy3 | yR
I LILJ & G 2thatyParénting ThiioRgh Separation thing for my situation was

pretty much a waste of timg1604 Mother; Interview)

A lot of my questions were too complex to be answeredr case is quite difficult
(1455, Mother; Survey)

It was irrelevant to my cireustances (1153, Father; Survey)

Not applicable to my situation. It was compulsory for me to attend and yet | found it a
waste of time as it was not relevant to my situation. Irrelevant. The issues were the
20KSNJ LI NIéQa YSyilwith airéasogablépgerdorfl895g | & y 2
Mother; Survey)

P
w

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 | been toldtladout
at the beginning of the processnitay have been helpfull774, Mother; Survey)
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LOR tA1S (2 NBONRGS GKS O2dzNBESH C2dzyR Yilye |

positive. | did not like seeing the video footage of kids crying and saying it was best
their parents separated because oétfightingc felt it was biagdto one type of

WASLI NI GAZ2YQ y20 O02@0SNAyYy3 Sy2dzaAK (HMEASYI| NA2a o

Mother; Survey)

Those who weralready in the Family Court system also thought much of the material was
not relevantto their situation.

| 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. RPT&5, Mother; Survey)

Lawyer forthe Child recommended that both parents do [PT®jok that
recommendation straightaway and booked myself into it as soon as | could and went
to one of those sessions. Found that there was some useful stuff in there, but a lot of

aldzFF GKFEG gl ayQd NBFfte& GKIFG BeSrfalJFdzt = 3IADS)

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
f2G 27 0KI (. (1885, &afr@rf inteigw)S g v

| think if you arenot already in the court system it is probably quite useful, but by that

LR2AYG Yé LINIYSNIFYR L ¢ SNBI3AMothdrdzA S KA IK O3

Interview)

¢KS tFNBYyGAYy3a ¢KNRdzZAK {SLINIGA2YS AdQa
any way relate to anybody who is forced to go to co(t©59 Mother; Survey)

{ SOSNI f LI NI A OA LI yairév fdoud ¥nYs&pdrateéhirent, yhidh did nata
fit situations such as when parents had never been a couple or when attendees were
grandparents caring for children or foster parents.

a® aAddzrdAz2y gl a O2YLX AOI (tkeRhildis/irkfosterA Ry Q
care. Should ba separate one for children in foster caf@816, Mother; Survey)

| did learn things, but not much wastually applicable to my situation as a
grandparent raising grandchildren and trying to cope wfita stress of contact visits
by parents and making decisions for children with abusive, hostile, manipulative
parents (1142, Grandmother; Survey)

None ofthe information was helpful for me. Nothing covered by the course was
relevant to our situation as we were never in a relationship -faght stand resulting

TAYS

TAd

Ay I OKAtRO YR RARYQO | Oidzrtte O2YYdzyAOF (8

(1463, Mother; Sivey)

LGQ& SEGNI 2NRAYINEZ 0SSOl dz&®® 4K HYixAS NI KN A

frustrates me, Parent[ing] Through Separation. We kept being told about when we
separated and | kept going, you have tehabit and ceexist and ceparent to
separate Then the whole theory of parental alienation, well, you have to have
aSLI N GSR YR 4 @638 BotieyI@erview)2 3S G K S NJ
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,2dzNJ A0SYFNA2 R2SayQid It gl @aThdughi oKI G GKS&Ql
Separation really focused on a partner sepadatrom a partner and the kids in their
care. ... There was nothing that could explain our situatjbh57, Mother; Interview)

Some participations commented that the contemas only appropriate for people when
the relationship with the other party was micable There were also comments that the
PTS content wasot realistic or relevant when there were safety concerns or violence

Not all expartners are in a place to be able to apply common sense parenting! |
remember thinking that it would be a greatqggramme if a relationship ended
amicably (1629 Mother; Survey)

b2 NBfSOFryld AT @2dz KIS al ¥FSG@& (1308,4dz85ax 2 NJ 7
Mother; Survey)

As my case involved concerns regarding safety a lot of the courdaapgdicable, but
| did not feel it was an environment where | could discuss {h&02, Mother; Survey)

It was unrealistic as | was dealing with a situation of children disclosing serious abuse
by their father (1137, Mother; Survey)

L& RA R ythdisituatiBriRvMidedamestic violence is pres¢h088, Mother;
Survey)

DAGSY YSydlt KSIEGK FyR LINPGSOGAR2ZY 2NRSNJI AA&:
not just mum and dad issugdsut serious safety concerns to deal wi(h189, Mother;
Survey)

Unhelpfulg they assumed that everybody couldmarent, they did not have
resources, places to go if you had/were continuing to experience extreme abuse. |
found it basic. Great if you were not attempting tomarent with an abuser, but not
spedfic to my needs(1119, Mother; Survey)

Family violence and abuse is not mentioned in the program.. It was not relevant

to families that have violence and abuse involved and subsequently supervised

contact.X If you involve highly controlling peopte 0 KS@ Q@S &aLISyd a2 Yl y
abusing you and controlling every aspect of your life, just trying to work out parenting

F NN yaSYSyida oAdK (KSJ08, Mother lntetvidwatiSurgg)y y I g 2 NJ

Might be helpful to some. Left me feelingworsédias ¢ ay Qi NBf SO yad F2NJ
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 violerit&1Q Mother; Survey)
A few commentselated to thelack ofhelpful practical information about how to work
with a former partnerwho was uncooperative, abusive or when the relationship with the

other party was poor.

TheParenting Through Separation course, like as great as that may 4eém, R2 Say Qi
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 youparner. Unless

@2dz FNB 020K 2y GKS alyYS LI 3S Acli thee 1 Qa 0 Sal
is nothing in that course that you can take awé}059, Mother; Interview)

CKS tFNBYGAYy3a ¢KNRdAZAK {SLI NI A2y O2dz2NAS 41l &
tf SFraS R2y Qi Ay@2t @S GKS 2dzaiAO0OSsgom@ Sy Ay |
G2 068 GSNNRAOfSPE ¢KSYy Al fAPBSR dzLJ 2 SELl OGf ¢
R2y Qi 3IAQPS 82dz yéd | ROAOS 2y oKIG G2 R2 20K

course who were in pretty rough and unique circumstances and the onbedtey

O2dzt R 3IAPS 4l a3 a,2dz 2dzad ySSR G2 RSIt gAGK
FYR y2G R2 FyeliKAy3a AT {K-padtreNBush@iljyiss SSND | €
ddzO1 AG dzLJ 0SOl dzaS @2dz LINBGGeE obdmDsly LIdzi @& 2 dzNZ
RARY Qi Sye2é G(KS O2dz2NES® LG RARYy QU TSSt NBf
have separated amicably, which is probably almosone.(1175, Mother; Interview)

LG RAR y2d KI @S | ROAOS 2y gKI Ungageinthe2 gKSYy &:
process (1131, Mother; Survey)

It was difficult to attend whenmy exJ- NIy SNJ gl a &2 FROGSNREFNRFT |y
match what | was going througtf1132, Mother; Survey)

It was all very obvious stuff and just made me feel more despaibout my e A TS Qa
refusal to communicate, negotiate, or attend mediation. There was nothing in it that
could help me in my situatio1509, Father; Survey)

| found it stressful and difficult to understand why, if | was doing everythingahese
advised me to do, was my-bxsband still being given the room to behave so badly in
court and with the children(1907, Mother; Survey)

Some participantsommentedthat the PTS contendid not reflect the realityof the family
justice system or wainconsistent with the views of other professionals.

L R2y Qi (y2¢ GKFG L LI NGAOdzZ FNIe 32d | t20 =
me up in this really nice misguided understanding of what it could look like if it was
donewellsothatthg K2t S g1+ & GKNRdzZZK Al L FStd tA1S GK
highlighted the huge issues in the system the whole way through because it was

nothing like how the Parenting Through Separation courseatiaded that it could

be. (1620, Mother; Intervieyw

The system as such is not aligned so while it was great doing this clas$Diatigom
GAUGK [F6@8SN) F2N) wiKS8 / KAf RNByQa OASsd X ¢ K
the views of the Lawyer for [the] Child and judd&422,Mother; Survey)

Otherscomplained that they thought the PTS content vt ( NP yOAAYA &/ oBfiddi A y 3 €
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 feelind12, 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 mal@é&09, 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, | am acutely
aware of those issue$1460, Mother; Survey)

| guess the fact that these courses néee@xist at all was something | found pretty

sad. | 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 onesa&t likely to actually go. | think assuming that people who

I NBE KI @gAy3 Odzali2R& AaadzsSa OFyQd LI NByi
account the fact that some parents are capable of dealing with custody issues without

ever letting the child kne about what is going on(1583, Mother; Survey)

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

LINE LJS

L Aa (22 ONRBIR YR R2SayQi 32 AVIOBSLIIK Ayis

Mother; Survey)

Li RARYQl KI@S Sy2dzAK 2y ¢KIG G2 .SELSOI

(2049, Mother; Survey)

Specific questions regarding toxic relations where children are caught in the middle of

litigation. (1567, Father; Survey)

Aimed atolder children. Not under 101199, 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. Threxee w
no resources for someone in my situati@hil 75, 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; 8rvey)

The facilitator
Participants foundTSunhelpfulor negativewhen they did not like the PTS facilitator or
found themlacking in skill, knowledge, experien@nd/or anunderstanding offamily

violence and issues experienced by separated parents

S5ARY QUG fA1S GK@054 MotedNIurvey)NE LILISR 2 dzi

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, FatherSurvey)
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LGQa GKS @méthat haudNiBng fddr tifnes now and | knew more than the
person running the programe about everything. | found myself answering a lot of the
jdzSatiAz2ya oSOl dzasS FRD VRtheRPudidy) 1 y26 | yeiKAYy3Iod

Our facilitatdN) RARY Qi KIF @S 3INBI (i ©aNseér §ugdiidnsithae y a1 A f f
GSNBY Qi aid201 adlyRFNRMX {LKSOtayS SYSR direl i G G
much more worthwhile with a great facilitator/traine(1347, Mother; Survey)

My course was veiltiza KSR® ¢ KS LINBaSyaSNI gl ayQi FSSt Ay
PowerPoint presentation. Whole thing done and dusted in less than 90 mi(l4&s,
Mother; Survey)

¢ KS LINBa Sy i §neb2¢Mothef;Birved NB | i

Quality of sessions was variable degig on who was running the night. | found the
constant flippingtddVR (2 6S RAAGNI OGAy3AZT KIgIR GKS& RARYy
Mother; Survey)

The instructor acted like separation was just another fact of life and no big deal.
ProudlytoldusoK SNJ 162 RAG2NODSad® X L gl a 2yte | Y2y
struggling, but the instructor was very blasé about the whole thing, which | found

offensive (1622, Mother; Survey)

Just felt like they were going through the motions of explaining things tieey w
required tg anything outside of thafwas] not covered (1426, Mother; Survey)

The person presenting seemed to lack maturity and experience on the matters facing
us. | did not find it particularly helpfyll453, Mother; Survey)

The facilitator dichot have a grasp of the reality of dealing with Family Court and the
real life struggle of dealing with gartners.(1116, Father; Survey)

¢KS LISNB2Y GlF1Ay3a GKS O02d2NBES KIR y2 SELSNRS,
understand the complexitie€l472, 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

¢ K n y (1108, Mother; Survey)
Group setting/other attendees
As outlired earlier, many participants found the group setting of PTS to béetssérengths
However, there were others who reported finding the group experiencehe behaviour of
the other attendeesproblematic. Some found difficult to hear other attende&t Q & (0 2 NA S &
FYR G2 06S Ay 3INRdzZLI 6AGK dayS3IFGAGS fdliIS2LI S¢ HK2
uncomfortable aroundparticular individualswithin the group

¢CKS 20GKSNI LI NI A OA LILY5E8, Mahed Sus/éyh Sa 6 SNB K2 NNXR T

Just some negative hupeople in the sessiof1093, Mother; Survey)

132



Some of the others had truly sad stari€l769, Mother; Survey)

L RARY QG t€SIFENY FyedKAy3a FNBY AlGX FyR 02
were behaving badly1426, Mother; Survey)

One person seeed mentally unstable should have been screened and given
something else(2022, Mother; Survey)

wLGB8 R2SayQi a
O2dzNES ¢AGK GKS 3ISYSNIf Llddisturdir@@368, ¢ KA &
Mother; Survey)

Hearingangry people speak negatively about their former partnersmsalsovery difficult
for some participants, particularly those who had experienced family violence.

There were a lot of angry people who just kepttirag about their expartners. It was
not a good time. Also it was at night so | was kept up with these angry pdap9,
Mother; Survey)

Sitting in a room with some people who were ordered to attend being abusive and
slinging off about their epartnerand the orders made against them. Not a good
environment for a DV victinf1092, 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 rdsvéne

woman). Although the facilitator was amazing, it was hard to be put in that situation
when | was feeling quite vulnerab(@519, Mother; Survey)

Thecomposition of the groupwas 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 complemeitagis
who had left wanting to find out how to work the system, vs woman who had been left
by an unfaithful partner it created tensiornn the room because their perspectives

SSY [ LIINBLINRIGS G2 KF@S YSy

gl

GSNBE &2 2LJJ2aAy3dod L fSTE FyaINE (R F2dzyR

Mother; Survey)

Having men and women in the room from all different situations, some were quite
scathing about their epartners,which made me feel uncomfortable, when | could
imagine my former husband saying the same things about R\ Ry Qi | f f 2 &
able to speak openly about thingd434, Mother; Survey)

was rather difficult, because there were other parentthare that were the abusers

| think because there was only one male in the room with the group that | did, | found

YS

a

I,

¢

0 K¢

l.-’]

CI

It w.
YR |_ gla (G2fR GKIFG (GKSe@ g2dz RyQi oS3 06 dzi
O02Yo yé YR RARYy QO &aleée G(GKFd GKA& LISNB2Y KI
G2 odzi GKS o0 S(IOp2otRazSIngy) Ry Qi KSft LI®

NN

f

N\\r

Al OSNBR AARSR (2461 NRa GKS FTSYIfSaQ LISNAERLISOG?

have always maintained that | 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,aWell, if you want to go down the road of cutting ties with him and not having

KAY Ay @2dzNJ OKAf RNBYy Qasést wRSADH RA & Kk d SKER iz R3
be happening because he is a parent. They become4dleNJi y SNE (KS& R2y Qi

an exparent. | 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, welt not tha

he never got a chance to speak, | think he chose not to speak because of the type of

females that were in the roon(1023, Mother; Interview)

Somepatrticipantsquestioned the value of people unburdening themselvbg sharing their

distressing stories ahdid 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

GKFY 0SAy3 fA1S | adzLl2NI 3INRdzLI 2N Iy a!'! YSSi

The course, for me, was justalotofpédpl A G GA Y3 NRdzy RX aAKIFNARyYy 3 &l
probably would have been better if it was a bit more Iefigalis, 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 helpfalhe than sitting round hearing a lot of sob
AU2NASas AF &2dz 1y26 ¢thelwboleldayth& I hfdto tak& | (1 Qa g K|
offworkwaso  aA OF f t & aAddadAy3a I NRdzyR | IR5 LIS2L)X S ON.
Mother; Interview)

Was very emotioal hearing other people share their stories about physical and sexual
abuse. | thought we were learning about PTS. My course was like a support group for
abused people(1129, Mother; Survey)

4

¢KSNBEQa a2 Ylye aasSLia FyR (rkelisjustpainioyy G Ay 3 ¢ K1
KFENR® X {AGlUGAYy3 R2¢6y o6AGK SOSNROo2Re& SftasS Ay
GSNEAZ2Y 2F K& (GKSEBQNB GKSNB® X L RAR FSSt |

Now that can be beneficial in and of itself because you waap|e to unburden
themselves. And it felt more like a meeting with AA than anything €464, Father;
Interview)

A few women there used it as some sort of counselling seg2i@B0, Father; Survey)

| just found that it was a group of grumpgople in the room wanting to bag on their

ex-partners. ... | had already, at this point, been separated for well over axear, 2 dz

S2dAf R 455 GKSNB 6SNB 42YS OSNE FyaNBs | y3InNe
how much people took in, and | wonderedether we would have just been better

making little voodoo dolls of our goartners 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 weraot comfortable sharing personal informatiom the group setting
with strangers.

b2yS 2F dzA ¢l yiSR (2 06S GKSNB® LGQA NARRA O 2
strangerswhomay know 2 dz 2 NJ 82 dzNJ SE® Ly a2vYS Ol aSa (

know what anyone was thinking when PTS was considered a goodid88,
Mother; Survey)

134



The group that | was with, | think they had a lot more problems going on with their
separation than what did, so | felt quite removed. Even though | was having similar
AaadzSazr L RARYQO LI NLGAOdzZ I NI & @20FftAas i
O2YF2NIlloftS R2Ay3 GKIGd . SOFdzaS (GKA& 41 &
knowledge for everyanelse in the group. Like | was quite personal about that. ...They
were oversharing, some of them, yep. | just felt it was unhelpful and | thought the

people delivering it could have controlled it a little bit bet{@r146, Mother;

Interview)

KSY
Y &

However, 0K SNE 6K2 KIR ¢l yiSR (G2 aKINB GKSANI SELISNA
welcomed.

There was another member who got upset at me for telling too much truth ... but the
mediator handled it well(2056, Father; Survey)

| call it Parenting Through Desperatidrhad 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 abwesex partners and covering up the

0 NHzi K ® L y I dzil wé&yinithe@ and litoldbnsy &torydanddhey were all like,

GhKX Y2@QAy3 2yéd 1 ff GKS@ ¢l yiuSR G2 R2 gl a
course there are wonderful fathers, but thiswhat 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 sortfaffil the needs of men, basically. That was

Add L g2dzZ R are Ad glFa | LAES 2F Lk22od {23 L
SELISNASYOSE yR (KSeé 6SNB Itttz &2dz 1{y2635 K
G2 Sttt gSQNBE ad02deMaae & S8 &g [ FYNPSYR GiK2S LINB G SY R
just rubbish (1135, Mother; Survey and Interview)

t F NODAOALI yiGa faz2 F2dzyR AG dzy KSf LIF dz KSy S
N

7}
02EQ 2NJ 6 SNB NBI dzA NBdre ufiiterestad arl ioRengage® G K SNB T

N N
& =

u
N
| felt like 1 was with a group of people who had to be at the course for legal purposes

rather than to get something out of if1356, Mother; Survey)

It was blatantly obvious that several people were there because they had liEed

to by the court sitting on the seat to get the tick in the court recar(lkl42,

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)

| think in most guations parents attend simply to ‘tick a box' to say they have
attended.(1389, Mother; Survey)

The man next to me who slept through(it252, Mother; Survey)
The attitude of other attendees who were cceortlered to attend it reflected the

attitude of the other parent in my situationwhich 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 nrgamstances,
this was a bit of a trigger for less than optimal mental wellbe{1$89, Mother;
Survey)

For all the good in the world, | was in a room with a lot of people who were only doing
it because the court had told them they had (@574, Motherjnterview)

Emotional/personal impact

l'a 2dzift AYSR SIENIASNE LI NIHAOALI yiGa F2dzyR Al dzLJa
experience their negativity and anger. In addition to this, some found that attending PTS had

a negative impact on them personally. Sofak judged by their situatio 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)

CKSNBE ¢l a | @SNEB A0GNRYy3 SYLKI &htéhisand pnkpn &f
neither did ] but | was made to feel that | was being unreasonable by not accepting

this as the best arrangemen{1203, Mother; Survey)

L RARY QO FAYR Al GKIFIG KSEL¥dzZ © L FStG 2dzR3ISE

separaed. (1970, Mother; Survey)

CStid tA1S L KFR R2yS a42YSUKAY3 46NBY3I YR RAF
end of the tunnel(1934, Father; Survey)

L FSt4 2dzRISR 0SS0 dzaS L O2dzZ RyQd NBfIGS G2
(1108, Moter; Survey)

| booked myself in because | wanted to learn a few tactics about how to deal with a
wdzy Of SFNB LI NIYSNWP ! yRE y2d LGQ& 3I2Ay3 G2 a:
0SSy tSFU FTSStAy3a: 06SOI dz&a S L|hé@erandshid, S G KSNBEQa
G[ 221 L YySSR KStLI 6A0K | wdzy Of SI NB LJ NIy S NE
YS GKAA& f 22]LdAS S5S Syh KX 1B Fakdet; J8tende® ) F 2 NB

For others it was aealisation of their difficult situationcompared with others or an

acknowledgement that they weneot emotionally readyto attend that made attending PTS

difficult for them emotionally.

Made me reake how terrible my current situation is and not normal at @39,
Mother; Survey)

Not sensitive to domestic violence. | felt shamed by being in a room of parents who
KI Ry Ql SELISNR Sy OE8Re Momer;Sunie)y O dA2f Sy O0S

| still needed more counselling.164 Mother; Survey)
It was a very traumatic and emotionally difficult coufseme. | was still grieving the

ONBI1dzLd 2F Y& YIFNNRARFISd L gl a KSFENIONRB|SY 2¢
abandonment. | needed grief counselling. My husband and | needed couple counselling
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to help us discuss our relationship and where/how it had failatinBne of this was

available to help us work through our issues in order to find some healing and

resolution. Instead | was somehow expected to shelve the trauma in order to resolve

childcare arrangements. Very hard to do when both parties are so volatias 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 partnersg | felt victimised and vulnerable. Then there wedews showing

separated couples in new relationships playing happy homes with each other. It just

daSSYSR LINBGG& NARAOdz 2dza (G2 YS FyR gl & 2@SNI

{SLI NI GA2Y RARY QU KSi(1463dMother;S@vey) SSRSR 02 dzy a St

What a wasteof time, and a huge creator of stress when | had a newhd460,
Mother; Survey)

Operational and practical matters

Another negative aspect about PTS raised by the participants relateolidhe course they
attended was run or practical matterghat 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 materiakther than attendingn person

| took my child with me and then was told that | should have left him at home. He
ended up going into a separate room to play because | explained that | was a single
parent with no family or friends in [city] (as | had josived there). Thinking back, this
might be a barrier for others who are in a similar positid215, Mother; Survey)

| had no transport and lack of caregivers. | had to catch two buses there and two
back to attend in an eveningwhen ogbyg | & 2y f & aAE 6SS1a 2ftR X ¢
(1460, Mother; Survey)

Childcare in evenings was difficultcag. @ filBtime working @rent and fultime care
of children (1396, Mother; Survey)

| did have tamiss out on pay to attend and then it was an hour away from my home
(1328, Mother; Survey)

| found the course took time | would rather have spent with my children in the
weekend. | think an online vessi would have been perfect for me as | could have
done it at a better time and not had to waitl488, Mother; Survey)

| could have read it instea2024, Mother; Survey)

The venue was a bit too small for the size of the gr42@12, 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 availabl€1092, Mother; Survey)
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h i KSNJ Li-didnéatca y 2y

The effeciveness and usefulness of PTS when the other party did not also attend was raised
by several participants, who thought it wasly helpful when both parties attendec

course, so that they had a shared understanding and had ¢aited the same knowledge

and learnt the same skills.

| just think it was a good course, a good workshop, but again, if the other person
R2SayQi R2 Al @2dz {y26x GKIGQa 2dzad ¢KI
(1055, Mother; Interview)

Very helpful. But not helpfif only one parent does {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, | tried to give him a copy of the CD for the

material that you getoutotiL R2y Ql {(y28 AF KS f221SR KN d:

felt like there would be better benefit if both partigdtended] (1113, Mother;
Interview)

hiKSNJ LI NByid 6+ &y Qi Yl Rishdud belmariifofyR | & SLI NI

(1764 Mother; Survey)

Unless the other party also takes the course, it really is a waste af (90,
Mother; Survey)

| think all parents who have been through the urgent Family Court sybterfall

back into the normal Family Court systeshould be mad#o do it. | did it voluntarily

odzi 0SOlFdzaS Al 6UEWAY SNB I gRNEKE KF ayRiS®ood
important both partners do it | believ€l427, Mother; Survey)

As other parent had not done a course they were not interested in aayfiden 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, Stepmother; Survey)

MyexKdza ol YR ¢2dzf RyQd FdGSyR I O2dz2NES FyR L
more from attending (1367 Mother; Survey)

LGQa 2yteé KSfLFdAg AT GKS 20 KENMIMSINE2Y 3ISiha
Interview)

ladzZ- tfe AlG woAdaé 2yS LI NByid GKIFIG R2SayQi Kt
whogoesandthe 1 KSNJ 2y S W@ K28 R2S
Father; Survey)

It was highly recommended by [the] court to attend to the extent where | 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. | was pretty much doing what they were advocating but he

ay Q2036 S GKS aia

gl ayQid IyR RARYQU FyR &GAf {(13RMBthey QU ® b20 (K¢

Survey)
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| think it is important that both parties attend a PTS course. Mpagtner 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 tfl881, Father; Survey

Works for people recently separated, but feel both parents need to attend to
communicate better(1503, Stepnother; Survey)

Some participants consideredat what was taught in PTS was only useful if both parties
GgSNE G2y GKS alyY$8 BGREPEOIRARIEBNEL Ay 3

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 tifiEl53, Father; Survey)

LGiQa 2yteée 3F2yyl KSELI AT 020K LI(MNE3ASa Ay (KS

Mother; Survey)

L F2dzyR GKIF(G 0S0OFdzaS Y& SE slayQi 2Ly (2
GKS FSStAy3a GKIG KS é61a 6SAy3d wary3ISRQ dzll w:
GKA&E LINROSaa |yR Al RARYy athe tit8 would fliektheli G K S

flames as well(1557, Mother; Survey)

LG ¢l ayQi GKS O2dzNAES +a adzOKX Al gt a 2dzai
RARY QU O NB I 0 2.q2818 Mather; SugeyA i 61 & y2 dza S

You go through the workbook and tiy come up with solutions but at the end of the

day when your espouse has an ulterior motive it all was a waste of tifié57

Mother; Survey)

Was really good, but in the end not helpful as father was not interested in any of the
ideas/help (1139 Mather; Survey)

Sound logical advice, but unfortunately in my case [I] was unable to utilize as | was
dealing with an unwilling extremely bitter e193 Mother; Survey)

Attendingonlyto¥h 01 G KS ©62EQ

Although not necessarily a negative aspecP®f5, many participants acknowledged that
they (or others) were only attending because they were required to.

It was really just a bureaucratic exercise to go thraud802, Mother; Survey)

Personally | found the PTS course a bit of a waste of $imp]y something | had to
complete to go to the next stell945, 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) wemdythere as it was a preequisite for
attending FDR mediation and applying to co(tt44, Father; Survey)
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| think as a standalone this is too superficial to have any impact on parents and their
children after separation. | think in most situationsaf Gt a I GG Sy R aAAYLX & (2
to say they have attendeq1389, Mother; Survey)

Only reason attended as it is compulsory should | need to go from mediation to Family
Court (1198 Mother; Survey)

Itis just a tick box. My gxartner attended and goto use that as if he had done
something really great, but he put nothing into practice. He simply attena&dook
nothing onboard (1208, Mother; Survey)

Waste of time. Was told | had to complete it just as part of court process. Paintless
(1439 Mother; Survey)

Satisfaction with PTS
Participants were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with four statenadoist PTS
(see Tabl®0). The positive and negative categories have been collapsed (see 2@Ghie

AppendixLfor the fulldata tablg.

Table90: Percentage agreeing with statements about PTS

Dsifra%relé Neither agree Qgredl Total
di ongly nor disagree rongly oa
isagree agree
Attending PTS was worthwhile$257) 28.8% 20.2% 51.0% | 100%
PTS helped me feel confident about what tc
do next to make parenting arrangements 34.4% 312% 34.4 | 100%
(n=256)
P'[S met my cultural or language needs 5.1% 41.0% 53.9% | 100%
(n=256)
Attending PTS was difficult for me for
practical reasonsnE254) 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%). Wese 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 ogfifth (22%) reported that attending PTS was
difficult for practical reasons (e.g., transport, childcare, work commitments), with 56%
reporting no such difficulties.

Table91LINBaASy da LI NIAOALI yiaQ NI Ovenivcaasafly 2 SN £ f

participants weregatisfiedbr Wery satisfie@with PTSr{=134, 52%) compared witthose
who were\issatisfiedbr Wery dissatisfie{n=60, 23%.
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Table91: Overallsatisfaction with PTS

n Percent
Very dissatisfied 22 8.6%
Dissatisfied 38 14.8%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 62 24.2%
Satisfied 90 35.2%
Very satisfied 44  17.2%
Total 256 100%

As shown in Table2 over half (54%) would recommend PTS to otheople making
parenting arrangementswith another 28% saying tgenaybewould. Less than a fifth (18%)
would not recommend PTi8 others

Table92: 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§=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;

Mandatoryattendence.

=4 =4 =8 -4 -4 -8 -9

Changes to th&ontent

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 gbunger children;

Experiences of teenagers;

More information for men;

Family Court and outcome statistics;

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

t NI Ol A OIf A SBIGORs/eNtNBlds/Gtories;

Drug and alcohol use;

=4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -8 -9
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1 How to communicate/deal with the other party, particularly when the relationship is
dysfunctional,
9 Child support.

Think about not just the child, but personal parenting experiences with blended
families (1342, Stepmother; Survey)

Stats about outcomes in thmurts. | expect though this might incentivize mothers, but
on the other hand decentivise fathe(d584, Father; Survey)

Maybe a session looking at experiences through the eyes of teens and hdeithey
and sometimes having had no say in what happened to them as a young1b$ld.
Mother; Survey)

Referral for counselling/supportl881 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 aProtectionONRSNJ ' YR L RARY Qi FSSf fA1S KSNJ |jc
well). (2012, Mother; Survey)

2 K2 (2 O2yil Ol ¢6KSy @2dz NBlFfté R2yQl 1y26 o°¢f
pillar to post and been made to work with multiple agencies and none of the work

together, i.e., CYFS, Shine, Badlna, Family Court, IRBglice, criminatourt, etc

(1444 Mother; Survey)

|l ROAOS | NRPdzyR OKAf R adzZJLR2 NI S@Sy AF A0Qa I R¢
to was very superficial and operated on the belief that both parties focus is on the

children when in reality the focus is alwagbout money Regardless of how much you

love your kidscare and care arrangements mostly end up in disputes over money

(child support)(1472 Mother; Survey)

Provide practical solutions not just theory. All situations are diffe(&308 Mother;
Suney)

Needs to be updated, share REAL stoflEE29 Mother; Survey)

DAGAY I KSELI (2 @A00GAYA 2F R2YSaldA@1@A2t Sy OS
Mother; Survey)

What to do when things go wrong before it turns into family violeit@97 Mother;
Survey)

The most common content area that participants thought needed improving was to
FOly26ftS3IS (GKIFG LIS2LI SQa aAddzZ GdAzya FyR NBfIFGA
straightforward as was portrayedn 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/caregier when the relationship was not amicable.
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' LIRF SR @ARS2as fSaa OARS2a 2F AGaARSIHT €
the parents there had kids through CYFS and others where parties were drug takers, or
GKNBIF §SYyAy3ad 5 A Rys@situatioBs{1637 IDRh&rSNvely)y & 2 F

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 offermsight into high conflict people and how to work with these types
(that chose court over negotiation, belligerent, et¢1301, Father; Survey)

Some help or advice on how to make arrangements when your relationship with the
other parent is dysfunctional1472 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 abug&131 Mother; Survey)

Perhas 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 p4¥93 Mother;
Suwrey)

The discussions were vague and {ffen. A little more structure to do with how to
deal with conflict, what issues to address.€&028, Father; Survey)

aAldz

/ 2@SNJ GKAy3a GKFEG FNBYyQG adNIYAIKIGF2NBFNRI )

parties (1302 Mother; Survey)

CtKSNBE ySSRa G2 6S Iy FOOSLIWIyOS Ay (GKS
parties. You only need one aggressor for there to be conflict. The other party may be
just defending their child and their best interegi203 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 midd{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 céi€€7/4 Mother; Survey)

To give a realistiscenario of how to deal with controlling manipulativesgouses.
The workbooks used in the course tells you how you should communicate with your ex.

02 dzNZ

9SSy AF @&2dzNJ SE Kl & R2yS G(KS alyYS O2dz2NBES A

in the suggested way1157, 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 broad changesto th®T0 2y 1 Sy i adzOK | a af Saa 3IASYRSI
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 anodernisation and overhaul and focus on best practice. Think outside of the
box about who a family is. This is 20{I/553 Mother; Survey)

GroupComposition

As discussed earlier, some participants found the attendee group composition difficult, and

sevaal suggested attention be given to this to improve PTS. Some thought it would be

helpfultohaved SLIF NI} ¢S 3INRdzLJa G2 OF G§SNJ F2NJsuih2 L) SQa RA
as separate groups for foster parents, those at different stages isebarationor dispute

resolutionprocess, or groups/sessions just for merfmrwomen. Tailoring the information

to the different types of attendeesvas also suggeste&omecalled for separate

programmes for those who had, or were, experiencing family violence

.S Y2NB aLISOATAO (2 LIS2LI SQa (1¢g8kdhar® hNHI y A & ¢
Survey)

L R2Yy Q0 (y2¢ K2¢ e2dz 62dzZ R SOSNI R2 GKA&AZ 0 dz
or set up differelyg K SNBE & 2 dzZOQNB KI Ay 3 & Myatthd NJ LIS2 L) S .
course.Likd meanL ¢l & 2dzad a2YS2yS 4K2 ¢l a ySgfte &S
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 tyrrent

going through court andéolice and everything. They were at a completely different

ailr3sS FyR X a2vY$S 2F (GKSY 4SNB tA1SzZ ahKx ¢S
frad 2yS L ¢6Syid G2 ¢6lra Ge2 @SINAR 32 | yR (2
montK & 41 2{ 2S> (K2a$S LIS2LX S LlRraarote sSNByQid
AT @2dz (y26 6KIG L YSIYyK ¢KS&@ KIFIR | f NBFR& 0¢
GKSNBod ¢KSe& 6SNB R2Ay3I Al (G2 GAO1 + o062E 06S7¥:3
youy SSR | 3INRdzZLJ F2NJ 6K24S {AYyR 27F LIS2L)X S5 06SC
FTNHZAGNF G§SR (223 o6dzi F2NJ GKS LIS2LX S f)\1é YS
to go through that process { 2 =, LT INIYYIS R dza S T dzinayheffEy2 N | G A 2y

have two groups, depending on what your situation is or someth({hg08, Mother;
Interview)

Need two courses a separate one for those going throutte Family Court(1886
Mother; Survey)

Separate course for children in foster care, cause you feel simgfidy other parents
AY Y2NXIE ASLINIGAZ2YS @2 dzeNBatelcduSef@ RR 2y S 2 dzi
children in foster care would be more benefic{aB16 Mother; Survey)

Maybe a third session (it was a two session process when |.ditklitat third session

separating the mums and dads so we can discuss things relevant to the g@radé&r,
Father; Survey)
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LG O2dxZ R 06S dGFAf2NBR (G2 LIS2LIXS 6K2 KI @S 0SSy
for me to carry on with the Family Court systdiat by that stage, | had been through

multiple mediations (pr&014) including judgéed and even Family Court sessions

(1691, Father; Survey)

L ¢2dzf R adza3Sad y20 KI@Ay3a GKS Wi SFEISNEQ | yF
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 singlender courses if requested as | was terrified of men at
the time of the coursgyet had to sit through a class including several mericlwh
triggered the PTSD | had.119, Mother; Survey)

I think when it comes to the Parenting Through Separation cabese should be the
choice for the dads at most, especially the dads, to go to a-ordlecourse. Because
you do get those females that are quite staunch in their views @023, Mother;
Interview)

Dedicated coursesor alternative programmes, fohbse who had experiencddmily
violence and abusevas also a suggested improvement.

Have classes specifically for women in domestic violence situations and make up
regular group meetings for social support following the couis€39 Mother; Survey)

Have a separate programe for survivors of family violence. The needs of children and
their safety is completely different. The whole focushenFamily Court is the same as
PTS ... all perfect happy little families able to just split apart. But whesngmband

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 kide/lsgéealso
letting the violent parent have contact and how do we approach this with each other
when we are unable to speak due Bdtection Orders] and safety matters(2108

Mother; Survey)

Participants should be screened ahead of time to make satdliry 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 E\ab(1137 Mother;

Survey)

| think if there are concerns regarditite wellbeing of children, parents should not be
referred to these coursefl102 Mother; Survey)

¢tKSe ySSR G2 AYLXSYSyild GKS hytAyS tI NBydGAy3
morein-depth and focuses more on the children, how parenting decisions and

behaviours affect them, how to be a-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 vitm of DV from the other parent who is abusiv@p92 Mother; Survey)

145



They need a different one that is considerate [of] transportless sole parents with little
support that applies to family violence cas@si6Q Mother; Survey)

Extending theProgramme

Some of the suggestions for improvement to PTS relateskpanding or lengthening the
programmeto allow the inclusion ofmore in-depth information or to offer the services of
other professionals such as counsellors, or advice from people who had tcgone
through the court process.

Just, generally having the person presenting there was good, but also having someone

GK2Qa 2dzaG NBOSydfe 32yS (GKNRIAK (KS 02dzNI |
So, it gives the people going through treurse more ofanu-RF 6§ S ARSF 2F gKI
actually happening and what the general feelings of the judges are and things like

that. (1254, Father; Interview)

| was alarmed at the attitude of many attendees in my course and wonder if having a
socialworker sit in alongside the presenter to help identify potentially risky family
situations could be a good ide@d.389, Mother; Survey)

Parenting Through Separation is really good. Perhaps if that is extended so that they
can access the counsellors or gfrody 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 moredepth. So parents will be Bbto manage
their relationships with each other and their children better through separation and
afterwards for better outcomes for family membe($065 Mother; Survey)

al TAy3a GKS tIFINByGAy3d ¢KNRdZAK {SLI NFGA2Y f2y:°
exanple, 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. | think that proloaiglyt 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

LI NByGiaQ 22dz2NySeés YR GKS aSOengadthedSaa A2y Aa
court process and family violence. | think it could be made a lot longer around the

O2YYdzy AOF A2y YR GKS dzy RSNEGFYRAY3I 2F OKATfF
bighuyA Yy~ o6dzis &@SFK® X LT &2dz NBthiswodldee yi G2 O
Az 0SOlFdzaS AdQa GKS FTNBS addzFFz GKS FNBS L
think it could be a few more sessions, | think it could dive into a few more thitgs

people end up in court over. | look at my scenario agatiens of abuse, if people had

I 0AG Y2NB SRdzOFdA2Yy | NRBdzyR GKFG X 2N Y2NB (
thing between separated parents, because that is basically what leads to a lot of the

violence (1073, Mother; Interview)

Others would jushave liked to have hachore 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 g(&427
Mother; Survey)
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More time to alk through specific plan$1414 Mother; Survey)

Have a longer course available, [with] more in depth discussion about how the court
process proceed$1044, Father; Survey)

More time for group discussio(iLl704 Mother; Survey)
Smallergroupd, 2y 3SNJ aSaairz2y .{1®12MathegJudvey)Qli a2 NIHza KSR
Follow-up andSupport

A few suggested improvements relatedttee provision ofmore support or followup for
PTS attendees, su@scounselling or the assistance of social workers.

Expandingts brief to include assessment and support of clients who attend must be
considered (2350, Father; Survey)

LQR aleé Yzald LIS2LXS ySSR | Wyl @gAaaridz2Nn (G2 &c
they learned in the coursél142, Grandmother; Survey)

S00000 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 trdekenting Order). The courts made it

compulsory for us to attend ten counselling communication sesgjdinat was

worthwhile!! But waited for two years before that step was implemented. It could

KIS &4l @SR &2 YdzOK KSINIFOKS IyR oNR]1SyySaa
discuss things eaer and talk about how broken trust can be mended. BRING BACK

THE COUNSELLING SESSIONS FOR THE SAKE OF1Q%IR MHdigr; Survey)

t SNKFLJA | WF2ftf26 dz2lJQ ySSRa G2 6S NHzy® ¢2 NI
the original course. The originadurse made me choose to focus on almost the exact

opposite of what was covered in the course. | felt | made a conscious decision to stop
F20dzaAy3a 2y WoSail chichuekitivad Sifplylndt felvisldt ér S LIF NI (0 A 2
possible in my situatiogwhichinitially made me even more worried for the impact on

our children. A follovup 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 workdtkading 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 cafel 64 Mother; Survey)
Facilitation
Some of the suggested improvements to PTS centred arbondthe programme was run
and facilitatedand/or about the facilitator. PTS providesgre said toneed to be better
trained, more knowledgeable and have experience of the Family Ctlneimselves. Soe

participations thoughhow the groups were facilitated needed to be improved order to
keep on task and manage the group.
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The people running it should have goneotighthe whole procedure of courts
themselves(1529, Father; Survey)

Sticktothe2 LA O® w¢ KS8 ¢gK2tS RIé& F20dzaSR 2y 2y S LX
address needs diie group. (1189 Mother; Survey)

fa}V2

[ Saa 2F + FSStAy3a 2F o6SAy3a GFrf{1SR R2gy (2
(1509, Father; Survey)

Simple things likentroductions, the facilitator sharing how they get to be the
LINBAaSY SN FyR O2@SNAy3 GKS (2LIA0Oa (GKFG @&2dz 2
We had one participant on our course who spoke very little English and that was not

realised by the presententil 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
NRAIKGAS @2 dzNJ QK yau Baff @culd hdk satksfactorilySads@er any
guestions | put to them). ... Were gender biased in treatment of me compared to my ex
gATSQa ({188 FithelS Suivey)

Someone who actually knows what they are talking about instead of somedne jus
going through a note booK1059 Mother; Survey)

OperationalMatters
A small number of comments related to operational matters, such ase¢hee, group size
increasing thenumber and location of available coursemd offering theprogramme

online. HavingY 2 N85 a n 2 NJwaslaN®s@ghatSdNE

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 childcareangements/payments or petrol money
(1589 Mother; Survey)

Either a larger venue or capping groups to slightly smaller num{zg%2 Mother;
Survey)

More care with information/forms provided to them (they lost my info) faster response
time (took monhs to act).(1544, Father; Survey)

More time slots made availahl€1060, Father; Survey)

More classes availableshould depend on need and not numbé€id 22 Mother;
Survey)

Maybe decrease the duration from four hours to three haursuld improve
attendance numbergq1011, Father; Survey)

If possible both parents should do the programme around same (itd89 Mother;
Survey)
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L dKAY]l] GKSe& ySSR (2 2FFSNJ Y2NB O2dzNESad® L F
the Family Court. | wish | haddwn about it much earlier. Advertise it better. ... Give

them more funding so they can run the course more often in more gk,

Father; Survey)

Water available to drink(1561, Father; Survey)
| I @S an 2 NN10I5NBteK SuteyR

I think an online version would have been perfect for me as | could have done it at a
better time and not had to wait. ... An online version with perhaps just a smaitdace
face component. The pace of the course was too slow fo(1488 Mother; Survey)

Be more on®n-one (1556, Father; Survey)

21 3G0S 2F GAYS AF @&2dz O@5BMEath¥rfSurgey)i KS & G dzZLJA R 2
A bouncer on the doo(1293 Mother; Survey)

Make it more persona(1622, Mother; Survey)

Holdingmore courses in smalletowns 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 seq4id83 Father; Survey)

Classesvithin a 30 mimte drive. Perhaps after work hourdl 396 Mother; Survey)

z

I 2f R Ay Y2NB (2 6ya1140Mothei] SudveyS I aASNJ G2 3ASH (2
More frequent in smaller towng1409 Mother; Survey)

Mandatory Attendance

The patrticipants had mixed views whether PTS should be mandatory or not. Most of the
commentson this statedthat attendenceshould becompulsory forboth parties. Several
expressed frustration when they attended, but their former petdid not, as they thought

it would have been beneficial.

| was told | had to do it to attenthe FamilyCalzNIi ® a& SE R2S&ay Qi KI @S
d0dzLIAR® aSy FyR ¢2YSy &aK2dzZ R . h¢l KF@S (2 |
how to deal with an ex and how to navigateparation in a way that makes it easier

F2NJ GKS {AR& YR LINByida AT GKS SE R2SayQi f
things difficult(1689 Faher; Survey)

If one parent goes to the courgdind 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. | had to attend to d@le¢ ball rolling but because she
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Father; Survey)

Mandatory for all parents involved in custody arrangements through the
courts/mediation serviceg1764 Mother; Survey)

Compulsory for all separating paren{d312 Mother; Survey)

It would be goodf you could force the other parent to do it to@024 Mother;
Survey)

Both parties should have to do {L607, Father; Survey)

Should be compulsory for ALL parties going through Family C@du4Q Mother;
Survey)

It should be made compulsary begayoing to court and submitting a without notice
application. This ialoophole being exploited by lawyers and vindictive efEsl6,
Father; Survey)

However, another graoiof participantsRA R y 203 f A1 S o0SAy3a am2NOSR Ayl
did not thirk it should be mandatory. Some expressathoyance with having to repeat the
course

b2 G2 0SS FT2NOSR Aya2 AG o0& GKS ClFYAfe& /[ 2dzNT
allegations made against [father] by hisexa I {S Ad 2LJiA2ylng a4 AGQa
forced to complete this course when you are already a great pafend3, Aunt;

Survey)

It should not be compulsory if people already have an understanding of the process
and resolution optiong1448, Father; Survey)

—

L R2Yy Qi GKAY\32Mly 3A dzy@2ANID K KIS®2 UWINE NBI Re (2
GFdZaAKGd LGQa NBIFffte RAAGNI OGAY.MMOZB2NI GK2AS GF
Mother; Survey)

By checking if you have tried their steps before requiring you to attend the course. |
had tried hem all and some. Ex was just plain diffic(l?63 Mother; Survey)

Not compulsory for everyone. [It is] irrelevant to some situati@hE98 Mother;
Survey)

,2dz aK2dzZ Ry Qi KI @S G2 R2 Al Y2NNothingkl y 2y 0S ¢
changes in the cours€1030, Father; Survey)

LiQa loaz2fdziSte RA&IdzaGAYy3I GKFIG &2dz | NB SELX
time. (1059, Mother; Survey)
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Summary

Parenting Through Separation was therd most frequently used familjstice service, with

40% of the survey respondents attending a course. Parenting Through Separation was a well
known serviceg only 15%were not aware of it. Nearly half of the participants knew about

PTS, but had not used the service, most commonly texthey 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 normattendance.

The most common way pacipants 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-thiwds of those attending PTS waited
four weeks olless to attend a course after enrolling, and most (90%) thotlghtime 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 particigawesall,
around a third (36%)fund PTS helpful in making or changing parenting arrangements, with
30% finding it unhelpful.

Many participantsletailed how helpful they found PTS, whereas others noted they were
only attending becausthey had to in order to access FDR or the Family Court. The aspects
that someparticipants found helpful or positive about PTS, were often the same things that
others found unhelpful or negativéost commonly participantsfound the information
provided at PTS helpful, particularly that which was cfalmised, covered how to
communicate and cgarent with the other partyhow to make parenting arrangements and
the processesnvolvedin doing so Conversely, others described the information provided as
basic or just common sensand something that they already knew. Some did not find the
information relevant to their particular situation, particularly if they wereealdy in the
O2dzNIi a@aidiSY 2NJ GKSANI &aAddzk GA 2 yegadedoy sgngeli Waidl yR
as only appropriate for those with an amicable relationship with their former partner/the
other party, andunrealistic orinappropriate when thee were safety concerns diamily
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 sone were critical of the factiator of their course, especially if thdgcked
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 attendlifTSThey enjogd hearing
2H0KSNEQ LISNBLISOGABSE | yR SE LiBedhedaftén8eds 3+ Ay SR
and valued the support they received fromthe groupS I NAy 3 2 G KSNJ LIS2 L)X SQa
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, fotlveds

the group settingo be a negaive aspecof PTS. They found it difficult amiiktressing

KSIENAY3I 20KSNBQ a0G2NASa FyR FStid dzyO2YTF2NIil o6f S
who were angry and emotionaHearing attendees speak negatively about their former

Q¢ >
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partner was very diffiglt 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 timéhen what theywantedwasmore
structure and mformationand 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 difficbi & SY20A2ylFff& AF GKS& 6SNBYyQid NBI
vulnerable.

Some participantsacknowledged that they only attered PTS because they had @hers
reportedthat it wasunhelpful to be in a group with such attendeas they could be
uninterestedand unwilling toengage Some considered thatttendance was only helpful if

both parties attendedh PTS coursend had a shared understanding of the informatard

skills taughiand a willingness to puheminto practice. While some thought attendaneaé
PThould be mandatory for both parties, others resisted this, particularly if attendance was
only a mandatonstepping stone td-amily Dispute Resolutiom the Family Gurt or they

had attended a coursereviously.

While accesag PTSlid notappear to be problematic for most participantround 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 iitdly positive about PTS, with just over a half agreeing that it was
worthwhile (51%) and met their cultural or language needs (5@¢rall, 52% were
satisfied with PTS ar&2% would or maybe wouldrecommend itto other people making
parenting arrangerants.

Suggesonsfor 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 irdepth information and more specific information on a range of tepithe

most common suggested improvement to the content of PTS was to include more
information about complex situations, such as family violence and mental iliness, and how to
communicate and deal with the other party when the relationship was dysfundtemmaor
conflictual. Training facifitorsandensuring they had betteknowledge andinderstanding

of separation, the family justice system and family violewes also suggested.

Suggestions wermadeabout consideration being given the compositionof the attendee

group, and hawg specifigroups tailoredtomeli LJS2 L) SQ& RsaffcedsBy (i & A ( dzt
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, theffering of theservices of other professionals, and more time
for discussionSome thought PTS should provide more support and follofougattendees.

Suggestions of operational changes includedteasng the number and location of available

courses, hangY 2 NB a n 2 NJoffeligly BhiflkalRe DNi#inE, having a more
personalised servicand providingthe programme online
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Key Fndings¢ PTS

40%hadl G G SYRSR t¢{Z np: 1ySsé I o62dz

aware of PTS

Reasons for naattending PTS

- BARY QUG ySS&®R%W2NI gl yid G2 0o

- Other commitments e.g., work, fami{§9%)

- It was too difficult/far to travel to attend7%)

44% heard oPTSrom a lawyer 25% from the MOJ website; and 19% from t

Family Court

86% found it easy or very easy to findP&S course

90% found it easy or very easy to enrol in a PTS course

67% waitedd weeks or less tattend a PTS course

90% foundthe time they waited taattend PTSvas reasonable

53% travelled under 10 km (one way)dtiend PTS

93% found the distance they had to traveldattend PT3easonable

66%found learning about the impact of separation on children and how to t

to them abaut it helpful or very helpful

53% found learning how thimmilyjustice system works helpful or very helpft

48% found learning how to make a parenting plan helpful or very helpful

39% found learning about to discuss parenting arrangements with the othe

party helpful or very helpful

Nearlyequal proportions found PTS helpful/very helpful (36%) as found it

neither helpful nor unhelpful (34%) in making or changing parenting

arrangemats, with slightly less (30%) finding PTS unhelpful/very unhelpful

What participants found particularlfrelpful or positive abouPTS

- Information about: communicating and gmarenting with the other party;
family justice system processes asgtvices; making parenting
arrangements; and chilbcused information

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

- Reassurance and validation they were doing the right things

- Knowledgeableprofessional and supportive facilitators

What participants found particularly urelpful ornegativeaboutPTS

- Basic content, that was not relevant to their situation, particularly when
family violence was involved or they were already in the court systnd
content that did not reflect reality

- Facilitators who were lacking in skill, knowledge and experience

- The group setting, finding it difficult to be around negative, angry peoplé
and hearing distressing stories; too much emphasis on people shagirg
stories; attendees who were uninterested and not engaged

- Feeling judged or emotionally vulnerable or distressed

- Operational or practical mattersdifficulties with childcare, transport or
having to take time off work to attend

- The other party not atsattending

- Having to attend in order to fulfil requirements to progress to FDR or th
Family Court
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Family LegaRdviceService (FLAS)

The Family Legal Advice Service (FLAS) was the least knowaathased family jstice
service with nearly twothirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware o©Overall,
36.5%either knew about or usethe service and12%(n=80) had received FLAS.

Reasond-or Not Attending FL/AS

Nearly a quarteof the participantg24%,n=157) were aware of FLASut did not use it, and
their reasons for this are presented in TaBB& The most common reasons given for not
using FLA®ere a lack of need or desire to (48%), obtaining legal advice elsewhere (24%),
and being ineligible to receive it (19%).

Table93: Reasons for not usingLAS

n Percent
DARY QG ySSR 2NJ gl yid G2 75  47.8%
DARY QG 1y26 K2¢ (G2 I 00Saz 12 7.6%
QRdz RyQi FAYR I f1 68S8SNJ 6K 6 3.8%
WHayQid StA3aAaotsS F2NIC[!'{ 30 19.1%
Got legal advice elsewhere 39  248%
Other 4 2.6%

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

The participantsvho had receivedrLAS (12%=80) were asked a series of questions about
their experience of accessing areteiving 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:

1 Where they had heard of FLAS

1 How easy it was to find a FLA®Vider,

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

1 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 serices Ministry of Justicaevebsite, PTS, and FDR) being the next most
common referral pathways (12.5%ee Tabl&4).
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Table94: Where participantsheard of FLAS

n Percent
On the Ministry of Justice website 10 12.%%
On thelnternet/another website 4 50
From the Ministry of Justice 0800 2 AGREE phone lint 2 2.5%
At a Parenting Through Separation course 10 12.5%
From a Family Dispute ResolutigfDR service/mediator 10 12.5%
From a lawyer 45 56.
From the FamilfCourt 8 10.0%
From another professional or agency 7 8.8%
Some other way 3 3.8%
52y Qi 1y26kOlFyQi NBYSYoO6S 11 138%
Note: Multiple selection was possible. Hence, percentages do not sum to 100.
Table95: 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.™
Very easy 7 9.0%
Total 78 100%
bSINIe& KIfF ondiz0 2F (GK24aS 6K?2

provider,with less than a fifth (%) fndingA

Table96: Waiting time to receiva-LAS

n Percent

Less than a week 16 20.3%
1-2 weeks 24 30.%%
3-4 weeks 9 11.%%
1-2 months 4 5.1%
3-4 months 0 0%

5-6 months 0 0%

More than 6 months 3 3.8%
52y Qi 1y26k0I123 29.1%
Total 79 100%
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Of those who could remember how long they had to wait to receive Fi#8)(most (71%
n=40) did not have to wait more thatwo weeks and only a small proportion 4§ waited

for more thansixmonths.
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Table97: 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 thoughat the time they waited to receive FLAS was
reasonable (see Tab8¥). Table98 shows a cross tabulation of reasonableness of wait time
with the time taken to receive FLAS (excluding those wtadt know how long they

waited and those who skipped one of the questions). Although the numbers are small, a
wait of up tofour weeks wagegardedas reasonable by a greater proportion than those
who saw it as unreasonable. The reverse was seen for wait times of a month or more.

Table98: Reasonableness of delay by wait time

Reasonable wait time?

Wait time No Yes
Less than a week=16) 0% 100%
1-2 weeks 1G=24) 20.8% 79. 2%
3-4 weeks 1§=9) 33.3% 66.70
1-2 months (=4) 75.0% 25.0%
3-4 months (=0) 0% 0%
5-6 months (=0) 0% 0%
More than 6 monthsn=3) 100% 0%
Total 14 42

Table99: Distance travelledone way)to receive FLAS

n Percent

5ARY Qi KI 12 158%
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 Tabl@9, the majority (71%) travelled under 10dmetres, or not at al| to
receive FLAShosewho had to travel §=64) were asked if the travel distance was
reasonable (see Tabl#0) and the vast majority (95%) indicated that they thouiltas.
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Tablel100 Was the distance you had to travébne 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 Tabld01) showsin all but one instancamost, if not all, participants thought the

distance they travelled was reasonable. However, numbers for distamaesding 10

kilometres were smalimaking drawingt difficult to draw conclusions

Table101: Reasonableness of travel distan¢ene way)to receive FLA®/ith distance
travelled

Reasonable travel distance?

Distance travelled No Yes
Under 10 kmr{=42) 2 4% 97.6%
10-19 km 6=10) 10.0% 90.0%
20-29 km (=7) 0% 1006
30-49 km (=2) 0% 100
50-99 km (=1) 0% 1006
100-199 km (=1) 106 0%
200499 km (=1) 0% 100%
Totaln 3 61

Receiving FLAS

The survey asked participants about thekperiences of receiving FLAS including questions
about:

How FLAS was delivered

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

What they foundparticularlypositive or helpful about FLAS

What they foundparticularlynegative omunhelpful about FLAS

How helpful overall they found FLAS

Satsfaction with FLAS

How FLAS could be improyed

Whether they would recommend FLAS to others.

=4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -8 -8 -9

FLADelivery

As shown in Table 20the most common way patrticipants received FLAS wasttatare
(81%), with it being delivered over the telephone for almost a fifth (19%). Receiving FLAS
onlineand/or via videaconferencing was less common (7%). As shiowirablel01, some
participants travelled quite long distances to receive FLAS and thoughiv#is reasonable
which may account for the smallumbers of thoseeceivingFLA®NIine.
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Table102: FLAS delivery mode

n Percent

Faceto-face with a FLAS lawyer 61 81.I
Online/Video conference via internet 5 6.7%
Over the telephone 14 18.7%6
Other 2 2. ™%

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

FLAS consisof two parts:-

T tF NI MY tNRGARSA AYyTF2NNIFOGA2Y Fo02dzi LI NBydaQ !
regarding children and their care; amthat family justice services are available;

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

Tablel103 shows the proportiorwho reportedreceiving Part 1 and Part 2.

Table103: Parts ofFLAS received

Part 1 Part 2
Yes 79.7% 59.5%
No 10.1% 27.8%
52y Q/Ndt sar s 10.1% 12.7%
Total 100%(n=79) 100%(n=79)

As shown in Tabl&03, 80% of the participants whitad received FLAS, reported receiving

Part 1 and 60%eportedreceiving Part 2. A smallnumber (M o0:2 0 &l AR (GKS& RARYQI
6 SNBY Qi partzdiBLABhKYhdd received. One in tgrarticipantswho said they

usedFLASreported not receiving Part Ina 29%reported not receivng Part 2.

People may not necesshrreturn to a FLAS provider to obtain help with filling in court
forms (Part 2and this wageflected inthe lower proportionwho reported receiving Part 2
However, a fifth1§=16) were eitler not aware or did not know if they had received Part 1, or
they did not believe they were informed of thaiights, responsibilities and legal options
regarding children and their care and what family justice services were available

Helpfulness of FLAS

Those patrticipants who indicated they had had received Part 1 and Part 2 were asked to rate
how helpful they foundhese (see Tabl&04). All participants who indicated receiving FLAS
were then asked how helpfubverall they found FLAS in making or changing their parenting
arrangements (see Tabl€b).
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Tablel104: Helpfulness of FLABart1 andPart2

Neither
Very unhelpful Unhelpful helpful nor Helpful Very helpful Total
unhelpful
Part 1
1.6% 4.8% 12.7% 54.0% 27.0% 100%
(n=63)
Part 2
_ 4.3% 8.5% 10.6% 46.8% 29.8% 100%
(n=47)

As shown in Table 104yer threelj dzZ NI SNE NB L2 NI SR FAYRAY 3 t | NI
WPHSNE (K% arid¥udaedpectively).

All participants who received FLAS were also asked how helgfullthey found FLAS in

making or changing their parenting arrangements (see THMg The percentage of those

gK2 FT2dzy R C[ ! { WK bverhlih dreikiRg o2 dianging Pamtibg K St LIF dzf Q
arrangementsvas much lowerg8%E A GK ySIF NI & | ljdzZk NI SN 6 Hm:?0
YWPHSNE dFekh&ps tiddiffizfeizecan be explained byarticipants finding Part 1 and 2

helpful, but notfinding FLAat influential overallcomparel with the other services

utilised tohelpthemto make their parenting arrangements.

Table105: Overallhelpfulness of FLAS in making or changing parenting arrangements

n Percent
Very unhelpful 7 9.2%
Unhelpful 11 14.5%
Neither helpful nounhelpful 14 18.4%
Helpful 35 46.1%
Very helpful 9 11.8%
Total 76  100%

The survey asked participants opended questions about what they founérticularly

helpful or positiveabout FLAS and what they found particularly negative or unhefiful
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 patrticipants were also asked how FLAS couithpeoved. 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 partipants 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 foundParticularlyHelpful or Positive about FLAS
Nearly half (499%=39) of the 80 survey respdents who received FLAS detailed at least
oneaspectthey found positive or helpful about FLAS. Some provided general comments
such as:

This is an excellent service, just keep it as ({LBO7, Father; Survey)

Keep them. Get mor¢1866 Mother; Survey)

LiQa I 3I@2RMahsrNIdke®)S

All of it [was helpful](1836, Mother; Survey)

Itis a good programme. (1615, Mother, Survey)

Was really good(1455, Mother; Survey)

More specific positive comments about Flgkgnarilyfocused on the following three areas:
1 The information provided,

1 Help with understanding and navigating the system;

1 The qualities and helpfulness of the FLAS provider.

The information provided

The information and advic&LAS provided wa®nsidered to be positive feature of FLAS.
Participantsvalued general information about the legal process and their rigtgsyell as
being provided with information about their particular situation.

| was able to find out what the law was regarding custody and get advice about filing
a ProtectionOrder. (1635, Mother; Survey)

They were able to explain the la@@2045, Mother; Survey)
Straightforward, easily accessed, helpful adv(@®75, Mother; Swey)
Plenty of relevant advice that | had no idea abq011 Father; Survey)
Letting me know what my rights werél538 Mother; Survey)

Just basic processes to folloi@748, Father; Survey)

| was able to find out what the law was regarding custeaid get advice about filing
a ProtectionOrder. (1635 Mother; Survey)

Getting legal advice about my specific situati(iil69, Mother; Survey)
Good general advic€1140, Mother; Survey)

My lawyer was amazing and gave a very goomderstanding of how things worked
and the procesg1047, Mother; Survey)
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Process was easy to follow and helpful. Suppar{i451, Mother; Survey)
Help with understanding and navigating the system

The participants also found aspects of PalneBful in assistingthem to understand and
navigate thesysted LJ 'y GKSANIJ gl & F2NFIFINR>X YR R2 (GKAYS3

Good way to get started 1642 Mother; Survey)

Gave me a bit of an idea what is coming in terms of legal procgd$8s3, Mother;
Survey)

What could be used as evidence and what was irreleamt1, Mother; Survey)
A sounding board to clarify pathways and plan reteps.(1430, Father; Survey)

The person | met with was very helpful. | left knowing what to expect moving forward
into a maliation, as well as what my rights wer@d 615, Mother; Survey)

Help to fill inthe court application. Correct formas changes had occurred during the
Family Court proces§1581, Father; Survey)

L KIR y2 ARSI K2g lye 21 &AGYSR2WJ SRz R2 ®RAIR
know what was expected of me. | think thaaso S Ol dza S L QR yS@SNJ 6SS
situation before. | do think [FLAS] is a helpful system for people th&tkshmw how it

works, and yoQe got that hour free legal advice at the beging (1623, Mother;

Interview)

Helping me put what | wanted in my application, in the right wayds in not to
sound bitter (1455, Mother, Survey)

Speaking with someone that could direct best opti¢td51, Mother; Survey)

I am not a lawyer so kwdng how to do things properly was helpf(d414, Mother;
Survey)

Helped navigate [the] procesd 371, Mother; Survey)

| received FLAS, which was incredibly helpful. | found it very, very helpful, because |

g2dzZA R 32 (2 airady (GKS F2N¥a FyR L g2dzZ RYyQil 0
banging my head against a brick wall, sayitg,K I ¢ Y L R2Ay 3z gKI G |IY
Eventhe sort of things like ticking the boxes, you just take it for granted that you are

supposed to physically tick the boxes. So, what | wish | had was sort of like an advocate

or a support person who is able to sit down with you and explain things attst.be

So, that was what FLAS ws | Xelt actually quite bullied by my previous lawyer, and

like | 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 lotfofmation

here, sensitive information that you might want to use, you kn@#26, Mother;

Interview)
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Having things explained in the order that they needed to be ddri&7, Mother;
Interview)

Thesupportand guidance given by the FLAS provider

The qualities and helpfulness of the FLAS providgeween as one of the positive aspects
2F C[!{® ¢KS& 6SNB RSaAaONAROSR Ay GSN¥Xa adzOK I a
G1LAYREZT GANBIf frtivetd 2 R LYNSXEEIGRIABKER cléakiyere

also considered helpful

¢KS SYLI GKé Yé flF68SNIKIFIR FYR akK®&78ELX I AySR
Mother; Survey)

The lawyer was very helpful and explained everything D4, Mother; Brvey)

The lawyer | had was excellent and made everything clear and easy to understand
(1146, Mother; Survey)

Theemotional support and reassurancey provided was also valued.
Reassurance and guidanc€&é539, Mother; Survey)

She was just able to néirm that | 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 mediélighsB3, Mother;

Survey)

It gave me suppor{1181, Mother; Survey)

It saved me from feelings of despair. | felt supported. | was given direction with
options, but with a guidance that was appropriate to the complexity of the situation. |
was fortunate to have very competent and supportive lawyehs initiated FLAS.
Previously prior to 2014 | 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 | (26, Mother; Survey)

/| 2dz RY Qi KI @S R2yS Al 6AiGK2dzi GKA& KStLD ae
a significant weight off my shoulder§l845, Mother; Survey)

The advice helped make things less scdi®93, Mother; Survey)

A small numberr(=3) of participantappreciatednot having to pay for the servicer
suggested it be free for all.

¢KS FIOG GKIFIG GKSe KSELISR L& F2NJGKS fS3l ¢
sole parent). This is an excellent service, just keep it agli8&!, Mother; Survey)

| got what | needed for fre€l414, Mother; Survey)
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Paying legal fees sa@buld have a lawyer to help me through the proc€s%64,
Mother; Survey)

What Participants FoundParticularlyUnhelpful or Negative about FLAS

There were fewer negative than positive comments relating to ELJAS over a third (35%)
of the participans (h=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. Hoagwnine people indicated that they did not
think there was anything positive or helpful about FLAS. The negative comments that
directly related to FLA& suggested improvementglated to two main aspects:

1 The limited nature of FLAS;

1 Negative experiencesith FLAS.

The limited nature of FLAS

The most commonly mentioned complaint about FLAS or suggestion for improvement
related to itslimited nature ¢ 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 givéh934, Father; Survey)

It was very frustrating being restricted with what | needed help with, but [lawyer]

couldm@ R2 Al AY Xi S RVayeEll D2 GSNJ Sy 2dzaKe {2 27
to guide me to dahings myself, such as writing letters, which she would then

proofread and edit for me on her own tin(@845, Mother; Survey)

After the initial consultation, there is no further legal advice for when circumstances
change. And it is very difficult trying liaise with an abusive individual whom you
have aProtection Order against(1169, Mother; Survey)

CKEG GKSe ONYyQ #othedSuhdy) 2 NB

LG 62dAf R KIF @S 06SSy KSft LIJFdzA (2 KIS KFER Y2NB
mediation failstX Maybe broaden the areas that can be discussed and covered in the
meeting(1615, Mother; Survey)

hilteéz a2 @&2dz 3S3G ¢oKIG &2dz LI & F2NWH» X 2S5 gSyi
already say that when you are going through that system there is only certaiceadv

GKFG GKSe& OFry 3IAPS e2dzd ¢KSe OFyQlid 3IAGS &2dz
f2de 2SS RARY QU 3ISG GKS KSfLI GKIFIG 6S ySSRSR
0KS KStfLI 6S ySSRSRe L GKAY]l GKIF G@enl KdzaS LI
if you are not actually paying for the services, you are not actually getting the full

service(1157, Mother; Interview)

Participants also commented on tiASrovider being busyand the limited time that
wastherefore availableto deliver FLAS

MA YAYE FYRZ W, SLQESB7, BathghSilrve) St LI &2 dz & 2 NNE
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Very busy lawyerg1722, Mother; Survey)

The time it took to respond to my emais[Need to have] more [FLAS providers] so
GKSANI OFaSt2IRa INBYQUGIBSARAGE A(POW) dRSBYIOK /a6
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 case$?126, Mother; Survey)

Did not spend much time with meugk break over the holidays before | could get the
help | needed(1414, Mother; Survey)

Someparticipants reported anegative experience with the FLAS providamd/or the

experience of receiving FLABheydid not believe the lawyer had listened to thewncerns

or understood their situation, or had given them poor advice. Others were critical of the
LIN2OS&aaz FTAYRAYI Al dzyOft SINE FyR (g2 LIS2L}S T2

The lawyer | saw for this was unhelpfgie told me not to do anythingroactive but

wait and see what my abusive&xdza 6 YR g2dzf R R2d® X 2 KAOK gl ay
YS 0SOFdzasS kS G ARZYy Q@ KYSSR (G2 R2 yedKAy3:
Which, in hindsightl actually think it was not very good advi¢&623, Mther; Survey

and Interview)

L O2dz Ry Qid dzy RS NILO5F, yWIBtheg Bukvély) A G o a Fdzt f &
Everything about it was painful and drawnto(1.059, Mother; Survey)

LG 61F&a &aOFNRB YR AYUGAYARFGAY3I @GAAAGAY3D | £ g
the whole process scarfl615, Mother; Survey)

Got my hopes up to move forward, however, the process was not h¢l{8&b,
Father; Survey)

They were unwilling to listen to the background eve(#g63, Mother; Survey)

Her view of me and my situationehjudgement of me and her legal advice. She was
the worst possible lawyer | could have had and seriously harmed the entire process
from day one(1967, Mother; Survey)

[ 221 FG | ¢K2f J10993Whet; Budvy) a A Gdz GA2Y

Continuity broken whenpary SNJ Ay € S3lF € FTANY | LILRAYGSR | &
ensure] firm providing first step delivers full serv(@430, Father; Survey)

They suggest lawyers and | was tapped out already moneyid®4, Father; Survey)
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Satisfaction with FLAS

Participants were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with four statenadoist FLAS
(see Tabld.06).

Tablel06: Percentage agreeing with statements about FLAS

Neither
Strongly Disagree agree Agree Strongly Total
disagree nor agree

disagree

Receiving FLAS was worthwhile
(n=78)

FLAS helped me feel confident
about what to do next to make 7.8% 143% 23.4% 39.0% 15.6% | 100%
parenting arrangementaEr7)
FLAS met my cultural or language
needs (=76)

| would have preferred legal advic
more tailored to my particular
situation =77)

26% 11.5% 21.8% 39.7% 24.4% | 100%

13% 1.3% 28.9% 48.7% 19.7% | 100%

52% 9.1% 26.0% 33.8% 26.0%| 100%

Around twothirds of the participantsigreeddr Btrongly agreefthat FLAS was worthwhile
(64%) and met their cultural or language needs (68%). A lower proportion &&éedbr
Wtrongly agreefithat FLAS helped them to feel confident about what to do next to make
their parenting arrangements, with nearly a quar{@B%)\Heither agreeingior disagreeing
and 22%disagreein@br $trongly disagreeirng

Over four times as many participants agreed/strongly agreed than disagreed/strongly
disagreed that they would have preferred to havadlegal advice more tailoretb their
particular situationg 60% indicated a preference for individualised legal advice.

Tablel07 presents the proportion of participan{85%)who indicated that there was legal
advice they required on matters that were not covered by FLAS.

Table107: 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%
52y Qi 1y26k0l118 23.1%
Total 78 100%

Of the 27 people who indicated théyadrequired legal advice on other matters, 21 detailed
what advice they required. The two most common areas related to relationship property
division 6=5) and information about Family Court procedures and process€s.(Equal
numbers (=3) said they needed advice on: guardianship matteasentingOrders,
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abduction and child support. Safety concerns and family violeme2)(and
international/travel issuesn=2) were also mentioned.

Table 1I8LINB &Sy ia LI NIAOALI yiaQ NIlGAy3a 2F GKSAN 20

Table108: Overall satisfaction with FLAS

n Percent
Very dissatisfied 5 6.4%
Dissatisfied 13 16.7%6
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfie 16 20.5%
Satisfied 33 42.3%
Verysatisfied 11 14.1%
Total 78 100%

As shown in Table 80more participants were satisfied than dissatisfied with FLAS. Over

KFtfF 6pc20 6SNB Wa,02NAF NSRQ 6ANIKYESNE 6X20 ¥ESRNES R
GSNE RA&AIGAATASRQO®

The vast majority (91%) indicated they wouldwaybe wouldrecommend FLAS to others

making parenting arrangements, with less than 10% indicating they woul@seetTable

109).

Table109: 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 uségadstaaily
service with nearly twathirds of the participants (63.5%) being unaware ofiverall,

36.5% either knew about or used the service, and 12% had received FigA\Bi0st

common reason given for not using FLAS was not needing or wanting to, witgh so
participants seeking legal advice elsewhere and/or not being eligible to receive FLAS. Those
who received FLASainlyheard about the service through family justice professionals and
services, particularly lawyers. Nearly half found it easy to findA& Flrovider, with less than
a fifth (17%)reporting difficulty accessing the service. Most of gagticipantshad a short
(two weeks or less) waiting time to receive FLAS, and most thought the time they waited
was reasonable. Travel distances to receivA% were generally lomost travelled less

than 10kilometres) and the majority thought the distance they travelled was reasonable.

Receiving FLAS fateface was the most common delivery mode, with around a fifth

receiving it online or via videoconferencing. Some participants were unsure of what aspects

of FLAS they received and some confused FLAS with Legal Aidrepéifted nd receiving

t NI M 2NJ RARYQU 1y26 AF (KSeé& KIFEIR® ¢KS YIF22NA
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