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Dwestr Sir or Madam:

As a divorced, male parent with two of my three children living with me |

was heartened to hear the proposal that in the event of a marriage breakdown 1
the starting point for the custody of children should be a 50-50 basis. It Is

aboul tine some commonsense and equity was bought into this system

[ understand that carrently 97% of children from failed marrages are in the 1
custody of their mother a situation which any advocate for gender balance |

will realise bs obviously wrong.

CUne pecognises that 50.50 custody s not suitable in all cases but | think that
in a majority of cases il & probably the Ideal solution. | expect the Family
Court would have some discretion over this but 30 - 50 should be the
automatic starting pouni.

Unfortunately a lot of the bitterness that is generated over the custody (ssues
are not actually related to the children's welfare but have more to do with
property and financial issues. The matters of property settlement, Child
Support, family allowance etc can make custody of the children a financial
issue rather than a welfare issue. With custody split equally these factors are
no longer relevant and the children's welfare then becomes the overriding
factor. In my opinion it will remove much of the need [or solicitors and
expensive lagal argument if everything is split 50 - 3. Too much money and
Loy s wasted on both sides Aghting aver 80 - 40 or 70 - 30 splits of property
with the children being the pawns.

I speak from experience here. two of my three children came (of their own I
cholce) to live with me after the breakdown of my marriage. what a difference

that made to my negotiations with my wife's legal representative. However !
my wife's solicitor still spent a considerable amount of my wife's money to
end up making a settloment offer of exactly what | personally offered my wife
as a settlement n the first place. [ suspect &ut-L‘:I-}w;l wanled to [ could have
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got a better deal purssing it through the family court but [ was happy to get
it out af the way and know that my child remaining with my wife was to be
financially secure and housad.

Something needs to be changed, | work with some very bitter men who fesl
they have been betraved by the system and denied access to their children
because of the expensive adversarial system of the family court.

The Child Support Agency is not blameless; it seems o be peared almost
totally toward the assistance of females. My wife was given a greal deal of
help by them without her having to ask yet it was only after having two out
of three children in my custody for two years that | discovered that | had to
apply sepamiely for Child Suppert. No one during my numerous contacts
with the Child Support Agency thought to tell me this and it was only &
throwaway line by a Centrelink employes recently that alerted me to this.
Making equal custody the norm rather than the exception = a start toward
making the system fairer for all but more especially for the children.

Regards,
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