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I have been invited to speak today and to address current issues around family law and children and with specific focus upon community development work and the role of Community Legal Centres. I take great enjoyment in doing so and thank the organisers of this Conference enormously for their flattering invitation.

The social justice issues that are addressed by Community Legal Centres are enormous and unique. Similarly, the challenges facing lawyers practicing in the area of Family Law, in 2008, are enormous and unique. But these challenges are not unique to Australia and there is much for us to learn from other jurisdictions and other disciplines which will help us meet those challenges. That having been said the developments within Family Law in the Australian context are the subject of great interest from other jurisdictions and, as the Chicago Demonstrators of 1968 chanted, “The Whole World’s watching”.

The present landscape of Family Law began to be shaped by Parliamentary enquiries and the work of agencies such as the Family Law Pathways group as far back as 1998
. These reviews followed what was perceived as the failure of the substantial 1995 reforms to the family Law Act to bring about a fundamental change of culture within the Court (then only the Family Court), the Legal Profession and the broader Community.

On 24 June, 2003 then Prime Minister John Howard announced the establishment of a Parliamentary Enquiry into both the Family Law Act and Child Support. This led to the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Family & Community Affairs being directed to complete an enquiry with Terms of Reference specifically directed to consider:

“(a)
 given that the best interests of the child are the paramount consideration:

(i)
 what other factors should be taken into account in deciding the respective time each parent should spend with their children post separation, in particular whether there should be a presumption that children will spend equal time with each parent and, if so, in what circumstances such a presumption could be rebutted; and

(ii) 
in what circumstances a court should order that children of separated parents have contact with other persons, including their grandparents”

The Report that was then delivered in December, 2003 “Every Picture Tells a Story” recommended a fundamental restructuring of Family Law and made extensive recommendations aimed at achieving this including the establishment of a 3 member Tribunal to deal with and determine parenting disputes and from which Tribunal lawyers and legal representation would be absent.

The Committee received 1,716 individual submissions, conducted public meetings and took some 216 exhibits. Outside of private individuals Community Legal Centres and Community or Legal Aid based legal agencies played the most significant role. This is perhaps not surprising given the substantial and proud history of Community Legal Agencies participation in (or drive of) law reform.

Of the 28 recommendations of the Committee only that relating to the establishment of a Tribunal to hear and determine parenting disputes was not adopted in the subsequent 2006 amendments to the Family Law Act.

Notwithstanding the tenor of publicity surrounding the 2006 amendments there was, similarly, no presumption was proposed or included within the Act for equal time although the presumption of joint and equal parental responsibility was adopted together with the direction to all to consider equal or substantial time

The 2006 amendments affected a number of aspects of the treatment and resolution of Family Law disputes to which Community Legal Centres have and will continue to play an important and significant leading role. Principal amongst these are 3 particular areas that I would seek to discuss:

· The provision of advice, resources and assistance to the community and particularly the most disadvantaged members of the community;

· Changing the culture of the legal profession and the manner in which disputes are approached and handled by the legal profession;

· Ensuring that the time children spend with their parents and others is safe and consistent with the child’s best interests in each individual case.

Before I begin I should make clear my unshakable belief that law and politics are, to a large extent, inseparable.

Law, at least as regards legislation (as opposed to the increasingly codified Common Law), is the means by which political will is given life.

We live (and as lawyers cherish - as demonstrated by Pakistani lawyers leading from the front line in pro-democracy demonstrations) in a Parliamentary democracy governed by the rule of law. Thankfully we have, to date, been spared the American experience, as presently playing out, of multi million dollar personality contests between those who would seek to lead and, as a consequence, the ignorance of policy and substance over personality and façade. One would hope that our recent experience of political donation scandals would cement our desire for “common man” representation to continue as it has since Federation.

Our society is also based upon the rule of law and as such we have enshrined within our Constitution, the separation of State and Faith as well as State and Judiciary. We have fundamentally believed, as a society, that whilst laws are passed by an elected Parliament that the interpretation and application of those laws is the role of an independent judiciary exercising discretion unfettered by fear or favour.

In recent times the rule of law within our society has faced numerous challenges. This is not new or novel. Some of those challenges are beneficial (as a healthy dialogue and questioning of the law in an ever more rapidly changing society has, as Naomi Wolf has recently opined, a revitalising and life bringing element).

Other challenges to the rule of law have been less healthy and including attacks upon the Courts (or individual members of them) by commentators and even members of Parliament. The Family Court has, sadly, grown accustomed to such attacks including physical manifestations of such animosity during the 1980’s.

Other challenges to the rule of law in our society have come from the both the passage of laws and the application of policy, by the last Parliament, which have eroded personal freedoms both directly and indirectly. This has particularly focused upon those within our society who are most vulnerable and disadvantaged and most in need of the protections that the law offers.

One can consider a catalogue of recent examples of the infringement of personal rights and freedoms that threaten that which we have held sacrosanct including:

· The passage of “anti terrorist laws” that remove the right to bail and, to a large extent, a free and open trial;

· More seriously one sees the practical implications of those laws in the actions against Dr Hanif and the complaints against (perhaps persecution of) those representing Dr Hanif;

· Mandatory and off shore detention of men, women and children under the pretext of keeping Australia’s borders “safe” (notwithstanding that in excess of 90% of those detained are ultimately granted asylum);

· The deportation and incarceration of Australian citizens as “mistakes” when they are non-english speaking or mentally unwell (such as Cornelia Rau);

· The silence, for some years, over David Hick’s detention without trail at Guantanamo Bay.

The above examples are, unfortunately, only a small selection of the more blatant and well publicised actions that have, in recent times, threatened the operation of the rule of law. What is extraordinary and common to each is the role that lawyers, generally without apparent concern for their careers, have played in standing up for and advocating on behalf of their client whose rights have been infringed by the State.

What has also been clear, through the period of the last government, was the exclusion of those affected by such laws and policies from substantial legal advice or assistance.

Legal aid funding agreements between the Commonwealth and each State operated Legal Aid Commission (and thus Community Legal Centres) placed significant restraints on the use of funds to advise or represent those facing issues such as the above, (although the previous Federal Government was firm in disclosing the financial assistance provided for the representation of David Hicks they were equally clear in their silence as regards diplomatic astatine or intervention such as had flowed from, for example, Tony Blair).

In the case of immigration and associated matters the right to legal representation was removed and the availability of legal aid funds for such matters removed.

Within this environment as within the torrid environment of Family Law Reform, Community Legal Centres and community legal agencies have remained active and lobbied local members, the Courts and the Attorney General’s Department to advocate on behalf of the unrepresented, disadvantaged and disenfranchised-especially children and women the victims of domestic violence.

Resources and Family Law
The announcement and rolling out of the 2006 reforms to the Family Law Act were heralded by then Attorney General Ruddock as “…the single biggest investment in family law ever”.  $467million over 3 years was to be invested in establishing and operating 65 Family Relationship Centres, a similar number of contact centres and the improved or ongoing funding or existing ADR resources.

But…….

· The amendments include no any additional funding for the Family or Federal Magistrates Courts to deal with and determine existing disputes let alone fresh matters (and yes even with the requirement of mandated mediation matters still come become the Court);

· The sum of $467million includes infrastructure and set up costs for the 65 Family Relationships Centres and Contact Services. Once those infrastructure costs are removed form the investment the ability to operate the services in a timely and effective fashion is more questionable;

· There is no promise of recurrent funding beyond the initial 3 year period and from July, 2009 a review of services and funding needs will occur;

· Legal aid funding levels have not increased in any real sense over the 10 year life of the Howard Government and with the consequence that the pool of legal practitioners prepared to act at legal aid rates has diminished.

The first round of 17 Family Relationship Centres commenced operation in 2006/07. The delays experienced by those services are already in the order of 20-24 weeks from first contact.

The legal maxim that “justice delayed is justice denied” is never more true than in the resolution of parenting disputes when fragile and undermined parenting and parent /child relationships can suffer substantial damage through the absence of timely intervention (either through the termination of relationships and subsequent frustration and lack of trust or by allowing communication and co-operation issues to become more entrenched and thus more difficult and time consuming to repair).

Whilst the provision of community resources to assist separated (and intact) parents was identified as fundamental by the Every Picture Tells a Story report this requires a substantial commitment to funding. As identified by the Committee:

“Adequately resourcing the services identified in this chapter will

inevitably require government commitment of funding. The committee

has not attempted to assess what level of funding that might be. However, in the face of the obvious costs to the community and to future generations of children of separation and conflict, there is not any choice”

Perhaps the first significant challenge to the Community Legal sector is to act as advocate for the provision and ongoing, proper funding of the community resources that have been committed to get us to the point where we are.

From 1 July, 2008 the mandatory nature of Family Dispute Resolution (or mediation) as a pre condition to Court action for all but those assessed as unsuitable
, will apply to all parties involved in parenting disputes. The strain on non-Court resources at that time will be the greatest test of the philosophy and resolve of the amendments that parents should be given the opportunity to resolve disputes through negotiation (including where necessary assisted negotiation) before the Court is called upon to intervene.

Similarly, the level of funding for the advice and representation of parents and children through Legal Aid Commissions and Community Legal Agencies and for the Court are matters that warrant active lobbying by CLC’s.

A change of government since November, 2007 presents an opportunity, that has been somewhat constricted in the last 10 years, to negotiate for and receive a level of funding that will allow the full potential of the 2006 amendments to be achieved.

The Role of the Lawyer and the Culture of Dispute Resolution

The Every Picture Tells a Story report was somewhat ambivalent towards the role and ongoing role of lawyers in Family Law disputes.

The recommendations for the establishment of a lawyer free Tribunal suggest an overall disillusionment with the adversarial (and costly) approach of lawyers in private practice. The Committee was clear in their position in saying:

“legal advice is frequently given based on perceptions of likely court outcomes. Legal services are provided, including settlement negotiations, in a context of preparation for litigation. This is what lawyers are trained to do, they assist their clients ‘in the shadow of the law’. They interpret both the legislation and case law in light of the facts presented to them by their clients. On the other hand, they play a significant role in assisting resolution of the 94% of cases that do not proceed to a judge…However, the committee has also heard numerous examples of lawyers whose adversarial approach to

representing their client has exacerbated the dispute and cost the client a

lot of money…. In a system where the aim should be to keep people away from courts as much as possible and help them to reach agreement, it might be argued that it is better to ignore the law at first (outside of questions of safety of parents and children) and concentrate on the family’s future circumstances and work out what arrangements will be practical for them…The committee’s objective is to devise a system where the involvement of lawyers is the exception rather than the rule….However, the committee acknowledges that there are also other options for changing the role of the legal profession which have been considered in this inquiry. Some creative developments in the practice of family law are emerging. Changing the way family lawyers practise might require more training in non-adversarial dispute resolution and methods for helping their adult clients to focus on the needs of the children involved”.

Community Legal Centres and Legal Aid Commissions have traditionally led the way in non-litigious and “issues based/outcome focused” approaches to family law disputes. Community Legal Centres are perhaps ideally position to establish and trial new models of service delivered with the essential benefits:

· CLC’s are not-for-profit organisations and need see no return on investment in the fashion private legal practice often struggles;

· CLC’s engage both legal and non-legal staff and thus perhaps have a better (or more readily facilitated) ability to operate child focused and transformative, educative practice in an holistic manner;

· The role of CLC’s has always included a significant emphasis on education and dispute resolution. These are not, traditionally, key elements of private legal practice;

· CLC’s are well placed to interact and cross refer with other community resources that would assist in resolving parenting disputes or, more importantly, assist parents enhance their parenting skills and without depletion (as identified in the work of both Professors McIntosh and Hunter in reviewing the Family Court’s CCP pilot) of parents’ emotional and financial resources;

· Better focus upon and guide parental focus upon child needs and accommodation of those needs (without the expectation of near mercenary advocacy on behalf of and in accordance with a client’s instructions).

What is required to meet the aims and objectives of the 2006 amendments is a substantial culture change-both by the legal profession and the community.

The Community Legal sector, without a financial imperative in delivery of legal services, if ideally placed to become the “model litigant” (or more correctly non-litigant) in embracing the challenge presented by the call for non-Court based resolution.

And the focus upon mediated co-parenting arrangements is sensible and far from new.

A number of North Canadian jurisdictions have operated with mandated mediation, of one form or another, for 10 years or more. The move to such systems of mandated mediation have been driven by not only the desire to make parental separation less costly (financially and emotionally) but by the positive recognition that co-operative co-parenting is less likely to be achieved through adversarial processes than through educative, facilitated negotiation which preserves or develops some degree of co-operation and communication between parents.

That such outcomes can not be achieved by Court based, adversarial processes is recognised by psychology and by the Parliamentary Committee in stating:

“Dealing with families in dispute is a difficult issue and requires

cooperation between the parties. Governments cannot legislate for good

relationships between people”

On thing we know for certain is that adversarial representation does not assist.

Community Legal Centres are charged to accept the responsibility of becoming the model litigant and the challenge awaits them.

Whilst the Committee has referred to the traditional approach of the lawyer to advise and negotiate “in the shadow of the Court”, (a phrase as old as and oft attributed to US Justice and Civil War hero Oliver Wendell Holmes (also famous for his quote “This is a Court of law, young man, not a Court of Justice), the role of the lawyer has evolved and changed over centuries. Society and the amendments of 2006 calls for a further change.

It is instructive to look to the words of Abraham Lincoln in discussing the role of the lawyer 150 or more years ago:

“Discourage litigation. Persuade your neighbours to compromise whenever you can. As a peacemaker the lawyer has superior opportunity of being a good man. There will still be business enough”

Such sentiments are now being rediscovered and including through the work of American Collaborative Law champion Forrest Mosten who describes “….the role of the attorney shifts from being merely an advocate becoming a consultant and adopting other roles, depending on the needs and wishes of the client…..the bar must become more sensitive to the needs of the public and the call for a simpler more “user friendly” system”

These various, varying and disparate roles of the lawyer are also now reflected in the Act
 which requires lawyers (and other FDR practitioners) to fill a somewhat educative role.

This expanded role is also consistent with the lawyers most fundamental duty – as an officer of the Court.

The Court is required, at all time, to consider the interests of the child as the paramount consideration
. If that duty binds the Court (and properly so) then each lawyer, whether representing a party or the child, has a duty, as an officer of the Court, to equally consider the child’s interests as paramount and to caution against and reality test instructions or proposed courses of action that would appear contrary to such best interests.

Again the Community Legal sector is well positioned and challenged to embrace and demonstrate to their private practice colleagues the ability for the modern family lawyer to be responsive to client’s needs whilst focused and thus causing the client to be focused upon the child’s needs in everything that is done-from identifying and seeking out appropriate dispute resolution to the manner in which negotiations are and, when necessary, litigation is, conducted.

Shared Parenting

The Act contains a presumption in favour of equal parental responsibility and not equal physical care of children.

The philosophy underlying the amendments was set out by the Committee as:

“The committee believes that a review of the parenting aspect of family law involves looking for strategies to support the needs and aspirations of the vast majority of separated families, where it will be in the child’s best interests that both parents continue to be positively involved in their lives. This will include those parents who make their own arrangements either on their own or with a degree of help from the system. The committee acknowledges that there is also a significant minority of families who live with family violence, substance abuse or child abuse or for whom conflict is so entrenched they are incapable of agreement about matters affecting their children. For these families genuine and positive shared parenting may not be possible.

The committee firmly believes that violence is totally unacceptable behaviour, especially within families. Children should not be exposed to violence either directly or indirectly. The negative impact of family violence on children’s emotional stability and future development is widely accepted. In developing a new approach, the emphasis should be on enabling the majority of families and children to grow up with meaningful and positive relationships. In so doing, care needs to be taken to ensure that families and children subject to abuse are not exposed to further risk”
.

This philosophical change in focus of the Act (to effectively assume the benefit meaningful relationships) represented something of a departure from previous mentalities whilst preserving the discretion to address each case on its merits and avoid the rigid acceptance of presumptions of the time each parent will spend with children.

The Committee was at pains to review past statistics and studies regarding post separation parenting arrangements and included:

 Based on the ABS Time Use Survey unpublished data for 1992 and 1997, the ABS drew the following conclusions on the amount of time parents spent on child care. 

“In 1992, on average, mothers spent 6hrs:46mins per day on child care activities, more than twice as much as fathers (2hrs:31mins). On the other hand, reflecting traditional roles and responsibilities, fathers were far more likely to be employed full-time (83% of fathers compared to 19% of mothers). Nevertheless, the pattern has been changing. As women have been entering the work force, the time they spend with their children has been decreasing (6hrs:7mins in 1997). Little change was evident among fathers (2hrs:24mins per day in 1997) whose involvement in full-time work remained about the same between 1992 and 1997.20 1.43 
This time data is for all family structures, not just separated families. 

Of the 978,400 children with a natural parent living elsewhere, for 88% (859,900) the absent parent is the father and for the remaining 12% (118,500) the absent parent is the mother”.

In Australia approximately one million children have a parent who does not live in their home with them.  This represents a little over one quarter of children within Australia
.  

This rate of children’s separation from one parent is comparable with that in the United Kingdom and slightly less than the United States
. There is little controversy regarding these statistics.

The most extreme statistics produced regarding the level of time involvement of separated fathers with their children arises from material produced in 2003 for the Australian Institute of Family Studies suggesting that:-

· 36% of fathers do not have any face-to-face contact with their children;

· 17% of fathers see their children during the day only, and

· 48% of fathers have their children stay overnight.

United States, English and Canadian research suggest similar patterns of post-separation involvement by fathers.

Some controversy surrounds the basis for these statistics and, in particular, the level of “absent fathers”. Discussion of the causes of such absence vary between those who focus “blame” upon the Courts, mothers with whom children live, fathers themselves or a myriad of other circumstances.

What does not vary in considering any data regarding “absent fathers” is:-

· The desirability of fathers, in fact, of being involved, and

· The desire of both mothers and fathers to have fathers more actively involved.

Recent research by Dr Bruce Hawthorne
 has suggested, that “….many non-resident fathers, despite having regular and frequent contact with children, wanted more involvement in children’s lives than they currently had. The data also showed that many were particularly dissatisfied with the level of parental authority that they were able to exercise in the separated family.”

Dr Hawthorne’s research also highlights a number of other significant matters relating to post-separation fathering including:-

· The increasing conflict inherent in the “emergent father role” and the tension between perceptions of traditional and new notions of masculine behaviour and parenting;

· That slightly more than half of fathers report they had little or no input into decisions concerning children or very little say;

· Almost two-thirds of fathers felt that they had little or no involvement in children’s schooling, and

· Many non-resident fathers believed they had very little opportunity to assume any parental role after separation apart from contributing to the financial support of children.

significant research has been undertaken to trace the development of the fathering role over the last century as fathering has journeyed from the late 19th Century role of financial provider to the far more emotionally sensitive and involved contemporary father. 

Important differences still remain between fathers and mothers and how they parent. It is not the role of this paper to focus specifically upon those issues other than to highlight that statistical samples of parental involvement with children in intact families have consistently found that:-

· Mothers continue to spend more time with children (up to triple);

· Fathers spend a greater proportion of their time in leisure and play activities than do mothers;

· Fathers, correspondently, spend a smaller proportion of time in caring for their children’s physical needs and dealing with household maintenance, and

· Fathers spend much greater time with children on weekends than weekdays.

Research has also consistently shown (positively) that fathers can impact upon various aspects of children’s development and that the absence of a father can, correspondingly negatively impact. These significantly include:-

· Children’s’ self-esteem;

· Cognitive development and academic achievement;

· Social behaviour, and

· Sex role, identity and socialization.

So clear is the data supporting such impacts that Dr Hawthorne for instance (working within the Family Court of Australia and in completing his PhD Thesis) opined “…..any post separation family arrangement which severely restricts non-resident father’s involvement and consigns them to the fringe of family life, can have serious implications for children’s wellbeing and development”.

But what of the time that fathers spend with their children in intact families? It is worth spending some short time reflecting upon recent data:-

· Canadian research suggests that between the 1970’s and the 1990’s the time that parents spent with their children increased by about one hour per day. The same research suggests, however, that whilst parental time committed by fathers has increased, it is still only 67% of the time that mothers spend with children and even when both parents are in full-time employment;

· Canadian and American fathers devote about 1.4 hours per day to child related activities;

· English research suggests that the time that fathers spend with their children on weekends is nearly double that spent during the week. Further, the time spent by fathers in childcare is approximately half of that of mothers (particularly during the week), and

· US research from 1997 suggests that of total parenting time committed to children (in two parent families):-

· When mother’s don’t work fathers contribute approximately 30% of total parenting time; 

· When mother’s do work fathers contribute approximately 40% of total parenting time and with the effect that mothers contribute 3 – 4 times the actual time to parenting as fathers;

· The same American research concludes that parents with higher incomes devote more time to childcare than parents with lower incomes, and

· UK research of July 2006 suggests that a typical working parent spends 19 minutes per day looking after their children as their primary activity. This research goes on to indicate that a further 16 minutes is spent looking after children as a secondary activity (meaning that they are doing something else at the same time as having their children in their care).

Research relating to the work patterns of parents also suggest some real economic impediment to actively involved parenting including:-

Research by the U.K. Equal Opportunities Commission which suggests:-

· Fathers are more likely to be employed and to work longer hours than men without dependent children;

· 89% of fathers with dependent children are employed;

· Fathers are less likely to work part-time (4%) than men without children (9%);

· Mothers are more likely to work part-time (60%) than women without children (32%);

· UK fathers work an average of 46.9 hours per week;

· Around 1 in 8 fathers in the UK work excessively long hours (being 60 hours or more) and almost 40% work 48 hours or more per week;

· Men’s earnings are generally a higher proportion of family income than women’s;

· Men’s workplaces, particularly in traditional industries, are less likely to offer flexible working arrangements;

· Father’s expectations about whether they will have access to a work/life balance policy in their workplace are lower than mother’s;

· Women’s lower pay levels means that it is women in the main who reduce working hours after children are born (reinforcing traditional gender roles in the family), and

· Men are more closely involved in looking after children when mother’s earn more than they (i.e. the father) do.

Similar UK research by the Economic and Social Research Council suggests that mother’s, when in full-time employment, work an average of 40 hours per week compared with 47 hours per week for fathers.

Australian research is not at all dissimilar and suggests that:-

· 68% of mothers and 85% of fathers are in paid work;
· In 66% of intact families both parents are in paid work;

· In 21% of intact families fathers were the sole wage earners (compared to 5% of mothers as the sole wage earner), and

· One-third of employed fathers work more than 48 hours per week.

It is perhaps in light of this data that one hears calls as follows:-

“Father’s should spend more time alone with their children in order to strengthen their relationships and help ensure bonds are not broken if parents split-up” 

Lord Filkin  28 October 2004

“The main obstacle to fathers’ involvement in their children’s lives after divorce and separation is their lack of involvement prior to divorce and separation”

Michael Flood  1 December 2003

“We need to understand better what inhibits more satisfactory levels of contact. Most attention has been paid to relational factors between parents. We also need to examine the financial and logistical factors. Even in intact relationships it may well be that many working parents would like to have more time with their children”.

Smythe/Ferro  2003

It is in the framework of these statistics and the general political, economic and cultural environment that the Shared Parental Responsibility amendments now operate.
There is some real pressure (let alone community perception) that equal time is and will become the norm. This, however, ignores the exemptions created by the Act
, the realities of most patterns of parenting pre and immediately post separation (and thus assumes the present existence of a “meaningful relationship” to continue, and, most importantly, ignores the basic tenants of psychology and child development that suggest that shared care is not a “one size fits all remedy”.

Recent published literature calls for an urgent rethink of the appropriateness and age appropriateness of shared physical care in many circumstances and particularly with young children and/or in cases of demonstrated high conflict and inability to communicate and cooperate.

As the Court is increasingly pressured to consider equal or substantial time as an outcome that Parliament intended there is the concern that individual Judicial Officers will fetter their discretion and misinterpret the Act (and the positive requirement to consider Equal and Substantial time) to elevate that consideration to a presumption. Similarly there is a concern that such an approach will view the Act’s primary consideration
 (one of 2) that children have a meaningful relationship as out weighing all other considerations and derogating from the paramount consideration of the child’s best interests.

The role of the Community Legal sector in continuing to educate the community, other community workers and, to some extent, the profession, is ripe for expansion.

Summary

So how does the community sector meet these challenges?

As they always have with far less resources and governmental assistance as would be ideal.

Whilst the community perception of the legal profession is not always high the community legal sector has generally been an exception.

Through the last decade the Community Legal Sector has endured a paucity of funding and has refused to back away from those who have otherwise been without assistance or, at times, popular support, including asylum seekers, the imprisoned, the poor and victims of violence and abuse.

This is what community legal centres and those who work within them do. With the connections built with the private profession, policy makers, other non-legal community groups and, most importantly, members of the community, they hold together the fabric of communities and help them grow. And in doing so they better support and protect our communities and the freedoms we hold dear (and which we all to often take for granted in these times of self focused aspirational complacency) than all the expenditure on the war on terror and border protection-and yet for a tiny portion of the cost.

Access to justice is about more than the existence of Courts and Family Relationship Centres. More fundamentally it is about an ability to access those services with advice, support and clear guidance. For that to continue it is only to be hoped that the party that was once led by Ben Chifley might put his words into action by better funding the Community Legal Centre and those areas of the law that they advocate to support to achieve the shared ideal of:

“ …a movement bringing something better to the people, better standards of living, greater happiness to the mass of the people. We have great objectives- THE LIGHT ON THE HILL -which we aim to reach by working for the betterment of mankind not only here but anywhere we may give a helping hand”.

Thankyou and keep up the amazing work.

Joe Harman

9 April, 2008.
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