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PRISONS AND SENTENCING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 29 June. 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [8.47 pm]:  The opposition will support this bill, although we 
will propose minor amendments.  We also await with interest other amendments proposed for the committee 
stage.  I have a number of questions I would like to work through during the committee stage when we arrive 
there, and I look forward to doing so.  We are advised that the key features of this bill cover such subjects as 
temporary absences from prison; the exchange of information to facilitate offender management, research and 
victim support; prisoner wellbeing and rehabilitation - an entire new part 9 is proposed to be inserted into the 
principal act - and work camps.  In addition to those four areas, there are a range of consequential amendments 
to sundry principal acts.  In my dealings with the bill I have been advised that those are the key reasons for the 
bill, and most of the provisions flow from the Mahoney report and its recommendations for legislative change. 

In reading the bill, I noted that other provisions in the bill include evidence of the government’s fixated 
determination to remove the vice-regal office from the statutes of Western Australia.  I noted that the bill, as first 
delivered, replete as it was with recommendations flowing from the Mahoney report - bill 134-1 - did not contain 
provisions to remove references to the Queen.  However, something terrible must have happened in another 
place because bill 134-2, which we are now considering, has allowed this cancerous element to intrude yet again.  
I fear that when we approach the relevant clause, which will not be long because it is at the start of the bill, I 
might have to pause to advise the house again of the inadvisability of that course of action.  That is one thing that 
does not feature in the government’s explanation in the second reading speech.   

Hon George Cash:  You’ll have to change the name of “Her Majesty’s prison” to “Her state prison”. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hon George Cash, as usual, makes a brilliant and helpful interjection, which clearly 
points the way ahead for all sorts of opportunities for detailed discussion in the committee stage.  We look 
forward to that.  There are some other provisions that are also - 

Hon George Cash:  Is that a yes or a no? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  It is a reservation.  I do not want to digress but we might find that the title 
“HM prison” is not used broadly in Western Australia.  If it ever has been, it certainly has not been for some 
time.  It has been in use in a number of other states.  I think one example is HM Prison Pentridge.  No doubt the 
minister at the table will demonstrate that he is the fount of all knowledge and will take us through those matters 
of concern, together with some other matters of interest to the house in addition to those that were particularly 
highlighted.  The other matters include elements in the bill concerning penalties for breaches of contract in the 
management of prisoners and prisons.  We will have to pause and examine that provision.   
There is a provision in the bill relating to the handling of prisoners’ mail via proposed new section 67A.  
Members will be glad to examine this provision.  The opposition will support it.  The proposed new section deals 
with procedures relating to prisoners’ mail that is not to be sent to certain persons.  Members may recall that an 
ugly incident occurred some time ago - I guess such incidents occur from time to time - whereby a prisoner sent 
personal correspondence to the victim of crimes for which he was in prison.  That caused a great deal of distress.  
I do not propose to re-visit the circumstances of that incident.  I am pleased that there is a provision in the bill 
that will enable a person or their agent to give the chief executive officer written notification advising that the 
person does not wish to receive mail from a prisoner named in the notification and specifying the person’s 
reasons for not wishing to receive that mail.  This provision provides that if a letter or parcel from a prisoner is 
addressed to a person and the superintendent is aware that a notification has been received advising that the 
person does not wish to receive mail from that prisoner, the superintendent may return the letter or the parcel to 
the prisoner or otherwise deal with the letter or parcel in accordance with an order of the chief executive officer.  
In this case, the person who gives notice that they do not want to receive mail does not necessarily have to be the 
direct victim of the prisoner; it may be some other associated party.   
The question of how prisons deal with mail that arrives for prisoners or prisoners’ outward mail is problematic.  
One of the first considerations in a prison is security.  First and foremost, there is a requirement for prisons to 
keep their inmates safe.  That relates to not only keeping them in good health and protecting them from harm but 
also making sure that they cannot escape or otherwise break the law.  The security implications concerning mail 
are pretty obvious.  Mail must be monitored to make sure that prisoners do not plan escape attempts, set up 
offences to be committed in revenge for those that they believe put them inside or a whole lot of other things that 
members can imagine.  At the same time mail must be monitored on a risk assessment basis because the volume 
of mail that emanates from and returns to a prison is significant.  The family members and friends of those who 
are held in custody in a prison understand that mail is a great comfort to someone in that circumstance, so there 
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is likely to be more personal correspondence than the average person might normally receive.  Similarly, 
prisoners have a need to correspond because that is the way they can best communicate with people they cannot 
see on a regular basis.  Officers have a difficult situation dealing with the volume of mail.  They cannot, and do 
not, inspect and censor every item of mail, particularly letters.  Packages can be scrutinised but letters cannot be 
completely examined.  The vast majority of mail is not of an insidious nature, but some of it may be.  There is an 
element of risk assessment. 
However, problems have arisen with prisoners who have left behind a victim or a trail of victims who are 
traumatised by the circumstances of the offence, quite often some form of very serious assault of one sort or 
another.  A situation arose that I alluded to a little while ago.  It concerned correspondence sent to the victim by 
the offender that, to all outward appearances, would not have aroused suspicion or objection from anyone 
viewing that letter if it had been examined.  The letter, which outwardly seemed quite innocent, was a chilling 
piece of correspondence to be received by the victim.  One can imagine the effect it would have on a victim, still 
traumatised by an offence committed against her years before, to suddenly receive a letter out of the blue from 
the perpetrator saying he was looking forward to seeing her again.  That was a shocking thing to receive.  To all 
outward appearances, the letter was not an offensive letter and nor did it contain a threat.  The threat was implied 
only because of the relationship between the perpetrator and the victim.  In the circumstances that I described the 
letter was obviously very menacing and upsetting to the victim.  Upon receiving that letter, the victim became a 
victim all over again.  I am very pleased that the government has proposed new clause 67A.  The opposition will 
support it.  The bill also countenances provisions for hearings by video-link for prison offences.  The opposition 
broadly supports those provisions.   
The second reading speech refers to the recommendations for legislative change that were proposed by the 
Mahoney inquiry.  To give a quick overview of those recommendations, I was provided with a summary by a 
helpful officer.  As they relate to the bill, the Mahoney recommendations can be viewed in three groups.  A 
certain number of recommendations were proposed, some of which relate to the matters that we are dealing with.  
I understand that the government proposes to introduce another bill in the new year.  That will be a corrective 
services bill, and it will consolidate a range of administrative changes in existing legislation.  Members might 
ask, as I did, why we are not dealing with that final bill now, because it will be the third in a series of three bills.  
Not so long ago we dealt with the first in the series, the Parole and Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill, 
which was passed by this place a little while ago.  We are now dealing with the second bill in the series, the 
Prisons and Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill.  It has been convenient for the government to arrange its 
legislative changes in this way.  I was interested to hear by way of response from the parliamentary secretary 
why the changes have been made in this way.  We have dealt with parole matters, we are dealing with prison 
matters and later on we will look at a consolidation of those matters, together with a few other issues.  The 
response I received in answer to that obvious question is that the corrective services legislation, the final 
consolidation, is simply not ready and cannot be prepared until next year.  If that is the case, why have we gone 
ahead with this and the previous bill?  The answer given by the government was that certain changes need to be 
made now to facilitate the smooth running of the prison administration and that it is preferable to put this bill 
through the Parliament now rather than waiting another six months or perhaps longer for the final consolidation 
bill.  I am not worried by any of that.  I have given a detailed explanation of the opposition’s view on proposed 
new section 67A, which relates to the treatment of prisoners’ outward mail in particular circumstances.  That is a 
new provision.  In the opposition’s view, it is a necessary provision that will protect vulnerable people.  We are 
more than happy to deal with those provisions now rather than put them off until the new year.  We are not 
offended by that alternative.  We are happy for the trilogy of bills to proceed on that basis.  When we consider 
the corrective services bill six months or so down the track, we will be able to see how some of the changes have 
worked.  We will be able to inquire into how the provisions that we are now dealing with have been put into 
practice.  Indeed, some finetuning may be needed when we debate the final consolidating bill.   

I come back to the bill we are dealing with today.  If members look at the legislative recommendations that 
impact on this bill, they will see that the people drafting the bill had regard for the following recommendations.  
First, recommendation 16 recommends that the corrections legislation - that is the ultimate piece of legislation - 
should stipulate that the commissioner may direct any sentenced prisoner to work.  It also suggests that remand 
prisoners be offered the opportunity to work.  That provision was already contained in the Prisons Act and it has 
been retained in this bill.  Recommendation 37 recommended that the bill should state in general terms the 
purpose for granting absences from prisons.  As we shall see, some extensive provisions deal with the 
circumstances surrounding absences from prisons.  The sorts of absences, members may be interested to know, 
are many and varied and they relate to a range of absences that are necessary for prisoners.  For example, a 
prisoner may seek leave of absence for medical treatment, to attend a funeral or to attend court.  The 
abovementioned reasons - there are more - are legitimate reasons for a prisoner to leave prison.  However, there 
must be a mechanism in law for that absence to be regularised, because the law also states that having been 
sentenced to prison, prisoners are required to stay in prison.  We must consider the range of circumstances in 
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which absences are granted.  We will consider the ones I have mentioned and we will also consider conditional 
releases, releases to work, day releases and a range of other detailed circumstances of absence.   

We dealt with a number of other recommendations in the Parole and Sentencing Legislation Amendment Bill, 
which I shall not revisit today.  Several other recommendations that we have not seen will be contained in the 
final corrective services bill.  One recommendation that we will debate on this bill is recommendation 73 which, 
I note, states that the Department of Justice should be abolished and that the divisions contained in it should be 
divided into two separate parts.  The first is a Department of the Attorney General and the second is a 
Department of Corrective Services.  That shows that it is all one big revolving wheel, as everything old becomes 
new again.  It seems to me that government departments have a history of integration, disintegration and 
reintegration.  The Roman soldier Petronius made his famous observation that every time it seemed we were 
getting somewhere, they would reorganise us, which gave the impression of progress while not necessarily 
achieving anything.  There is a recommendation in the report to split the Department of Justice.  Therefore, for 
the moment, there is no Department of Justice.  In fact, it has been split into the Department of the Attorney 
General and the Department of Corrective Services.  I can remember in the past, decades ago, there being 
departments for corrections and corrective services, so we are back to that arrangement again.  I wonder how 
long it will be until someone has a brilliant idea to reintegrate the two again.  We shall see. 

Recommendation 74 is a good one.  It basically states -  

Where legislation is required in relation to structural recommendations, Government should move to 
enact such legislation in a timely manner. 

I do not know whether that means we should look at the corrective services bill, the final consolidation and 
amendment that is coming in the never-never some time next year, as being a failure by the government to act in 
a timely manner or whether the parole bill we have dealt with or the prisons bill we are now dealing with ahead 
of that earlier bill means that the government is getting on with it.  Anyway, we are told that that 
recommendation is accommodated.  I note in passing that recommendation 77 was not accepted by the 
government, so we will not dwell on that. 

Finally, recommendation 85 states -  

The Corrections Act should require the Department to specifically contemplate the unique cultural 
needs of Indigenous offenders in the development, delivery and evaluation of policies, programs and 
services. 

Indeed, as we examine the bill in detail, we will see that there is plenty of consideration along those lines in the 
bill. 

I have indicated the opposition’s broad support for the bill, I have indicated that we need to have a number of 
discussions when considering the detail of the bill in committee, and I have indicated that we should have regard 
for the supplementary notice paper, which I see is now up to its fourth issue.  Therefore, with all those matters 
still to be dealt with, I will conclude my remarks at this point and indicate that the opposition will indeed support 
the passage of this bill. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.13 pm]:  The Prisons and Sentencing Legislation Amendment 
Bill amends the Prisons Act 1981 and the Sentence Administration Act 2003.  It is claimed in the second reading 
speech that these amendments implement the recommendations of the Mahoney report and are also in 
preparation for a new corrective services act.  It is unclear to me why the minister has chosen to amend the 
current act instead of introducing a new corrective services act, although it appears from the comments of 
Hon Simon O’Brien that there is a suggestion that this bill needs to be dealt with more urgently, and the 
comprehensive amendments that will be contained in the corrective services bill can wait until later.  I hope that 
that bill, when we deal with it, will streamline the implementation of some of the provisions contained in the 
Mahoney recommendations, because the bill that we are dealing with today certainly does not address all of 
those recommendations. 

One of the issues in this bill that has come to my attention is to do with the contracting out of particular tasks in 
the prison system.  Proposed section 7(2a) allows the chief executive officer to use any individual or 
organisation in any way for the purpose of the performance of functions under the Prisons Act.  Whereas it could 
be argued that this proposed section has the potential to open up the prison system to other service providers, the 
use of people external to Corrective Services is of concern to the Greens.  We have long been vocal in our 
opposition to the privatisation of the prison system.  It seems to me that this is a step in the same direction.  The 
duties affecting the special relationship between the state and a prisoner should be performed by public servants 
and not outsourced and performed by contractors, in our view.  This provision certainly seems to be another step 
in that direction.  I find it extremely ironic that when we first debated the issue of privatisation of prisons in WA, 
when the government was of the other persuasion - it was a Liberal government - the Labor Party was 
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vehemently and passionately opposed to the privatisation of prison and custodial services.  Obviously, it has 
changed its position on that.  Therefore, proposed section 7(2a) raises concerns for us. 
Concerns are also equally valid regarding clause 39, which proposes to change section 94 of the Sentence 
Administration Act to make the assistance of any individual available to the chief executive officer.  We are not 
concerned about the additional consultation and collaboration, but we would not be happy if Corrective Services 
used private contractors to fulfil public functions.  The bill proposes that the assistance of any organisation for 
any function can be obtained.  What kind of assistance is envisaged and what should the CEO take into 
consideration when making decisions about the use of such assistance?  It is interesting to look at what the 
Mahoney report said about the sort of guidance that might be appropriate in this regard.  On page xvii of the 
Mahoney report, recommendation 18, which is about clinicians and consultants, states -  

Where clinicians or consultants are involved in the treatment of offenders, clear guidelines should be 
provided in relation to their roles.  In this regard, the Department should adopt recommendations 61 to 
64 contained in the Closing Submissions of Counsel Assisting. 

They are also included in the Mahoney report.  Mahoney was saying, certainly in regard to the involvement of 
clinicians and consultants, that the guidelines need to be spelt out clearly.  I argue that with this clause, which 
refers to other organisations providing assistance, there should be clear guidelines, but the bill does not provide 
for them.  The bill fails to give such guidelines, but it introduces, in clause 12, a new section 15DA, which deals 
with penalties for breaching contracts; that is, for the private providers in the prison system.  It seems to me that, 
on the one hand, the government is very keen for the bill to ensure that there are penalties for breaches but, on 
the other hand, the bill does not provide clear guidelines for the engagement of private contractors.  
Recommendation 3 of the Mahoney report calls for unequivocal objectives for the correction systems.  It states - 

The Department should develop unequivocal objectives for the corrections system that forms the basis 
of all policies and actions of the Department.  

When the minister responds to these comments, I will be interested to know where in this bill that 
recommendation has been picked up.  It seems to me that that was one of the most significant recommendations 
of the Mahoney report.  It is not apparent to me where in this bill unequivocal objectives for the corrections 
system are clearly stated.  If they are not included, we will be failing to implement one of the strongest 
recommendations of the Mahoney inquiry.   
Section 20 of the Court Security and Custodial Services Act 1999 contains a very clear and extensive list of 
guidelines and restrictions on what a contractor, employee or agent of a contractor can and cannot do.  If private 
contracting is done within the prison system in this way, I would be interested to know why this bill does not 
contain similar guidelines and powers.  Section 20 of the Court Security and Custodial Services Act deals with 
the powers of the CEO to delegate to other contractors and private organisations and, for that matter, individuals.  
Using someone’s assistance and letting people perform functions as contractors appears to be not clearly 
differentiated but merely a matter of interpretation.  A critical element appears to be whether the contractor can 
make any decisions in performing the contracts that are relevant to the management of the offender.  Such 
decisions will be about the performance of functions.  I am looking forward to an explanation from the minister 
concerning the difference between disallowing the use of contractors and the opportunity to use contractors as 
assistants.  Such differences need to be distinguished within the bill.   

I would like also more information on the definition of contractor under clause 40.  Proposed section 97B refers 
to the Court Security and Custodial Services Act 1999, which defines a contractor as “a person, other than the 
CEO, who has entered into a contract”.  This definition appears very broad and includes people who provide 
training services to prison staff as much as people who deliver groceries.  I am considering an amendment to 
deal with this matter to make it considerably clearer.   

I refer now to practising religions in prison.  I agree with the proposed amendments that seek to concentrate the 
welfare of prisoners in one part of the Prisons Act.  However, I object to unnecessary changes in the wording of 
the specific items, such as section 53, which refers to the practice of religion and spiritual belief by prisoners.  
Although I commend the government on the expansion of the concept of religion, the proposed amendment 
actually puts the practice of religion under restriction of security, good order and prison management.  The bill 
allows for engaging in practices and observance of the prisoner’s religion or spiritual belief; whereas the current 
Prisons Act allows prisoners to practise the rites or attend services of his religious nomination in prison.  The 
current act also allows prisoners, upon commencement of their term, to state their current religion with a record 
to be kept.  This provision does not appear to be in this bill.   

I refer now to disclosure of information about an offender.  Clause 40 proposes to insert a provision giving the 
CEO the discretion to disclose information about an offender if the CEO considers it necessary to do so for the 
safety of the community.  What is the information to be considered by the CEO when making this decision?  
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How are the individual rights of the offender weighed in the requirement to consider the impact of the release of 
information to the public?  Also, the requirement to establish procedures, as contained in proposed section 
97B(8), for release of information does not encompass the release of information to the public.   

With regard to support for research, information exchanged for research purposes is to be made easier through 
clause 40 of the bill.  That is a welcome inclusion; nevertheless, it appears to be somewhat strange that clause 40 
inserts into the Sentence Administration Act section 97B(7) to give the CEO the right to collect data from 
anyone about offenders for research purposes.  What kind of research does the minister anticipate the department 
will undertake?  If this is an anticipated additional function, what will be the anticipated staffing requirements?   

Clause 60 of the bill seeks to change section 32(2) of the Criminal Law (Mentally Impaired Accused) Act 1996.  
I am interested in hearing from the minister what “furthering the interests of justice” means and what sort of 
cases this will cover.  The Greens (WA) support changes to the Victims of Crime Act 1994 to provide better 
assistance and support for victims of crime.  Clause 72 amends section 4 of the Victims of Crime Act, and will 
allow information to be given to the CEO in preparation of victim support services.  Such information is for any 
agency prescribed, but the Director of Public Prosecutions can provide information as it sees fit.  Any other 
agency can provide information only as prescribed.  Why is that differentiation made?  How will agencies be 
informed about this?  How long will it take to prescribe such information?  Will this impact on the accessibility 
of victim support services?   

It seems to me that this bill raises an ideal opportunity to respond to concerns that were raised by the Inspector of 
Custodial Services in his thirty-fifth report, which was a thematic review of offender health services.  Given that 
this bill deals with the provision of services, the Greens would like to see the recommendations addressed that 
flowed from the thirty-fifth report of the Inspector of Custodial Services while we are dealing with this bill.  This 
thirty-fifth report was released on 12 September this year.  It is worth referring to a media release Professor 
Harding made that day - 

Releasing his Report on Offender Health Services, to be tabled in Parliament later today, the Inspector 
of Custodial Services, Professor Richard Harding, said that the prison population had the worst health 
profile of any social group in Western Australia.  They had drastically greater rates of mental illness, 
diabetes, heart disease, transmissible blood-borne viruses such as Hepatitis C, sexually transmissible 
infections and drug-related conditions that required treatment.   

The existing health service for prisoners, run by the Department of Corrective Services, was struggling 
to cope with the demands.  It was under-funded and under-resourced.  As a marginal service provider, 
whose core business was not health, it had difficulty in making its voice heard within Government and 
even to some extent within the Department of Corrective Services itself.  

The mortality rates and hospital admission rates of recently released offenders were markedly greater 
than for comparable non-offender groups, indicating that the window of opportunity presented by their 
time in a relatively stable environment was not being effectively utilised.  Linkages with public health 
services fell away upon their release.  In the case of transmissible diseases, the potential impact of this 
was particularly worrying.   

It would be both cost-effective and an exemplary population health practice to transfer offender health 
services into the mainstream health system, rather than continuing to rely upon a marginal health 
service provided by an agency for whom health is not core business.  In New South Wales, the move to 
a Health Department managed service had brought tangible benefits.  Likewise, in the UK a three-year 
process of transfer of prisoner health services to the National Health Service had brought about marked 
improvements for prisoner-patients and improved continuity of health care, to the long-term public 
benefit.  In Western Australia, a similar move would particularly benefit the most needy health 
populations such as Aboriginals and women.   

The Department of Corrective Services has agreed with all of the main recommendations of the 
Report . . .  However, the Director General of the Health Department, Dr Neale Fong, has expressed his 
opposition, though conceding that the present services could be improved.   

Releasing the Report, Professor Harding paid tribute to the health professionals working within the 
Department of Corrective Services: 

‘Over the years, they have in difficult and trying conditions done their very best for their 
patients - often beyond the call of duty.  They have laboured in an environment where career 
development, opportunities and training are considerably more limited than in the mainstream 
health system.’   

Professor Harding added: 
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‘All the consumer groups we consulted support the proposed transfer of responsibility.  It 
should be emphasised that the recommendation that the Health Department take over 
responsibility for offender health services does not mean that they would be expected to 
provide all the services in question directly, as Dr Fong seems to suggest.  The expectation 
would be that the Health Department would draw together a full package of the required 
services from a range of providers, including private and NGO sectors as appropriate, just as is 
currently the case with other aspects of the public health system. 

In that way consistent standards would be achieved across the whole health system, thorough 
care and preventative health care would be enhanced, the current model for population health 
would be strengthened and a committed but marginalised workforce of health professionals 
brought within community health service arrangements.’   

I ask the minister: is there any reason that the recommendations as expressed by the Inspector of Custodial 
Services in his report cannot be included in this bill?  This legislation is about the provision of services within 
our prison system.  It seems to me that this is absolutely the right time and opportunity to act on the 
recommendations of Professor Harding.   

My next question is about clause 32.  This clause seeks to insert into the Prisons Act a new part IX that deals 
with prisoner wellbeing and rehabilitation.  Proposed section 95 deals with the preparation and implementation 
of activity programs.  Why does the bill provide only for addressing the needs of female and Aboriginal 
prisoners?  What about other marginalised groups within the prison system; for example, prisoners who suffer 
from a mental illness?  It is clear from Professor Harding’s report that there is a high incidence of mental illness 
within the prison system.  Also, with regard to juvenile prisoners, why has the government chosen to single out 
the needs of female Aboriginal prisoners in particular?  I am not suggesting that their needs are not important.  
However, has any consideration been given to other marginalised groups within the prison system?  Proposed 
section 95A deals with the medical care of prisoners.  It provides that the chief executive officer is to ensure that 
medical care and treatment is provided to the prisoners in each prison.  The CEO can use the assistance of any 
other organisation, such as the Department of Health.  We suggest that the bill should be amended to provide, as 
has been suggested by Professor Harding, that the supervisory role of the health department should be 
paramount.  That would mean that the changes that Professor Harding has suggested would be able to be 
implemented.  Proposed section 95C provides that the executive director, public health of the Department of 
Health is to cause the health and hygiene standards and conditions at every prison to be inspected from time to 
time.  It also imposes a duty on the executive director, public health to write a report to the CEO.  It would be 
good if that report had to be provided also to the Inspector of Custodial Services and was a public document.  I 
suggest that this report should also be tabled in the Parliament.   

With those comments, we will be supporting the bill.  I have placed some amendments on the supplementary 
notice paper.  I will address those amendments when we go into committee.  I seek a response from the minister 
to the questions I have raised.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [9.36 pm]:  I have taken an interest in this bill, mainly because of 
an incident that arose in Geraldton, when the government proposed to spend $12 million on the construction of a 
remand centre but failed, in my view, to outline how it intended to implement the processes that would need to 
be put in place to deal with the people who would be put into that facility.  We sometimes identify with the 
construction of facilities more than we identify with the way in which we will use those facilities for the benefit 
of prisoners or, for that matter, society.  This bill deals with the implementation of a legislative framework that 
was recommended in 2005 by the Mahoney inquiry.  The bill deals exactly with what I have been talking about; 
that is, the management of offenders in custody.  The Mahoney report talks about the need for prisoners to be 
allowed to have temporary absences from prison to get some value from education and training programs.  That 
is essential to ensure the wellbeing of prisoners.  It talks about the need for compassionate and humane treatment 
of prisoners and their families for funeral attendance, and the facilitation of the provision of mental health, 
medical and health services for prisoners.  It mentions also that in the interests of justice, prisoners should be 
allowed to attend a court.   

The main area that I want to talk about is clause 32 and the preparation and implementation of programs to 
develop and meet the needs of Aboriginal and women prisoners.  Both Hon Giz Watson and Hon Simon O’Brien 
have touched on this issue.  I believe that such programs should be directed at everyone in the prison.  We need 
to develop a mechanism to enable prisoners to be better equipped when they come out of prison.  We certainly 
need to promote their health and wellbeing.  I am well and truly aware of some of the issues that revolve around 
that area.  This will take place under the broad power that will be given to the chief executive officer to arrange 
for the provision of these services.  However, it also touches on providing prisoners with the opportunity to 
acquire knowledge and skills.  In the case of the facility that was proposed in Geraldton, the real value of that 
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proposal would have been in enabling young prisoners to learn how to operate a truck or a computer, or 
whatever else, so that they could gain some skills that would enable them to earn a living when they got back 
into the community, rather than be drawn into other areas of activity that are of no value to the community 
whatsoever.  The Mahoney report recommended that prisoners learn how to integrate back into the community 
upon release so that they can maintain and support and strengthen the family.  That is certainly a major issue.  
Too often families in the community are broken, as senior family members with responsibility for looking after 
younger family members are removed.  Parents must be involved in raising their children, rather than it being 
left to other people in the community.  Counselling services and other assistance to prisoners and their families 
with respect to their personal and social matters once again goes to the issue of how they look after their own 
health.  For instance, learning to cook and maintain a sanitary environment are very much part of what is 
required.  If members do not think that these are real issues, they should get out amongst some of these 
communities and see what is happening to people in general, and certainly to see some of these people who are 
in dire need of assistance. 

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at the next day’s sitting.]  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House). 
 


