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Division 61:  Justice, $674 565 000 - 
Dr S.C. Thomas, Chairman. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio, Minister for Justice. 

Mr A. Piper, Director General. 

Mr I.D. Johnson, Acting Executive Director WA Prisons. 

Mr R. Warnes, Acting Executive Director Court Services. 

Ms J.T. Tang, Executive Director Community and Juvenile Justice. 

Ms M. Scott, Public Advocate. 

Ms A.R. McLaren, Public Trustee, Public Trust Office. 

Mr G.A. Doyle, Acting Director Financial Management. 

Mr P.E. Robinson, Manager Budgets and Planning. 

Mr M.H. Johnson, General Manager Community Justice Services, Community and Juvenile Justice. 

Mr P.J. Mitchell, Sheriff of Western Australia. 

Mr G. Turnbull, Director of Legal Aid. 

Mr M. Cribb, Manager Finance, Legal Aid. 

Mrs N. Machin, Executive Officer, Office of the Minister for Justice. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The first dot point of offender management on page 1028 refers to improved computer 
security.  My question is in four or five parts.  I will say it slowly so that the minister can understand it.  How 
many complaints of unauthorised access to the total offender management system are yet to be investigated?  
How many threats against prison officers are still awaiting investigation?  I will take the questions slowly so that 
the minister can answer them. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Perhaps we can deal with a couple of questions at a time and the member can ask the others 
as further questions.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am not sure whether the information to that extent of detail is available to answer those 
questions.  If the information is not available, we will organise for it to be given to the member. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Can I have it by way of supplementary information? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If there is agreement on supplementary information - 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Let me just check with the officers.  If that information is available now, we will give it 
to the member, but as it is pretty detailed we may have to get it for him. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is not a problem. 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Is an approximate figure appropriate, as the officer does not have that material with him? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would prefer the exact answer.  I am very happy to receive that as supplementary 
information. 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We will agree to provide that as supplementary information. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister has agreed to provide that information.  Will the minister define exactly what 
the information is? 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Will the member state the specific items he wants? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes.  First, how many complaints of unauthorised access to the TOM system are yet to be 
investigated?  Secondly, how many threats against prison officers are still awaiting investigation? 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  None that we are aware of. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Thirdly, what is the acceptable length of time to wait for an investigation to be launched 
into threats against prison officers?  

[7.20 pm] 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If a prison officer were threatened, an investigation would commence immediately. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  In all cases? 

Mr I. Johnson:  If someone threatened one of my prison officers, I would want it investigated immediately. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have two more parts to my question. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Before the member continues, can we agree that supplementary information is required to 
be provided and that the minister will provide that supplementary information? 

[Supplementary Information No A16.] 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Does the Department of Justice employ dedicated IT persons to assess prison computers? 

Mr A. Piper:  The management of computer facilities and computer systems is contracted to Computer Sciences 
Corporation.  It has dedicated staff who are committed to our contract. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Do they do the work? 

Mr A. Piper:  Computer Sciences Corporation provides the technical infrastructure support for computer 
systems within the department.  That is correct. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How often are prisoners’ computers checked? 

Mr A. Piper:  Did the member say “prisons” or “prisoners”?  I am sorry, I did not understand. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Piper has just told us that that the corporation comes in - 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It checks systems for the department. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am referring to prisoners’ computers.  I said that quite clearly. 

Mr A. Piper:  I will clarify my response.  I heard the member say “prisons’ computers”.  There are two levels of 
computers within the prisons.  The first are departmental computers, which are contracted to Computer Sciences 
Corporation.  Prisoners’ computers are checked by security staff within the prison on an audit basis that is 
determined by risk.  If the technical issues within that inspection are beyond the scope of the local security staff, 
they have the back-up of technical expertise, either from our central security area or, if it is even more technical, 
from Computer Sciences Corporation. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The last part of the question, if Mr Piper understood it correctly, is how often are the 
prisoners’ computers checked? 

Mr A. Piper:  That is determined on a site-by-site basis by the local security staff under the direction of the 
superintendent.  An audit regime would be undertaken, depending on the security level of the prison and the 
level of perceived risk. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is done under the audit regime.  How often do those audits take place? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  That varies from prison to prison. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Can the minister give us some indication of when that occurs on a prison-by-prison basis?  
I am particularly concerned about the maximum and medium-security prisons. 

Mr A. Piper:  I understand the nature of the member’s question, but I would only be speculating.  I can give an 
indication of the frequency by providing supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No A17.] 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to the sixth dot point on page 1018, which states -  

Ageing of the population and decline of extended family is forecast to increase demand for Trustee 
Services delivered by the Public Trustee by 7.5% per annum for the next four years, and above the rate 
of population growth for the next 29 years. 

I refer to the common fund held by the Public Trustee.  The common fund, as I understand it, is the pool of 
money that the trustee looks after from deceased estates or administration orders.  Is it correct that it contains 
about $250 million or $270 million? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It is more than that. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is that held in a call account with the Western Australian Treasury? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am looking at the financials for this year.  This year the interest received from that 
money was $15 360 277. 
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  In interest? 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  Was the interest received? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Public Trustee’s fee was $879 248. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  What page is that on? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to the sixth dot point on page 1018 of the Budget Statements, which takes me to the 
Public Trustee.  I am looking at page 51 of the annual report of the Public Trustee. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I do not have that here. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will tell the minister and then ask him a question.  The interest received was $15 360 277 
and the Public Trustee’s fee of six per cent was $879 248.  The interest paid to the estate was more than 
$10 million.  That figure of $10 million is set by the Minister for Justice under the act.  Why was extra interest of 
$447 810 paid to the Public Trustee over and above the Public Trustee’s fees? 

Mr A. Piper:  I can give some preliminary background to the framework that covers the common fund.  It is an 
investment vehicle that was set up under the legislation.  I am sure the member is aware that a bill was first read 
by the previous government and that there is a proposal to alter the legislation to change the way in which that 
money is invested.  Currently, the manner of investment of the common fund is controlled by the legislation.  
The legislation very heavily prescribes what sorts of investments can be made from the common fund.  The 
common fund was initially established in the 1950s as a form of mortgage fund, which is not an acceptable risk 
today.  The governance associated with the common fund is overseen by Treasury Corporation.  It is closely 
involved in the governance of the financial arrangements of the common fund.  The common fund is not the 
entirety of the funds under management in the sense that most commonly the Public Trustee does not take 
people’s money and put it into the common fund; those funds are managed in situ on behalf of people in a range 
of investments or amounts and include property and other things that are still in the name of the people for whom 
it is working.  That is the framework and background of the common fund.  Off the top of my head, I think the 
amount of funds under administration is closer to $500 million, as opposed to the common fund amount, which 
contains a couple of hundred thousand dollars.  With regard to the surplus interest, I understand that the effective 
interest rate is not set except on a recommendation of the Department of Treasury and Finance and Treasury 
Corporation.  It is not up to the Public Trustee to set the difference between those two numbers and to make a 
windfall profit.  I refer the question to Ms McLaren, who is the Public Trustee, to clarify that point in more 
detail. 

Ms A.R. McLaren:  The amount in question, which is interest earned by the public trustee reserves and which 
are also held in the common fund, are detailed on page 42 of the annual report. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How much interest? 

Ms A.R. McLaren:  That is the interest that is the subject of the question. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is that the $10 million? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Only the member with the call may ask further questions.  Members are diverging a little.  
The member for Nedlands may ask a further question. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The amounts transferred from the common fund to the Public Trustee were $879 248, 
$1 632 260, and $447 810.  That is detailed on pages 35 and 51 of the annual report.  The amounts paid by the 
Public Trustee into the consolidated fund are $7 221 800, which is two figures combined, and $1 632 260.  That 
is the explanatory note for the financials.  There is surplus money.  Why do the people who got the money on 
investment in the common fund not get any of the dividends?   

[7.30 pm] 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member is talking about the difference between the - 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Public Trustee’s fee of six per cent was paid; that is, $879 248.  There was then a 
further amount of $447 000 interest paid to the Public Trustee.  Why was that extra interest paid to the Public 
Trustee from the common fund when the Public Trustee had already received the six per cent fee? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Is the member talking about the $4 million difference? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  I have it broken down.  The amount of $447 810 is shown on page 51 of the annual 
report.  It says that that is interest paid to the Public Trustee. 
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Mr A. Piper:  As I understand the Public Trustee’s answer, two amounts are paid to the Public Trustee.  One is a 
fee, and the second is interest on reserves that the Public Trustee has deposited. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  The Public Trustee deposited the $447 000 to the reserves after it was received. 

Mr A. Piper:  I will ask Ms McLaren to discuss that.  To clarify the other part of the member’s question, the 
member is seeking to understand why the reserves have not been distributed and what they are used for. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  I am seeking to know why the Public Trustee gets a fee of six per cent, and then pays 
herself another $447 810 from the interest received from the common fund.  The total interest is more than 
$15 million.  The interest paid to the state is more than $10 million. 

Mr A. Piper:  Yes, I understand that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Can we progress this? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will ask the Public Trustee to explain it.   

Ms A.R. McLaren:  As Mr Piper said, the $400 000-odd is the interest that is earned on the Public Trustee’s 
own reserves of approximately $8 million.  That money is also invested.  It is part of the common fund, and it 
earns a return.  The interest on that money is added to the reserves.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The $8 million belongs to the Public Trustee in the Public Trustee’s own right.  Is that 
what Ms McLaren is saying? 

Ms A.R. McLaren:  Yes.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have a further question.   

The CHAIRMAN:  If it is a further question, it might be the member’s last further question. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The $8 million is an accumulation of surplus interest from the investments in the common 
fund.  It accumulates each year. 

Mr A. Piper:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Instead of paying it to the people who put the money in, the Public Trustee takes it and 
builds up the reserves; is that right? 

Mr A. Piper:  I am aware, for example, of one purpose to which those funds are put.  The Public Trust Office 
owns the building in which it is located as an investment.  As the owner of, and investor in, that building, it must 
maintain reserves for the contingent liability associated with maintenance.  It has, in fact, just paid out of its 
reserves for a substantial upgrade of that building to maintain its value.  In that sense, it has over its life 
maintained a form of operating reserve so that there is not a call on Treasury for the maintenance of its portfolio 
and the management of its business.  It is not able to disburse those moneys, except with the express approval of 
Treasury.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Of the minister? 

Mr A. Piper:  The minister takes his advice from Treasury, and Treasury pays very close attention to the ways 
in which all that money is spent.  It is not open to the Public Trustee, on some whim, to use that money.  The 
way in which the interest is calculated is again subject to a recommendation from the Western Australian 
Treasury Corporation to provide a fair return on the common fund.  

The CHAIRMAN:  I am willing to allow the member to ask a question at a later date.  However, we will move 
on. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I refer the minister to service 4 on page 1019.  Will the minister advise of further 
initiatives to improve offender management in the community?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The government was elected to office in 2001.  Members would have seen the Auditor 
General’s report that I talked about in Parliament last week.  It was damning of the situation.  It found that there 
was inadequate staffing and supervision; there was poor case management of offenders; and breach action was 
not being taken in a timely manner, and sometimes it was not being taken at all.  Of course, the member for 
Hillarys would know - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not know how the minister has the cheek to say that after what has happened in the 
past few months. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The minister will continue, please. 
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The offender program was not being properly resourced and community work was not 
being properly supervised or undertaken.  In the four years of the Gallop government, we have introduced 
funding of $2 million for the world’s new best practice programs; we have employed 55 new permanent 
community corrections staff; we have given an effective pay rise of $6 000 a year to base-grade community 
corrections officers; we have required all staff to undergo national standards certification to ensure they are 
trained in best practice procedures; we have invested in the new professional practice standards unit; we have 
invested in a centralised breach unit; and we have invested in a new risk assessment model for management of 
offenders.  The follow-up report of the Auditor General, which was tabled last week or the week before, shows 
how much of a turnaround the system has achieved.  I am pleased to announce that we have gone even further by 
providing an extra 20 senior community corrections officers in this budget.  Those officers will be placed in 
branches throughout Western Australia.  They will provide supervision of staff who actively manage offenders.  
I am also pleased that this measure represents the final recommendation of the Skinner report.  Does the member 
for Hillarys remember the Skinner report and what a wonderful report it was? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We are implementing the final recommendation of that report.  The management of 
offenders in the community is one of the most difficult areas of justice, as we all know.  It involves making 
difficult decisions on a daily basis.  It is particularly pleasing that the Auditor General has recognised that, as 
part of its community service, the Department of Justice now puts public safety as its main priority in managing 
offenders.  That is a fantastic endorsement of this government’s action in making sure that community safety is 
its number one priority.  The provision of the extra 20 senior officers is, I believe, a clear indication of how 
seriously this government takes its responsibility to make sure that community safety is paramount.  Again I 
thank the Auditor General for highlighting such a great effort by this government. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I refer to page 1030.  My question relates to offender management, under service 5.  
Obviously, the community is very concerned about juvenile offenders - in particular, repeat juvenile offenders.  
What programs are in place to prevent juvenile offenders from reoffending? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I know that this area is very important to the member.  We have all heard the 
disheartening stories about young people repeatedly committing serious offences in the community.  Clearly, the 
regular programs are not working for that group of offenders.  That is why we are trying something new.  Since 
2004 the Department of Justice has been successfully running multi-systemic intensive supervision programs in 
Midland, Cannington and Mirrabooka.  Members of the opposition should listen to this because it is really 
important.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is a dorothy dixer. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am sure the member can learn.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Just give the member for Swan Hills the page number. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I ask the minister to finish the answer, please. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The intensive supervision program is the first of its kind in Australia, and targets the 
most serious repeat juvenile offenders with extensive offending histories.  Complex social circumstances 
contribute to, and maintain, the antisocial behaviour.  The intensive supervision program is based on, and 
licensed by, Multisystemic Therapy Services in the United States, and has been rigorously tested.  The basic 
principle of the program is that it recognises that any attempt to correct the offending behaviour will require a 
multiple approach, including family, peers, school work, and community and service providers.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister reads beautifully.  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I say to the member for Hillarys that this is a very important issue.  The intensive 
supervision program staff are trained and supervised in delivering the therapy.  For the first time ever, it is 
tailored to meet the needs of the unique cultural characteristics of Aboriginal families.  We should all be 
interested in that.  Following the success of the programs in these metropolitan areas, in September 2005 we will 
expand the program into Kalgoorlie, and I think that will make a helluva difference to the community there.   

[7.40 pm] 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Can the minister tell me whether these services are provided in-house by the Department 
of Justice or whether they are outsourced, and does the program involve indigenous and non-indigenous 
reoffenders?  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes, it does, and this has been specifically targeted at Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
offenders.  We are employing the staff, but we are paying licence fees to use the whole package.  
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Ms J.A. RADISICH:  To whom?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  To Multisystemic Therapy Services from the United States.  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  The department has trained officers to deliver the United States package? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes, and the licence is required to use the program, which is a total basic program.  

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  When will we see the first round of status reports or success rates from this program?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will refer that question to Ms Tang, who has been running the whole program.   

Ms J.T. Tang:  We have undertaken contact with about 28 families across the three areas in the metropolitan 
area that were identified, and another 10 families are currently being assessed.  Given that the program has been 
in place only since November, it is very early days to make that assessment.  The maximum time for any family 
to be involved is six months.  Initial readings of the program are that there has been some progress.  These are 
the highest risk offenders, who lead very dysfunctional lives.  How the assessment is made of whether there is 
progress is another question.  I add to the answer to the earlier question that we have had training from the 
American organisation, Multisystemic Therapy Services.  On a weekly basis the United States also supervises 
each of our teams in detail as they study each of the families.  Each intervention is assessed and discussed, so the 
integrity of the program is highly controlled, and that is very important for the success at the end.  Early 
indications are that we are making progress, but, again, I emphasise that these are very difficult offenders.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to page 1018.  An extra $1 million has been provided over the out years for extra 
community-based supervisors.  If an offender is sentenced to a community-based order in somewhere such as 
Merredin, what happens then?  It has been put to me that people are sentenced to community-based orders, but 
because the resources and the team are not there, the sentence just lapses.  Are they required to travel?  Will the 
community-based person come out and deliver that program?  I would like to know what happens in areas that 
are not Kalgoorlie, Geraldton or Albany.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will refer that to Ms Tang, who will tell the member exactly what happens on the 
ground.   

Ms J.T. Tang:  The community-based service covers the whole state; therefore, we are required to provide a 
supervision service.  We cover remote areas, and staff may be required to travel 10 to 12 hours to visit and talk 
with remote communities about the offenders in those areas and also about supervision of the offender.  In a case 
such as Merredin, that would be managed out of our Northam office, and there would be regular visits to 
Merredin.  In the interim, people may phone in or, if they pass through Northam to Perth, they can report as well.  
Within those smaller towns we have the capacity to manage the supervision of community work directly.  The 
orders certainly do not lapse over supervision.  Every attempt is made to bring supervision to where the offender 
is located to ensure that the order is carried out.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Can I get some of the records of the people travelling to Merredin?  I am sure that the 
department has that information recorded.  Can I have some idea of the interaction between the department and a 
town such as Merredin?  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I thought the member did not have any crime in Merredin!   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Just every now and then! 

Ms J.T. Tang:  I certainly do not have that information with me now.  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We are happy to provide that as supplementary information if it is available.  

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the member requesting supplementary information?  He can do it officially or 
unofficially.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If it is available, I am happy to provide it to the member.   

Ms J.T. Tang:  We can provide information on the level of service provided to Merredin, if we have current 
offenders.  If we do not, obviously we do not visit.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The point I am trying to get to is whether these people are travelling there.  They are not 
just in Northam.  I want to make sure that they are travelling there.   

Ms J.T. Tang:  Our officers have considerable travel related to their work, which is funded and is quite an 
expense for us, particularly in the remote Kimberley, eastern goldfields and Pilbara areas.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the member still seeking supplementary information?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 7 June 2005] 

 p60b-80a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Chairman; Mr John D'Orazio; Mr John Quigley; Ms Jaye Radisich; Mr Brendon Grylls; Ms 

Sue Walker; Mrs Judy Hughes 

 [7] 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the minister prepared to provide it?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am happy to provide it, as long as I know exactly what I will provide.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It is about the role that the Northam office of the department plays in Merredin.  Basically, I 
want to know how many times officers have been there.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Is the member asking just about Merredin? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes, just Merredin as an example.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The information that will be provided is the level of service that is provided to Merredin 
under the community-based supervisors program.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes, but on the understanding that if there are no offenders, officers will not go there.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right, but obviously there have been offenders in the past.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We will give the member as much information as we can about Merredin.   
[Supplementary Information No A18.]  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I return to my colleague’s question about the Public Trustee.  I want to ask a question in 
very simple terms.  A person is paid $5 million after a compensatable claim for a road traffic accident or some 
other form of accident.  Very often the courts will dictate that that money go to the Public Trustee for the Public 
Trustee to administer.  How much interest will that person receive from the money invested and how much will 
that person have to pay the Public Trustee for handling that money?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Six per cent is the commission.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  However, six per cent is not earned on the money.  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Sorry; six per cent of the interest.  I will ask Ms McLaren, the Public Trustee, to answer 
that question more specifically.   

Ms A.R. McLaren:  The fees at the Public Trust Office are very difficult and complicated.  Virtually all our fees 
are set in either the Public Trustee Act or the regulations to the act.  The major fee for a court trust would be 1.25 
per cent and that would be a one-off, up-front fee.  That would cover most services for the life of that particular 
client.  With a court trust of the order of $5 million, or for most purposes anything over a quarter of a million 
dollars, very little would be invested in the common fund.  The court would allow the Public Trustee to invest 
that money outside the common fund.  A financial planner would be engaged and the client would have a 
portfolio of investments across the broad range of investments that would be selected in accordance with the 
prudent person principle of investment.  In the common fund would really only be sufficient cash to meet that 
client’s expenditure needs for perhaps about 12 months.  This is sometimes difficult to determine with a new 
client, because frequently there is a house to be built, a car to be bought and past gratuitous services to be paid to 
carers and family members who have devoted perhaps five, 10 or even 15 years of work to maintain that person 
without any recompense.  Quite a bit of budgeting goes on.  Of the income earned by the investments, regardless 
of whether it is in the common fund or an external investment, there is a charge of 6.6 per cent and that goes on 
for the life of the trust.  There is no charge on capital appreciation, there is no charge for standard legal fees, 
there is no transaction fee and there is no hourly fee for individual services.  The only other fees are for financial 
planning and for the preparation of tax returns.  There may be one or two other small fees that I have missed, but 
I believe that covers the vast majority of fees.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  To clarify, is the minister saying that if the common fund yields five and a half per cent 
and the outside investments yield six per cent, the Public Trustee will charge six and a half per cent of the 
interest earned? 

[7.50 pm] 

Ms A.R. McLaren:  Yes.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  That is what I said to the member earlier, but I was happy for the Public Trustee to 
answer the question.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer again to the same dot point.  I will use round figures.  The Public Trustee invests 
$250 million of people’s money in the common fund, and Treasury uses that money.  In 2004, $15 million was 
received in interest.  The people who invested money in the fund received only a portion of that amount; they got 
$10 million or two-thirds of the interest received on their money.  The Public Trustee took six per cent in fees, 
which goes back to the WA Treasury, and 11 per cent, or $1.6 million, in surplus common fund interest, which 
also went back to Treasury.   
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It went to the reserve.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am told that it goes back to Treasury.  The Public Trustee then took $447 000 to build up 
a cash reserve, which is now about $13 million.  I am referring to vulnerable and disabled people.  Why are they 
not getting a bigger slice of the cake?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I ask the Public Trustee to explain what happens with the other $4 million.   

Ms A.R. McLaren:  I will attempt to do so.  First, the fees charged for the common fund or in external 
investments are set in legislation or by regulation.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am talking about the interest.   

Ms A.R. McLaren:  The only discretionary amount is the interest rate that is paid, which is set by the minister 
on my recommendation.  The fee is estimated to be 1.02 per cent in 2004-05, which is the differential on the 
interest.  That means that clients in the common fund are losing very little.  In fact, they are losing about the 
amount that they would pay if they put their money into a cash management trust.   

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I refer the minister to page 1019 and service 4 regarding the management of adult 
offenders.  I ask the minister to advise of the progress of the Boronia Pre-release Centre for Women.  
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I thank the member for the question.  This matter is very dear to my heart.  In the early 
days, the opposition did not think it was a good idea, but they now understand what a wonderful facility it is.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  What does the community think?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  When the community sees the outcomes, I think it will also think it is a wonderful idea.  
As members are aware, Boronia Pre-release Centre for Women celebrated its first anniversary this year.  It has 
been successful in tackling the management of women offenders.  Through our efforts to restore the balance in 
the prison system, it is necessary to focus and build on ideas that work.  This is clearly one that does.  I 
congratulate all who have been involved with it.  The aim of the prison system is to provide community and staff 
safety and, of course, the rehabilitation of prisoners.  Boronia enjoys a record that is not enjoyed by any other 
prison in Western Australia.  I know that it is early days yet and that we need to be careful.  However, there have 
been no escapes, no serious incidents, no assaults on staff and no attempted suicides by any of the prisoners.  In 
addition, the random drug tests that have been conducted have not returned one positive result.  That is a credit 
to whoever put together this program.  Initial advice from the Department of Justice indicates that the 
reoffending rate for women from Boronia Pre-release Centre is less than half the statewide rate of 45 per cent.  
The value of community work undertaken by prisoners over the past 12 months totals $52 000.  The women on-
site are all employed, and their employment and training is linked with real jobs in the community.  Again, that 
is of great benefit to the whole community.  I say to the member for Hillarys that it is a great outcome.  I know 
that some people were sceptical, especially those from the member’s side of politics.  However, other 
jurisdictions are looking at this prison and saying that it is clearly a way to do things in the future.  A number of 
prisoners who have been released from Boronia have obtained employment through the link they were given 
with real jobs.  All women on-site are encouraged to enrol in education courses.  The current level of 
participation in education courses is 80 per cent and they cover a variety of subjects, including basic literacy and 
numeracy, computer skills, small business management - it is a pity that the member for Vasse is not here, as I 
am sure that he would be interested in encouraging some more small businesses - Aboriginal studies and driver 
training, as well as traineeships in hospitality and horticulture.  In short, Boronia is an outstanding example of a 
prison delivering a benefit to the community and to prisoners through rehabilitation.  The level of staff safety is 
fantastic.  It is an excellent outcome all round.  We should look at implementing this system in other locations.  
More importantly, it shows that with cooperation and by thinking outside the square, a fantastic outcome can be 
achieved.   

Mrs J. HUGHES:  I refer to page 1027 and the item on offender management under service 4.  My question is 
also for the benefit of the member for Hillarys.  What is being done to address the escape of prisoners, 
particularly high-risk prisoners from minimum-security prisons? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is a question that I need to - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It really becomes an abuse of this process when dorothy dixers are asked all the time.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Count how many opposition and government questions have been asked. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, can we move forward?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The issues that have been raised tonight must be highlighted.  The opposition would 
never ask me those questions.   
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Give a brief ministerial statement in Parliament. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I ask the minister to address the question.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO  I apologise, Mr Chairman.  In the nine months to 31 March 2005, 90 per cent of escapes 
from prisons were from minimum-security prisons.  Although any escape is unacceptable, I am pleased to say 
that the number of escapes is on a downward trend.  In 1998-99, during the term of the previous coalition 
government, there were 100 escapes.  That can be compared with 40 escapes in 2004-05.  I will follow the 
precedent set by some of my fellow ministers and show members a nice graph.  The graph shows that in 1995-
96, the rate was 2.95, and that it fell to 1.42 in 2004-05.  Any escape is unacceptable, so we need to work on that.  
The government is doing that.  Wooroloo and Karnet are the minimum-security prison farms in the metropolitan 
area.  When they were built they were situated in relatively isolated locations.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Wooroloo still is.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I agree.  However, it is getting closer than it was.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  It is not moving.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The community is moving towards it.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Can we move forward?   

[8.00 pm] 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Those prisons are now located closer to large communities; therefore, the safety of the 
community needs to be addressed.  In keeping with that commitment, the government will invest $10.5 million 
in constructing perimeter fencing around these prisons.  That move is long overdue.  The perimeter works have 
commenced, including site reviews, fence alignments, costings, preliminary design and all the things that go with 
that.  Following a request for tenders, consultants are now being engaged to undertake the detailed work.  The 
government is committed to restoring the balance.  Having fences around these prisons will not only reduce the 
number of escapes but also, and more importantly, provide the community with a feeling of safety.  It should 
have been done earlier.  I understand that, when the opposition was in government, it considered that, if a fence 
was put around a prison, that prison was no longer considered minimum security.  That concept has gone.  
Boronia clearly shows that there can be a fence around a prison and it is still a minimum-security prison and it 
will achieve great outcomes.  This will also occur at Karnet and Wooroloo.  It will give the community much 
more confidence in the system.  We can still run the rehabilitation programs out of those prisons.  It is a great 
move and, hopefully, by Christmas, both minimum-security prisons will be surrounded by security fences.   

The CHAIRMAN:  We are in danger of having policy statements from both sides of the house.  I ask members 
to keep their questions and answers fairly brief.   

Mrs J. HUGHES:  My question is related to this issue.  Are we identifying the high-risk prisoners and finding 
them alternative accommodation?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The classification of prisoners and where they can be moved to is part of the Mahoney 
inquiry brief.  Already we have made decisions about moving some prisoners that were intended to be classified 
in that area back into that system.  The Mahoney inquiry will give us the framework on how to classify 
prisoners.  Obviously that will lead to an improvement in the process.  That inquiry will report in October and it 
will form part of a blueprint for the future, which includes prison classification, security requirements, the safety 
of staff and, more importantly, the safety of the community, which comes first with this government.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I have a further question. 

The CHAIRMAN:  My understanding of standing orders is that only the member asking the question can ask a 
further question.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Members should be given some leeway.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I will do so, as long as both sides are happy with that. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am happy. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The minister said he hoped the fences would be up around Karnet and Wooroloo by 
Christmas.  However, on page 1018 reference is made to the Karnet and Wooroloo fences and of the $10 million 
the minister referred to, only $681 000 is allocated this year.  Over the next four years only half of the $10 
million is allocated.  Would the minister explain how that work will be done?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will hand over to the Director General. 
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Mr A. Piper:  That line item refers to the recurrent costs associated with putting the fencing in, not the capital.  
Clearly the fencing is not just a fence - it has detection systems and cameras associated with it and there are 
additional recurrent costs associated with monitoring the enhanced security around the perimeter of those 
prisons.  What the member sees there is the flow of recurrent costs, post construction. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The money is allocated and the fences will be up by Christmas, with fingers crossed.  It is 
3.5 kilometres of fence.  It is a helluva lot of fence.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer to page 1031, advocacy, guardianship and administration services.  Do we have 
anyone from the Guardianship and Administration Board here tonight, other than the Office of Public Advocate?   

Mr A. Piper:  As the member is aware, the functions of the guardianship board have been designated under 
recent legislation as part of the State Administrative Tribunal.  The State Administrative Tribunal is a judicially 
managed body, like a court, and is independent from the department in its decision making.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  From what department? 

Mr A. Piper:  From any department and from the Parliament as well.  The guardianship board does not appear 
in the same way as the courts do not appear before Parliament with their estimates.  The State Administrative 
Tribunal has the status of a court.  The president of the State Administrative Tribunal is a Supreme Court judge 
and it is neither appropriate nor possible for that person to be in attendance tonight.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We can ask questions about it because it comes under the Minister for Justice.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member can ask questions only about the structure, not the operations.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer again to page 1031.  Perhaps I can be given some answers, because I have a bit of 
a concern, and so do others, that the guardianship board is sometimes seen purely as a rubber stamp of the Office 
of the Public Advocate because the guardianship board will only differ from the recommendations put forward 
by the Office of the Public Advocate in three per cent of cases.  I have to tell members that, when I raised this 
matter with the chairman of the guardianship board, he would not believe it until I showed him the facts and then 
he had to believe it.  Is that still the system?  If it is, it gives a clear impression, which I think would be perfectly 
forgivable, to anybody to say it appears like a rubber-stamping machine of the Office of the Public Advocate.   

Mr A. Piper:  I am happy to comment generally on the change to the State Administrative Tribunal.  Clearly, in 
creating the State Administrative Tribunal under judicial supervision and putting guardianship matters as a 
division of the tribunal, we now have as a structure a District Court judge who is designated in that area and a 
senior member who runs most of the guardianship matters under the supervision of a Supreme Court judge.  
Philosophically, what we now have is a highly independent structure with its own internal review.  We are not 
dealing with a board that was somewhat off to the side.  I would not want to comment at all on the performance 
of the board.  It was independent under the act.  The whole thrust of the State Administrative Tribunal is to 
provide a strong independent body, not only in this area but also in the decision-making capability.  My 
understanding from watching the administration of the State Administrative Tribunal is that it is putting its own 
stamp on the way it is running hearings.  I would not have any reason at all to impugn either the State 
Administrative Tribunal or to be concerned about its future direction.  I would be very confident that we now 
have in place, through the State Administrative Tribunal, something that is very independent with the status of a 
court and with the resources to consider these matters on their merits.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  For how long has it been running under the State Administrative Tribunal?   
Mr A. Piper:  The State Administrative Tribunal commenced operation on 1 January this year, so a little less 
than six months.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Would the minister supply me with, by way of supplementary information, the number of 
applications of guardianship that have gone before the new system of SAT since January?  Also, how many 
times has that particular body rejected the recommendations from the Office of the Public Advocate for 
somebody applying for guardianship?   

Mr A. Piper:  I am happy to provide that as supplementary information.  I make the comment generally though 
that the Office of the Public Advocate is not the only party represented in guardianship matters.  There are other 
guardianship matters that are taken independently of the State Administrative Tribunal.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What other matters are taken independently?   

Mr A. Piper:  It is possible for a family, for example, to have its own legal representation to take a matter to the 
State Administrative Tribunal without the Office of the Public Advocate being engaged.  The Public Advocate is 
present. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Office of the Public Advocate is not engaged by the family.  In the past it has been 
engaged by the guardianship board.   

Mr A. Piper:  Not in all matters.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Perhaps I can be told which ones it has not been engaged in by the guardianship board. 

[8.10 pm] 
Ms M. Scott:  Perhaps I could respond to the member.  Mr Piper is correct.  The Office of the Public Advocate 
is not involved in all applications before the State Administrative Tribunal.  Last year, in 2003-04, I was 
involved in approximately 40 per cent.  This year I expect that to be significantly less.  It is only certain matters 
that the tribunal refers to my office to undertake an investigation that I become involved with. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Okay, but that does not alter the question that I asked. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Will the minister provide that supplementary information? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If we have access to those recommendations, because that is private. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister can, because I asked a question on notice about 18 months ago and the 
Public Advocate is aware of that.  It was perfectly available.  That is where I got the three per cent figure from. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Is the minister able to provide that information? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If we are able to, we will provide it. 

[Supplementary Information No A19.] 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will continue with the Guardianship and Administration Board on page 1031.  That bill 
was introduced because the then minister believed that there should be a balance between a business and a 
compassionate approach.  As I understand it, a new business model will be introduced by the Public Trustee and 
some of the minister’s roles will be removed.  First, will the minister confirm that?  Secondly, does he think 
there is a conflict of interest with the new private administrators’ support team, which was originally at the 
Guardianship and Administration Board?  A team of private people work there and if there was a private 
administrator, they were required to file any financial accounts to the Guardianship and Administration Board.  
They were not charged, but they were required to file those accounts.  If the Guardianship and Administration 
Board thought that they were not doing a good job, it could issue a certificate of loss.  That function has been 
transferred to the Office of the Public Trustee.  The Office of the Public Trustee now audits those accounts.  The 
team has gone across.  I understand that a fee was going to be charged to private administrators originally, and 
that team, which is known as the PAS team, was very upset about that.  This is where I believe there is a conflict 
of interest.  The Public Trustee will now call for public administrators’ accounts, the Public Trustee will be able 
to accept or reject those accounts, the Public Trustee will then be able to issue certificates of loss and will then 
recommend to SAT that the private administrator be removed and that she, the Public Trustee - and I do not want 
to personalise the matter - be appointed as administrator.  First, does the minister see that as a conflict of 
interest?  Secondly, has there been a moratorium for 12 months on charging private administrators fees for 
auditing their financial accounts? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will get the Director General to answer that question. 

Mr A. Piper:  If I can attempt to deconstruct about four or five questions, the first question relates to a comment 
about the Guardianship and Administration Board and a new business model for the board with the Public 
Trustee.  The Guardianship and Administration Board is now part of SAT.  The new business model that the 
member was referring to involves the Public Trustee. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I understand that.  

Mr A. Piper:  In fact it is in almost identical terms to one that was recommended and introduced into this place 
six or seven years ago and it revolves around the whole - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We do not always get things right. 

Mr A. Piper:  It revolves around the whole issue of the capacity to make the common fund work better for its 
investors. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  But they do not get the money. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Under the new model that is the intention. 

Mr A. Piper:  In effect, by allowing cash investments only in that common fund it does disadvantage people, 
which is why, as has been indicated, for large trusts the funds are normally invested in the private market using a 
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financial adviser, which is what we are talking about.  When the Guardianship and Administration Board’s 
functions went to SAT, clearly there was an issue about how the private administrators were to be audited.  That 
is not an appropriate function to sit within a court environment.  The Public Trustee cannot remove a private 
administrator, but somebody must check that he is doing the right thing.  As people would be aware, we do not 
get into a situation in which people’s affairs are being managed through this process unless there is some 
difficulty in their capacity to manage, and people in that circumstance are vulnerable.  It is appropriate that there 
be a check on how well that is being done, and it needs to be done by somebody who has the financial skills and 
ability to determine whether that is being done well or not.  Clearly those skills within the state are resident 
within the Public Trustee’s office.  The specific issue about fees I am not aware of, but I will ask the Public 
Trustee to comment on the issue of whether fees are charged or not. 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will ask the Public Trustee to comment. 
Ms A.R. McLaren:  First, the review of private administrators’ accounts resided with the Guardianship and 
Administration Board and approximately 20 per cent of those accounts were referred to the Public Trustee for 
review under that regime.  The rationale for that was that the Guardianship and Administration Board did not 
have the resources or the expertise to review very large accounts.  Those accounts, for a variety of criteria, the 
major one being the size of the estate, have always been referred to the Public Trustee for review and an hourly 
charge has always been made to the estate for that.  After 1 January, with the introduction of the State 
Administrative Tribunal, all the accounts were reviewed by the Public Trustee regardless of size, and the Public 
Trustee continues to charge for only about 20 per cent of estates that it reviews that it would have charged for 
under the old regime.  There is no plan to change that charging arrangement.  However, I have given an 
undertaking to all interested parties that there will be no changes whatsoever for the first 12 months of operation 
and, if there were to be any changes, they would be discussed with people at the time.  There are no plans to 
make any changes to the charges.  However, it is open for discussion along with many other issues.  In respect of 
conflict of interest, there is no power for the Public Trustee to recommend to the State Administrative Tribunal 
to remove an administrator.  The only power that the Public Trustee has is either to allow or disallow the 
accounts.  It is up to the State Administrative Tribunal, which knows the background to the case and is privy to a 
whole series of non-financial bits of information, to make a decision on whether that person is an appropriate 
administrator.  The Public Trustee is not involved in that decision at all; does not have access to those files, 
would not have that information and would not know any of those things.  The Public Trustee can say only 
whether the accounts are in order or not.  The State Administrative Tribunal may decide that the accounts are not 
in order but that person is still an appropriate administrator.  Also in respect of the conflict of interest, a change 
has been made following the introduction of the State Administrative Tribunal, and that is the introduction of a 
power to appeal the decision of the Public Trustee.  In the past if the accounts were disallowed by the 
Guardianship and Administration Board there was no specific appeal power, but now that the Public Trustee has 
taken on that function an administrator can appeal that decision. 
[8.20 pm] 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Can the minister see that it is inappropriate to raise a fee for the examination of those 
accounts? 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We have indicated that the fee is being negotiated.  However, already the fee is in place 
and has been talked about by advocates but the member for Nedlands tells me it is unfair. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes, the 20 per cent, because the Guardianship and Administration Board is sending them 
out to be done.  I have the staff newsletter with me and I understand that a private administrator support team has 
gone from the Guardianship and Administration Board to the Public Trustee.  The staff felt very strongly about 
the matter and I understand they complained to the union about it originally.  Can the minister see that a fee 
should not be paid for the examination of those private administrators’ accounts? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  But nothing has changed. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It has. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It has only gone from one entity to another.  The role has not changed. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.   

The CHAIRMAN:  We are getting somewhat bogged down here.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is an important issue, Mr Chairman, because only so many people can administer those 
funds.  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I understand that, but they have performed the role in one entity and will perform it now 
in another.  Nothing has changed except to whom those people are answerable, so what is the difference? 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have a further question. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The last question. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When the administrator issues a certificate of loss to the State Administrative Tribunal, to 
whom does SAT give the account? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  SAT can either accept or reject it. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  If SAT accepts, to whom does it give the account to administer? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  SAT will get another administrator to look after the estate, but that does not have to be 
the Public Trustee.  I take the member’s point. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  We will see. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Obviously, the member for Nedlands and I will be watching it. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the minister; that is all I wanted to know. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  My question relates to services 4 and 5 on page 1019.  Will the minister enlighten the 
committee about any new or innovative programs that are or are being put in place for improving services or 
programs to victims of crime? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is an issue that is very dear to my heart.  Obviously the member for Swan Hills 
heard the announcement today.  The Gallop government is committed to ensuring that victims of crime have a 
strong voice and get justice.  I am restoring the balance - that is my slogan and the slogan of this government.  
We will restore the balance in the eyes of the community.  This obviously extends to the need for the voices of 
victims of crime to be heard.  As most members know, the role of the Supervised Release Review Board is 
difficult and complex and it will not always make decisions that please everyone.  Members should not 
underestimate how difficult some of its decisions are.  It is important that the views of victims are taken into 
consideration.  We are making such a decision.  Last year we appointed Georgia Prideaux as a community 
representative on the Supervised Release Review Board.  That was done basically through the back door.  She 
was appointed as a community representative, but we want to appoint a victims’ representative.  We will, 
therefore, add one member to the Parole Board of WA, the Supervised Release Review Board and the Mentally 
Impaired Defendants Review Board.  I think at the same time we should consider shortening these names so that 
we can understand the meaning of the titles of those various boards; however, that is a side issue.  It is important 
that we give the victims of crime the ability to have a say, and having someone on each of those boards will give 
them a say. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  You are adopting our policies. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  You have had enough of your own questions.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, members. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is a new and innovative minister who is going to make all these changes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Who is that? 

The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Can we progress, please? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We are, slowly.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Indeed, that is correct.  I ask the minister to continue his answer. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am sorry.  Seriously, having a victim on each of these boards will give victims a sense 
of having a direct say in the release process.  Also an amendment to the legislation requiring a victim’s impact 
statement to be tendered to those boards is a good move.  It will mean that when someone goes before one of 
those boards for release the victim’s impact statement will be tendered to the board and the board will take notice 
of that impact statement.  The community expects victims to have a say, which does not necessarily mean that 
their say will make a difference to the outcome, but they will at least have an opportunity to influence the 
process, and the presence of a victim’s representative on each of those boards will enhance that process.  That 
will be done in addition to the community representatives who are already serving on those boards.  As the 
member for Swan Hills knows, I have extended the appointment of Georgia Prideaux until this legislation goes 
through the Parliament.  I hope the members for Nedlands and Hillarys will support this legislation so that it will 
have a very quick passage through the Parliament.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  We are going to improve it when it comes in. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We are going to look at it when it comes in, that is for sure.   
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will take that as a positive indication.  We might get the legislation through the 
Parliament and have it in place by Christmas.  If we do, it will make a helluva difference to making sure that 
victims of crime have a strong voice in the justice system. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Which Christmas did you say? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This Christmas. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Let us move on, please, members. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  In doing that, we will restore the balance, which is what I want, so that victims’ rights 
and opinions can influence the justice process.  That is what the community wants, this government is committed 
to doing it and today we started the process. 

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Will the victims’ representatives be voluntary or remunerated? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The permanent members will be remunerated to various degrees, depending on which 
board they are on.  There will also be deputy members who will be given power through the legislation to act in 
place of the permanent member when he or she is unable to act, so that there will be continuous representation 
from victims on those boards. 
Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Are any counselling or support services available to victims of crime who do not 
essentially want to confront the perpetrators? 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  That is already occurring as part of the justice process.  This is more about the actual 
release of prisoners at a time when those three boards will have an extra member who will, hopefully, bring a 
different perspective but who will not necessarily make a difference to the outcome.  Some people have an 
unrealistic expectation that all victims want to lock people away and throw away the key.  I do not believe that is 
true.  Most victims acknowledge that prisoners will come back into the community and need rehabilitation 
support.  This is just a way of recognising that victims have an opinion and should be heard and, hopefully, that 
is what this measure will achieve.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I refer to one of the major achievements for 2004-05 on page 1036, which states - 

Improved access to legal assistance for people in rural, regional and remote Western Australia . . .  
I see just above that line that full-time equivalents are budgeted to increase by 12 this year.  Will the minister 
give me some idea of the legal aid that is provided to people in the wheatbelt? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will handball this question to the director.  This is actually not in my portfolio; it is in 
the Attorney General’s portfolio.  However, I am happy to handball the question to the respective person from 
the department, George Turnbull, the Director of Legal Aid, who will be able to answer the question. 
Mr G. Turnbull:  About 12 months ago we established an outreach service to the wheatbelt area which 
effectively follows the magistrates circuit, providing both duty lawyer services when the court sits and a legal 
advice service to people in the wheatbelt area.  That seems to be working quite successfully.  At this stage we 
have only one lawyer conducting that service, but it seems to be working well.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Are they travelling out to the wheatbelt from the city? 
Mr G. Turnbull:  They are indeed. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  There is no legal aid based in the wheatbelt? 

Mr G. Turnbull:  We do not have an office based in the wheatbelt but, as I said, a lawyer travels throughout the 
whole wheatbelt area.   
[Mrs D.J. Guise took the chair.]   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I have a further question for the minister.  I know it is difficult to provide legal aid in 
country areas but I have met a few people in my office who have been facing very serious charges and who were 
meeting their lawyer for the first time; it was pretty scary stuff.  Perhaps the minister can consider that matter in 
future.   

[8.30 pm] 
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I thank the member.  That will always be a problem. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I refer the minister to line item service 4 on page 1019 of the Budget Statements.  Over the 
past two years there has been a rapid rise in the prison population, which has placed pressure on prison 
accommodation.  What steps has the Department of Justice taken to address this issue and particularly those 
relating to accommodation in regional and women’s prisons in the short term? 
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is indeed a problem that we are facing.  This is not a dorothy dixer. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yet the minister has a prepared answer for it! 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Of course, this is a serious issue.  This is one of the problems facing the justice system.  
As the member for Hillarys knows, the current system is operating beyond its full capacity.  The prison 
population is projected to grow from 3 500 inmates this year to more than 4 100 by 2015. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is because there are a lot of fine defaulters in our prisons. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Only for a short time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The government puts fine defaulters in maximum-security prisons and puts double 
murderers in minimum-security prisons. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Is it not amazing that the member for Hillarys has suddenly woken up to a problem that 
has existed for the past 15 years!  When the current Minister for Justice addresses the problem and says he will 
fix it after being in the job for only two months, the member for Hillarys suddenly thinks it is his problem and 
that he has the answers.  I will fix that problem if it is the last thing I do. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have more faith in Bob the Builder. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Now that I am in the chair, members will cut to the chase.  Members will 
cut out the interjections and deal with the questions so that we might move on. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I thank the member for Hillarys for his kind words.  The number of female prisoners has 
increased by more than 25 per cent over the past two years.  The Bandyup Women’s Prison has a capacity of 
146 prisoners and is currently accommodating between 155 and 165 inmates.  The member for Hillarys is right: 
some 200 prisoners are held in prison for fine defaulting and we need to get them out of there, which we will do 
over time.  We need to work out some schemes.  We will be in a position to make an announcement on that 
shortly.  There is also a serious under-supply of prison accommodation in the eastern goldfields and the 
Kimberley.  Those areas have particular problems that need to be addressed in a particular manner.  That is why 
the Kimberley custodial program is considering different ways of handling the matter.  A lot more than just a 
prison solution is required to fix that problem.  We will look at that.  The Kimberley custodial committee met 
last Friday for the first time.  It is working on strategies other than referring people to prison.  The Mahoney 
inquiry’s recommendations have been referred to the committee because it will need to be looked at. 

The Department of Justice has undertaken a number of steps to alleviate the pressure by reopening some 
facilities that were previously closed, and by constructing new accommodation.  These projects include the 
recommissioning of a total of 101 prison beds at the Albany, Bunbury and Wooroloo Prisons and the expansion 
of facilities at the Karnet Prison Farm where an extra 10 prison beds will be added.  The establishment of an 
eastern goldfields regional work camp will accommodate another 24 prisoners and funding has been allocated to 
convert 40 existing special purpose beds at Acacia Prison for general use.  The construction of new 
accommodation facilities at the Bunbury, Wooroloo and Bandyup Prisons will provide a total of 139 beds.  In 
the longer term, the department’s capital investment plan has made provision for planning funds for the 
replacement of the Broome and Eastern Goldfields Prisons.  That plan will address the current shortage of 
accommodation, and will merge over the planning period.  Deficiencies have been caused by the ageing of the 
facilities, the overuse of prisons and outdated building designs.  Buildings that are consistent with contemporary 
service delivery need to be provided.  We need to consider that problem.  It is a major problem facing this 
portfolio, and the government will address it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer to the first dot point under significant issues and trends on page 1017 of the Budget 
Statements.  This point covers a multitude of matters relating to the serious sexual assault of a member of the 
prison staff and other things.  Will the minister tell me the number of psychiatrists that write prisoner reports for 
the Department of Justice? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member for Hillarys cannot expect me to have that information to hand.  That 
question needs to be placed on notice. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am sure one of the officers will know. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am informed that a member asked a similar question in the upper house on that item.  
We do not have the answer available immediately, but it can be provided as supplementary information.  That is 
the way the information was provided for the member in the upper house.  We will provide the member with the 
number of psychiatrists. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would like the minister to supply by way of supplementary information the following 
details: the number of psychiatrists who write prisoner reports for the Department of Justice and how that 
number has changed over the past six years. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Does the member want a yearly breakdown, or does he want me to provide him with the 
current number of psychiatrists who write prisoner reports for the Department of Justice and the number who 
wrote reports for the department six years ago? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I want to know how that figure has changed over the past six years. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am not sure whether that information can be provided for six years ago.  We will 
provide the member with an answer for how many psychiatrists are currently working in the system.  Is that what 
the member wants? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It would be very interesting to know how many psychiatrists are working today and 
writing prison reports, but I want to know how that figure has changed over a period.  I have suggested six years.  
I do not mind if the minister wants to make it four years. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will ask the director general. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I want to find out whether the government has reduced the number of prison psychiatrists 
who write prison reports or whether it has increased the number.  That is not a hard question. 

Mr A. Piper:  Generally, we use psychiatrists who are either available out of practice from the Department of 
Health or who are on our staff.  It is not possible to be certain at any one time whether we will be able to provide 
a number in the way that I think the question implied because a number of those reports relate to contract 
arrangements.  Certainly there has been no reduction in the availability of psychiatric services.  There has been 
no policy or other program that has said we would do less of this type of work.  In effect, the figures will show 
the member the ebb and flow of who is employed by the Department of Health, the Department of Justice and 
other contracted staff.  From memory, in an answer to a question asked in another place, we supplied the names 
of the psychiatrists who have been working with the department over some time.  That group of people is fairly 
well known around Perth.  Some work for us depending on their workload and others do not.  We are happy to 
answer the question as best we can, but it will not be a precise number because that is not the way in which the 
psychiatrists are engaged.  The figures will not give an indication of effort associated with producing reports of 
that sort. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The question I asked was: how many psychiatrists write the prisoner reports in the 
Department of Justice?  How many are writing them?  The department must have a database with the number of 
psychiatric reports that are written for specific prisoners? 

Mr A. Piper:  Within the framework that I indicated of the limitations of what the answer will tell the member, 
we are happy to provide that as supplementary information. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The government will supply the member with the number of psychiatrists working in the 
system and who they are. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Those who are writing prisoner reports? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Those who are writing prisoner reports. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not want to find out only how many psychiatrists are working in the system, but the 
number of psychiatrists who write prisoner reports.  It is pretty specific. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We understand. 

[Supplementary Information No A20.] 
Mrs J. HUGHES:  I refer to the second dot point on page 1017.  Reference has been made to the 
accommodation pressures for the increasing number of prisoners.  What types of strategies are in place to 
address the situation regarding prison officers? 

[8.40 pm] 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  For the appointment of extra prison officers?   

Mrs J. HUGHES:  Yes.  There are accommodation issues.  There is an increasing prisoner population.  How 
will the prison officer levels be addressed? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  As the member is aware, there was a shortage of prison officers.  Therefore, we have 
compressed the training of prison officers from 12 months to five months.  Currently, we have employed an 
extra 200 prison officers.  So that we get these numbers right, at December 2004 the public prison system was 
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understaffed by more than 100 prison officers.  The short-term solution was to use officers on overtime.  
However, that is not viable in the long term.  Therefore, we decided to increase the number of prison officers that 
were required as soon as possible.  To date, the following things have been achieved: between December 2004 
and June 2005, approximately 200 new prison officers were employed in the public prisons.  This covers both 
the shortage and the normal attrition rate of about 70 who have left the system.  We needed 100 more officers, 
and we have 130 more in real terms.  As I said, the overall training time has been reduced from 12 months to five 
months.  That is without affecting the standards.  There have been further changes to the application method.  
The testing of applicants and the length of training will reduce this time even further.  That will facilitate more 
people going through the system. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  What was that about training? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The training period was reduced from 12 months to five months.  However, we will 
further streamline that.   

The CHAIRMAN:  We will move on.  I give the call to the member for Nedlands. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Hang on.  I have not finished yet.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I do not know; it sounded like a pretty good answer to me.  A nice, succinct, short one 
would be good. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The previous Nyandi women’s prison has now been turned into the training school for 
prison officers.  That allows us to train more prison officers to accommodate what we need for the prison system.  
We are making sure that we are on top of the game.  The member for Hillarys looks worried.  We are also 
looking at a model to predict what we will need for the future.  Therefore, we are working on it in three different 
ways.  I will try to keep the answers much briefer. 

The CHAIRMAN:  That would be good. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to the first item on page 1022, which refers to the extent to which the Public Trustee 
maintains a market share in drawing wills naming the Public Trustee as executor.  The figure is 13 per cent.  
Under the new business model that is expected, will people be asked to pay to have their wills drawn up?  I see 
Mr Piper nodding.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I was going to ask the Public Trustee to answer that question for the member. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Has this demoralised staff at the office?  I think there are about five or six people in that 
department.  Has the wills manager left, and have the two senior wills officers left in the past three months? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I ask the Public Trustee to answer that question. 

Ms A.R. McLaren:  I am sorry, I did not hear the first part of the question. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Under the new business model, does the Public Trustee foresee charging the public for 
wills, bearing in mind that the office of the Public Trustee exists to often help financially disadvantaged and 
vulnerable people?  Is there now - 

The CHAIRMAN:  We will deal with that question first, and then we will go to a further question.  

Ms A.R. McLaren:  The new business model would provide the power for the Public Trustee to charge for 
wills, but would not mandate that that occur.  That would occur only with the agreement of the minister and 
Treasury.  At the moment the Public Trustee could not charge for wills, even if the Public Trustee wanted to.  
That is the answer to the first part of the question.  The second part of the question, if I understood it correctly, 
related to the staff of the wills area.  This particular issue of charging for wills has been the subject of discussion 
in the Public Trust Office.  It was a subject of discussion in 1999 when I joined the Public Trust Office.  I do not 
believe that it has any detrimental effect on the staff.  The senior wills manager has recently resigned due to ill 
health, after 35 years, I believe, in the Public Trust Office.  Several other persons in the wills section either have 
retired or are ready to retire and are of retirement age.  The average age is fairly high in that part of the Public 
Trust Office. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is the minister thinking of charging the public for the first time for wills drawn up by the 
Public Trustee? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  There has been a long debate about free wills.  I have considered it.  However, at this 
stage no decision has been made.  I will consider it when I get the briefing.  There has been a debate about 
whether free wills should be provided.  I think there is a need to provide that service.  However, I have not 
received the briefing paper, and no decision has been made. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I refer the minister to service 4 on page 1019.  Shortly after the minister was appointed 
Minister for Justice, he commenced a schedule of statewide visits to Western Australian prisons.  I ask the 
minister to provide an overview of the delivery of services in the prisons that he has visited. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will try to be brief.  However, I think it is important that I put on the record some of the 
visits that I made.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  We have already heard about that. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Does the minister think that is part of this budget estimates process? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I think it is important to highlight some of the visits. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is an abuse of the system. 

The CHAIRMAN:  If we have fewer interjections, and if the minister answers with a rapid response, we will 
move on. 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will be very brief.  I went to Karnet Prison Farm, Casuarina Prison, Hakea Prison, 
Broome Regional Prison, Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison and Bandyup Women’s Prison.  I spoke to a 
number of the staff.  They raised a number of issues, especially about what happened after the Bunbury incident, 
which was despicable, to say the least.  However, it highlighted a number of security issues for staff working on 
the premises, including personal alarm systems etc, which we are addressing.  Hopefully we will introduce them 
in the near future.  It also allowed me to look at some of the operational areas at the Karnet Prison Farm and also 
the Casuarina Prison.  The staff are doing a fantastic job, sometimes in difficult circumstances.  I went to 
Bandyup Women’s Prison, in the member for Swan Hills’ electorate.  I want to congratulate the staff there for a 
job fantastically well done.  A number of areas need to improve.  However, I found that the people working in 
the system are absolutely committed to making sure that they deliver the best service.  My role, as the new 
minister, is to support them by providing them with the tools that they need to do a good job.  I commend Ian 
Johnson, who is sitting in the chamber.  He is the new Acting Executive Director WA Prisons. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My brother! 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I pity him if he is the member’s brother.  Seriously, he has done a fantastic job of settling 
down the whole prison area and allowing some of the changes that need to be made to happen.  I do not say this 
because a lot of the people are present; however, the support they have given to the changes that we needed to 
make has been fantastic.  I thank all the staff for doing that.  With the government and the opposition working 
together - we need the support of the opposition - in a positive manner for the benefit of the system, rather than 
the government being continually knocked by the opposition, we will restore the balance within the prison 
system and get a blueprint for future change that we can all be proud of and sign up to for the benefit of the 
whole community.  I look forward to the member for Hillarys’ bipartisan support when we come up with the 
changes that are required.  I thank the member for Hillarys.  His brother is doing a wonderful job! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will tell him when I see him!  I refer to completed works on page 1038 and to the courts 
system maintenance referred to under business systems.  Obviously, this is to do with the courts.  I had a 
complaint from somebody at the Broome court.  Seventy people were called for jury service, and 25 of them 
were selected.  However, there were only 25 chairs for people to sit on.  The rest of the people had to sit on the 
floor.  Does the minister think that he could find funding in his budget for a few extra chairs for the Broome 
court so that those people who are called up for jury service can sit on a chair rather than on the floor? 

[8.50 pm] 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am sure that the director general has heard the member’s comments and will have a 
look at the issue.  I do not think it falls strictly within my portfolio, but I am sure that the director general 
understands the urgency of the matter and will give it due consideration.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Due consideration!  Why does the minister not just say that he will do it? 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am not sure that the member can count.  Before I commit to doing something, I want to 
make sure that the member can count.   

Ms J.A. RADISICH:  I refer the minister to the major policy decisions listed on page 1018.  The third of the 
decisions made prior to the state election is the response to the Hooker inquiry.  There are some budget 
allocations, as well as money in the forward estimates.  My question relates to the escape of prisoners from the 
Supreme Court in June 2004 and the subsequent Hooker review.  What internal Department of Justice reviews 
have been put in place and, more importantly, what measures have been put in place to improve the management 
of court security?   
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Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The department has established the court security directorate with the responsibility to 
assess and address threats to all court security, including all in-court and court custody matters.  That represents 
a major improvement in that it brings the management of all aspects of court security into a single business 
structure.  The director is also responsible for liaison across judicial custodial operational intelligence functions, 
including the Western Australia police state security unit and the state intelligence services.  The following 
achievements have been completed to date: audits of all major and regional court custody centres; the 
enhancement of facilities in which security deficits were identified, including additional closed-circuit television 
coverage and enhancement of the security features in sally areas and sally ports at Broome and Kalgoorlie 
prisons; the establishment of a program of operational reviews; the introduction of an operational strategic risk 
management process; the availability of threat assessments to inform executive decision making; and, finally, the 
commencement of ongoing liaison and consultation with the Western Australia Police Service and other 
agencies about the emergency management and contingency arrangements.  The member can see that we have 
done a helluva lot in this area.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  My question relates to the Attorney General’s portfolio.  I understand that a lot of issues 
that fall within his portfolio have been incorporated in the minister’s portfolio.  

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  If the question relates to division 61, I will refer it to the appropriate officer.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to the judiciary and judicial support, which is referred to on page 1022.  The Chief 
Justice is absent from the court at the moment.  How long will he be away for, and what measures have been put 
in place to ensure that the workload of the court is looked after?  The Chief Justice has the role of Lieutenant 
Governor.  He also has an administrative role at the court.  It is a very complex role.  Will the minister put on 
another judge?  What has been put in place?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I refer that question to the director general, who will give the member better clarification.  
Justice Murray is the Acting Chief Justice.  I will allow the director general to expand on the other functions that 
are being taken up.   

Mr A. Piper:  As the minister has indicated, the role of Chief Justice during the leave of absence of Justice 
Malcolm is being undertaken by Justice Murray.  I am sure the member will be aware that he has been a keen 
administrator within the court and, I am sure, will very ably fulfil that role.  I am not able to comment on what 
other contingent arrangements have been made, but I am aware that the Solicitor General, the court and the 
Attorney General have that issue under active review and will ensure that the function of the court is adequately 
maintained.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I merely want to know whether there is any provision for a commissioner to be appointed.  
The Supreme Court has a heavy workload.  What provision has been made?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  That question will need to be answered by the Attorney General.  The member might 
have to put that question on notice, because I cannot ask a question of another minister through this process.  The 
Chief Justice is on leave, and when people are on leave, there are processes for accommodating that situation.  It 
is not something new.  It may be extended leave, but it is still leave.  That is a normal process of the court.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY:  I refer to page 1028 and the re-entry program under service 4.  How has the re-entry 
initiative benefited victims?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  This is one of those really good stories.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is it a bedtime story?  

The CHAIRMAN:  It will be a short story! 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It will be nice and short.  This is important for the opposition as well.  The re-entry 
justice mediation program was initiated in the Central Law Courts in May 2003 as a court-based program to 
enable an immediate response to major referrals for victim-offender mediation.  The program will provide 
restorative justice to victims by utilising measures such as empowering victims to be involved in justice, because 
generally victims feel excluded and even further victimised, and by helping the victims work through the offence 
by talking it through with the offender.  This often empowers them.  Apologies and restitution can also often be 
negotiated through this process.  Prior to this program, the rate of referral was very low; for example, in 2001-02 
there were only 11 referrals and from 2002 to May 2003 there were only three.  However, since May 2003 there 
have been 199 referrals through court 37.  Member for Hillarys, this is important.  Why does the member not like 
good news?  Is there a problem?  Following the success of the program at the Central Law Courts, it was 
expanded in 2003-04 to Rockingham, Mandurah, Bunbury, Busselton, Hedland, Karratha, Roebourne, 
Joondalup, Midland and Geraldton.  These locations now have a total of 916 victim referrals, and 35 per cent of 
those victims receive either face-to-face or indirect mediation.  There is funding in the 2005-06 budget for a new 
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position to expand to two further courts, the Fremantle and Kalgoorlie courts; a support position for the program 
based in Perth; and the addition of a further senior mediation officer to provide support and supervision within 
the victim mediation unit.  The program will be expanded to include Fremantle in July 2005 and Kalgoorlie in 
August 2005.  I think it is a great idea.  It makes victims appreciative of the fact and it restores the balance, 
which is what this government is about.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How many Department of Justice employees have been seconded to the Mahoney 
inquiry?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I will ask the director general to answer that question.  I think the Mahoney inquiry has 
about 22 staff but I am not sure how many are from the department.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I am sure that the member for Hillarys has referred to a certain page of the budget papers. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Which page would that be? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is the first page of the general budget for the justice department.   

[9.00 pm] 

Mr A. Piper:  It is a simple answer: one.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  One staff member of the Department of Justice is seconded to the Mahoney inquiry?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Yes.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is interesting.  It was a very simple question and a very simple answer; that is fine. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I like those; they are very good.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am very good at asking those questions.  Can I ask another quick one, then, Madam 
Chairman?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No! 

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Opposition members are fighting among themselves about who will ask the next 
question!   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My question is, to some extent, on the same subject; it is all to do with the Department of 
Justice.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Nice try!  I will come back to the member for Hillarys.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  When will the first brick be laid for the new court complex in the central business district?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I ask the director general to answer the question.   

Mr A. Piper:  As the member would be aware, the contractor is already on-site and is undertaking a preliminary 
clean-up of the site.  If the member has been past the site, she will have noticed the site sheds and the clean-up 
activity.  I could be facetious and say that I do not think that there will be any bricks in the building; it will be 
made mainly of concrete and glass.  However, I would not dare give an answer that was that disrespectful.  We 
are talking about construction commencing this month; we expect it to occur in the next week or so.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have another simple question.  As I understand it, there is now a six-week training 
period for prison officers.  That is inadequate.  I believe that it used to take three months.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  It took 12 months and is now down to five months.  The director general would like to 
answer the question.   
Mr A. Piper:  The period the minister referred to is the total recruitment, selection and training period, which 
was 12 months from inception to finalisation.  The training component took 12 weeks and now takes 11 weeks.  
It has been consolidated somewhat.  To clarify the situation for the member, I understand that court security 
officers, who do not have to be trained to the same level as prison officers, are trained for approximately six 
weeks.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  So the six-week training period is just for court security officers?  

Mr A. Piper:  That is my understanding.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  For prison officers, the training period is 11 weeks, reduced from 12? 

Mr A. Piper:  I understand that the department’s training program is now 11 weeks.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 7 June 2005] 

 p60b-80a 
Mr Rob Johnson; Chairman; Mr John D'Orazio; Mr John Quigley; Ms Jaye Radisich; Mr Brendon Grylls; Ms 

Sue Walker; Mrs Judy Hughes 

 [21] 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It was an easy question, with an easy answer.   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We are trying to make sure that we have enough staff to cover the numbers.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why does the director general answer my questions and the minister answer the questions 
asked by his colleagues?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I am happy for the director general to answer the member’s questions. 

The CHAIRMAN:  That is the end of my call sheet for questions unless somebody has any further questions on 
division 61.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have loads of them. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I thought that members might like to move on to another division.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We will soon do that, because I realise that my colleagues want to ask some small 
business questions.   

The CHAIRMAN:  In that case, I will give the call to the members for Hillarys, Nedlands and Mindarie.   
Ms J.A. RADISICH:  Madam Chairman, the member for Kingsley had her hand up several times tonight, which 
you might not have seen.   

The CHAIRMAN:  I did not.  I will first give the call to the member for Kingsley and then to the member for 
Hillarys.   
Mrs J. HUGHES:  I refer to service 4, and the first dot point on page 1028.  What is being done to develop and 
implement culturally appropriate justice programs for remote Aboriginal communities?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  Following the findings of the Gordon Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies to 
Complaints of Family Violence and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities, the government committed to 
improving services to Aboriginal communities, especially those in remote areas.  The regional programs 
development officers have commenced working with Aboriginal communities in the Kimberley, Pilbara, mid 
west and goldfields to identify, develop and deliver programs to address issues of violence, substance abuse, 
sexual offending and relapse prevention.  To be successful, it is important that these programs meet both the 
community’s and the government’s expectations.  That is why the officers have been working in close 
consultation with Aboriginal communities and service providers to ensure that the programs are culturally 
appropriate before they are piloted.  The government is also looking at the structure of the Kimberley custodial 
plan, which also works in with Aboriginal issues, because things need to be done in a different way.  When I 
visited Broome Regional Prison I was horrified to find that about 98 per cent of the prison population were 
Aboriginals.  I spoke to some of the people involved in that prison.  The systems that are in place are not 
working; we need to do things differently.  I have committed our government to making sure that we try to 
resolve that problem in a collaborative way with the community, because this will never be achieved without 
getting the government, the department and the communities to take responsibility for what is happening.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer to the new works listed on page 1038, and specifically to juvenile detention 
centres.  During the state election campaign, two juvenile detention centres were promised in the marginal seats 
of Geraldton and Kalgoorlie.  The budget shows funding of only $250 000 per centre in 2006-07.  Given that the 
cost of each detention centre has been put at $12 million, when will those centres be available for use?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member needs to understand that the government has approved the project officer, 
who must work in consultation with the communities to resolve all the issues, such as the siting of the centres, 
the required approvals and so forth.  Those issues must be discussed with the communities.  It is not in this 
financial year but in the next that the appropriation will be commenced to provide for something on the ground; 
in other words, buildings.  They will probably be ready within 24 to 36 months.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Probably just before the next election.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member could not argue about the two locations of Geraldton and Kalgoorlie.  They 
are two areas that need detention centres.  The opposition and the government both recognise the need for 
detention centres in those areas.  The government will build those centres.  The resources have been allocated 
and the project manager appointed.  It is now a matter of going through the necessary processes.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would like some detention centres to be developed further north as well.  Is the 
government considering doing that?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The member understands that this is a major capital program.  I understand that we need 
to look at custodial areas further north.  That is being done through a custodial plan.  There may be a need to 
build another remand centre, but I would like to build the two to which the government is committed; that is, 
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Geraldton and Kalgoorlie.  There will already be a fairly long lead time.  The Mahoney inquiry will examine 
future infrastructure needs, including for prisons and detention centres.  That inquiry will hopefully identify 
long-term needs for capital expenditure for such things as remand centres.  I would like to wait for that plan.  As 
I said earlier, it will hopefully present us with a blueprint for the future to which we can all sign up.  This is 
above politics.  If a plan can be developed that both sides of politics can adopt, some commitment can be made 
to provide infrastructure to solve this problem.  It will be a problem for whichever side of politics is in power.  
There will never be enough facilities for a state as diverse as Western Australia.  Money has been provided in the 
budget for pre-planning for the Geraldton and Kalgoorlie centres.  Consultation will occur.  The centres will be 
built within 24 to 36 months.  The member knows as well as I do that these things are controversial and that the 
time frames might expand.  The government has committed to that process and has put money in the budget to 
do the preliminary work.  The project officer has been appointed.  We now need a reference group; that will 
happen.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I refer to the item on the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act on page 1017.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  I think that comes under the Attorney General, but I am happy to handball the member’s 
question.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Why is the chief assessor of the Office of Criminal Injuries Compensation not here?  
Could she not come?   

Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  The chief assessor is not here, but we are not sure who that is at this point.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is Helen Porter.  In her report to Parliament last year she mentioned the inadequacy of 
the client reception area at the office, particularly for people who are traumatised or suffer from an intellectual 
disability or injury and who require confidential, patient and sensitive handling.  She said that approval had been 
given to plans to create a reception area and a secure interview room, and hoped that work would commence on 
the first stage of the building work in the first quarter of 2004.  Has that been done?   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We are not aware of that matter.  If the member wants an answer to be provided, we can 
do that, but at this stage no-one here is aware of whether that has happened.  We will provide the answer to the 
member by way of supplementary information if she would like.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.   
Mr J.B. D’ORAZIO:  We will supply by way of supplementary information an answer to whether the budget 
allocation has been expended for the new reception area and rooms for the Office of Criminal Injuries 
Compensation.   

[Supplementary Information No A21.] 
The appropriation was recommended.   
[9.10 pm] 
 


