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Division 32:  Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, $1 487 000 -  
Hon Barry House, Deputy Chairman.   

Hon Nick Griffiths, Minister for Racing and Gaming representing the Attorney General.   

Professor R. Harding, Inspector of Custodial Services.   

Mr D. Summers, Manager.   

Mr R. Stacey, Director of Operations.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I would like to 
welcome you to today’s hearing.  Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in 
assisting Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The 
Committee values that assistance.   

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, and so on in preface to their questions.  If 
supplementary information is to be provided, I ask your cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the 
Committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard 
style for the documents has been provided to your advisers.  The Committee reminds agency representatives to 
respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the extent of personal observations.  For the benefit of 
members and Hansard, I ask the minister to introduce his advisers to the Committee, and for each adviser to 
please state their full name, contact address and the capacity in which they appear before the Committee.  At this 
time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have read, understood and completed the Information for 
Witnesses form and whether they fully understand the meaning and effect of the provision of that document.  

WITNESSES:  Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I indicate that questions were placed on notice by Hon Giz Watson prior to 
today’s hearing, and the answers to those have been tabled.  The lead speakers for this session are Hon Giz 
Watson for the Greens (WA), Hon John Fischer for One Nation, Hon Murray Criddle for the National Party, Hon 
Jon Ford for the Labor Party and Hon Peter Foss for the Liberal Party.    

Hon PETER FOSS:  Professor Harding is not strictly speaking an adviser.  He is here in his own capacity. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  That is correct.  He is an officer of the Parliament.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I was very concerned that Riverbank Prison was closed.  I thought that the inspector’s 
recommendation was that the problems be fixed rather than the prison closed down.  Before it became 
overcrowded, the prison was carrying out a very good best practice function.  It is disturbing that the drop in 
prisoner numbers meant it was closed rather than returned to its original function.  What is Professor Harding’s 
view on the function of Riverbank and the response to his report?   

[3.50 pm] 

Professor HARDING:  I would have been disappointed if the prison population had continued to rise.  As the 
prison population had already commenced to fall, frankly, the tyranny of expenditure and where to put the 
correctional dollar became overwhelming.  I entirely accept that it was up to the Government to decide whether 
Riverbank Prison should close.  It is my job to state the issues clearly, which I did.  That is the limit of my 
responsibility and jurisdiction.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have been unable to ascertain through government what has happened to the prisoners 
who previously received that specialised form of treatment at Riverbank.  I have been told they have been 
dispersed to suitable places.  Does Professor Harding have any knowledge of that?  Is there a similar regime 
anywhere in the prison system that addresses the needs of those special-needs prisoners in as effective a manner 
as Riverbank did?  Accepting that the Government makes the decision, are those prisoners’ needs being 
addressed elsewhere in the system?   

Professor HARDING:  As I understand it, it was considered that the Acacia and, to some extent, Bunbury 
Prisons could absorb that population.  The Government and the Department of Justice held an orientation session 
for some of the Riverbank prisoners before they went to Acacia Prison as part of the early prison population.  
There is a geriatric unit at Acacia Prison, which is probably one of its best features.  That is not replicated 
anywhere else in the State.  With regard to offender programs, particularly sex offender programs, they are being 
delivered at Acacia, although it is true that at the present time they are of mixed quality.  Some of those prisoners 
went to Bunbury Prison.  However, it is also true to say that the esprit de corps which that group of prisoners had 
- they looked after each other and there were very low levels of intimidation and bullying and so on - was 
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dispersed.  As I said, I understand the financial constraints that inevitably led to the Government’s decision to 
close the prison.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am concerned about the report on Hakea Prison.  There was quite a long delay between 
when the inspection was conducted and when the report was tabled in Parliament.  The intention was that the 
report be tabled and the Government would be given 30 days to respond to it.  However, there appeared to be a 
rather lengthy period of responding to draft reports prior to that time and then the Parliament went into a recess.  
Is the department happy with the period of time between its inspection being carried out and the time that the 
information and its opinions became public, or should there be a closer link between the two, which is what I 
believe?   

Professor HARDING:  To some extent, the delays the member has noticed are attributable to my own office.  If 
there is one clear weakness in our operations, it is the difficulty of writing quality draft reports as quickly as we 
would like.  We were able to do that in the early days of the office.  However, as the inspection rate increased, 
the time to write the reports diminished and some delays crept in.  To cope with that - this is referred to on page 
32 of the last annual report - when writing the Hakea report, I adopted the process of delivering a debrief there 
and then at the end of the inspection to all the affected parties.  I then recorded the debrief so that in the few days 
after the inspection had ceased, the debrief could be written, edited and sent to the department and all the 
relevant interested parties as an indication of our provisional views.  The purpose of that was to enable the 
department to get on with addressing the issues before the business of writing a full draft report and putting it 
into the system had been completed.  After the most recent inspection of the Greenough Regional Prison on 9 
May, I distributed the written debrief on 17 May and already the people at Greenough are starting to respond to 
it.  If the committee wishes, I am very happy to table that debrief as an example.   

The report on Hakea Prison was delayed.  However, I was not too displeased with it because we had already put 
our ideas into the system.  The department took a while to respond to it because of the radical nature of the 
recommendations.  Obviously, it is simple to respond to a very favourable inspection report and it is much more 
difficult to respond to a highly critical report.  Some time passed before the report was rewritten and given a final 
edit before printing.  There was a period of up to 31 days between submitting it to Parliament and its being 
tabled.  The very best time frame in which to conduct a straightforward report is six months from go to whoa; 
that is, from the day we leave the prison until the day the report is made available in Parliament.  The Hakea 
report took 11 months and the report on the Roebourne Regional Prison, which will be tabled next week, will 
also have taken 11 months.  That is too long and we are addressing that internally.   

With regard to the very difficult report on Acacia, I have taken the matter offline from our usual activities and I 
have brought in a consultant to write the first draft under my general direction.  Therefore, the activities of the 
office can continue in the usual way and yet the writing of this important report will not be unduly held up.  In 
summary, it would be churlish of me to blame the department for these delays.  Much of this is an in-house 
issue, which is being addressed in the best way we can.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  You indicated you were prepared to table a document.  Do you wish to table it?   

Professor HARDING:  Yes.   

Hon JON FORD:  The first dot point under major achievements for 2002-03 on page 514 of the Budget 
Statements refers to the renaming of the official prison visitors scheme to the independent prison visitors scheme 
to alleviate confusion.  What was the confusion and how does the renaming rectify this?   

Professor HARDING:  The confusion arose in an attempt by the Department of Justice to regularise access of 
non-Department of Justice staff to prisons.  The department issued all sorts of badges, some of which were 
described as official visitors.  They were given to lawyers and also some of the department’s own staff.  I believe 
that Aboriginal visitors had a similar label.  We were told by our own visitors that prisoners thought they could 
not speak to them frankly because it would go straight back to the Department of Justice.  In changing the name 
we tried to sell the message that these people are independent, and the word “official” does not quite have that 
connotation.   

[4.00 pm] 

Hon JON FORD:  On page 514 of the Budget Statements, the sixth dot point of major achievements for 2002-03 
refers to the completion of a thematic review of prisoner safety practices.  What does this mean and what was the 
outcome?  

Professor HARDING:  The thematic review entitled, “Vulnerable and Predatory Prisoners in Western Australia: 
A Review of Policy and Practice” will be tabled in this Chamber on 24 June.  The problem in prisons around the 
world - not just Western Australia - is that some people who are vulnerable in their daily lives and other people 
whose daily lives are exploited to live in a violent and predatory way, are brought together in a closed 
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environment.  Often these people would never meet in the outside world.  The Department of Justice in common 
with most departments recognises that there is a duty of care to the vulnerable prisoners.  Its way of responding 
is to usually quarantine them into what we call protection wings or units.  In so doing, their privileges are usually 
reduced and the quality of the services available to them is eroded.  Incidentally, the department also creates a 
subcategory of predatory prisoners; that is, the strongest of those amongst the protection group.  By the same 
token, the original predators - the violent, intimidating people - tend to have their lifestyles unaffected by their 
behaviours.  This is how departments react because of the duty of care concerns they have.  It is the easy way out 
but it is not a good enough way out.  They should be moving against the predators and persuading them to 
change their behaviour patterns leaving the vulnerable in the mainstream where they can access the services to 
which they are entitled so their quality of life is not adversely affected.   

We did a study of the three main prisons with protection prisoners - namely, Acacia Prison, Hakea Prison and 
Casuarina Prison - and identified the practices and policies on the ground of the department, suggested changes 
and contrasted the department’s performance in those prisons with its good practice in prisons such as Bunbury 
Regional Prison where it has successfully integrated sex offenders into the mainstream.  Karnet Prison Farm also 
falls into that category.  This report draws upon the best modern literature.  It is based upon our own fieldwork - 
ethnographic studies and so on - in Western Australian prisons.  It is a very Western Australian document that is 
anchored by international knowledge and literature and makes 17 recommendations, all of which have been 
accepted by the department in principle.   

Hon JON FORD:  On the same page under major achievements for 2002-03, the tenth dot point states that - 

Expert inspectors from the United Kingdom attracted to participate in complex Western Australian 
inspections and reviews.   

Why were these visits deemed necessary and how was the value or success of those visits determined?  

Professor HARDING:  To answer that I must refer to our staffing levels and skills.  Our budget pays for 11 core 
staff, including me, three of whom do administrative things; that is, the business services manager, the 
administrative secretary for the office, and a clerical assistant.  We have on our payroll seven people, which 
means we do not have available a full range of skills.  We try to supplement our skills by extensive use of 
outposted or seconded persons from other departments.  For example, the Auditor General - who will be here 
next - outposted two people to us for the inspection of Acacia Prison.  The Director General, Department of 
Agriculture has supplied personnel to write expert reports on the prison farms and how they tie in with 
correctional activities and so on.  However, there are still some areas that we believe we cannot cover with 
absolute confidence.  One of these is the pure technical security aspect of inspections.  We are getting better at it 
but there are some technical issues that people working constantly in the field become aware of in a way that our 
own staff never could.   

The question refers to the use in a Hakea Prison inspection of a senior British governor called Mr Walter 
MacGowan.  He has run Strangeways Liverpool prison and is currently the Director of Her Majesty’s Prison 
Altcourse, which is a private prison run by Group 4.  That prison is, in the view of the former chief inspector of 
prisons in the UK, the best run prison in the UK.  Mr MacGowan knows security systems inside out and his 
advice on the difficult Hakea Prison was absolutely invaluable.  The tests that he put to the staff in the course of 
the inspection were very revealing.  Because this is a controversial thing to do, it bears more credence if we have 
an international expert assisting us than if it is done simply as an in-house matter.  I have no hesitation about 
doing this within the limits of my capacity.  A lot of it is in fact an old boys’ network in the sense that I get these 
people for virtually nothing - this a budget Estimates Committee after all - through the grapevine.  To deal with 
the security issues in the Casuarina Prison I also got Sir David Ramsbotham, the former chief inspector of 
prisons in the UK, to do a security review, which cost the office absolutely nothing except for a lunch.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  In the mission statement for the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services it states 
that an independent expert and fair inspection service should take place.  How many people from the office are 
involved in a full inspection of prisons?  

[4.10 pm] 

Professor HARDING:  Again, it varies according to the prison.  Appendix 1 of the Bandyup report lists the 
inspection team.  It does not list me, although I was subsequently involved.  My director of operations, Robert 
Stacey, led the inspection because he was Acting Inspector of Custodial Services at the time.  The team 
comprised Lynn Atkinson, manager of research and publications; Peter Upton-Davis, senior inspections officer; 
Jocelyn Jones, an Aboriginal woman who specialises in health matters; Marie Chatwin, on secondment from the 
Department of Justice - at the expense of that department, which seconds one senior officer to us of our choice 
each year on a rotation basis; Natalie Gibson, who is on our staff and paid for by us; Margaret Beattie, an 
Aboriginal woman who was doing a placement with me from ATSIC; Joseph Wallam, who was on secondment 
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at the time from the Department of Indigenous Affairs; Steven Nowak, a social work placement; and Diane 
Broadby, who runs the independent visitors scheme.  That numbers 10.  It is the appropriate number for a 
complex inspection.  It exceeds the number of core staff on the inspectorate because it involves secondments.  
Nine people were involved in the Greenough Regional Prison inspection.  Five of the team stayed the full week, 
two stayed for three days and two spent only one day.  The visit was designed to fit the tasks they had to do. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  The final dot point at page 514 of the Budget Statements states that 90 independent 
prison visitors reports were lodged compared with an estimated target of 50.  Are they funded from your office?  
What do the reports entail? 

Professor HARDING:  I have another document that I am very happy to table.  It refers to the independent prison 
visitors scheme.  I know that Hon Giz Watson will be very interested.  We took over the scheme in July 2001.  
We have run it for almost two years.  We have refurbished it so there is a gender balance between visitors.  We 
have managed to get three Aboriginal people on board.  That is always the biggest difficulty.  In the two years 
since we took over the scheme 166 reports have been written.  As one would expect, the reports vary in depth, 
scope and intensity.  They take in two types of things.  They take in minor complaints made by prisoners at the 
time of the visit to the visitor and taken up by the visitor with the prison superintendent on the spot.  Hopefully, 
the issue is sorted out.  The report will refer to what was sorted out.  Typically, a report will also refer to issues 
raised by prisoners or staff.  Staff are entitled to deal with the prison visitors, and do so occasionally.  That has 
raised some broader, systemic issues that require a formal response of some kind from the department.  Such 
reports are sent to the department for a response.  The report and the response are summarised by my office and 
the summary is given to the Attorney General.  My office also passes on the full visitor’s report as an appendix 
on which the summary is based.  It is an invaluable source of information for my office and an invaluable way of 
keeping the Attorney General of the day in touch with the concerns about the day-to-day affairs of prisons. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Professor Harding offered to table a document.  The document is tabled. 
Hon JOHN FISCHER:  What is the cost to the office of independent prison visitors’ reports? 

Professor HARDING:  When the function was transferred on 1 July 2001, $70 000 was also transferred to my 
office.  It falls short of the actual cost because we have a full-time level 4 coordinator of the scheme.  We incur 
training costs because we bring individuals to Perth once a year for training sessions.  We would like to bring 
them twice a year.  We also incur costs by our own people going into the field to meet new prison visitors and 
taking them through prisons for the first time in order to acquaint them with the prisons.  Part of the cost is 
attributable to normal activities and part of it is attributable to the administration of the prison visitors.  
Approximately $70 000 is nominally the cost, although the true cost is somewhat greater than that. 

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  What do you think about the state of the Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison?  Have you 
made a representation to the Government about it? 

Professor HARDING:  We conducted an unannounced inspection of that prison in August 2001.  It is a very 
unusual power for my office to exercise.  It is done only when our other sources of information indicate a failing 
prison.  There is another category for justifying such an inspection but I will not go into that now.  We were 
appalled at the condition of the prison.  I conducted a debrief and indicated what I thought the authorities at the 
prison should get on with.  I told them we would return six months later to the day.  We published and tabled our 
report before we returned to the prison for a follow-up inspection.  The follow-up inspection was in February 
2002.  We found lots of genuine plans in place about what the department was going to do to address the 
problems we had identified.  Not a great deal had been done.  Subsequently, two of my staff returned in August 
2002 for a further liaison visit, as we call visits that are not formal inspections but which have an inspection 
“colour” to them.  They reported to me that they believed considerable improvements had been made in the 
prison since the follow-up inspection in February.  Since that time one other liaison visit was conducted on 6 
March this year.  The report back, in general terms, was that there was still quite a lot to do, but progress was 
being made.  The impact of the capital expenditure of $1 million by the department was starting to be seen, but 
there were still some cultural issues.  In particular, the women’s part of the prison and the services for women 
were still a source of great concern.  I believe we can say that Kalgoorlie will get a fairly quick further inspection 
in the next round of our inspections.  We are not happy about it, but we are much less unhappy than we were in 
August 2001. 
[4.20 pm] 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  My question relates to an item at pages 12 and 13 of the 2001-02 annual report, which is 
headed “Progress and Problems within the Department of Justice: Structural Racism”.  I note that the annual 
report states that important cultural and attitudinal issues in relation to structural racism remain.  I seek the 
inspector’s comments on whether there have been any improvements in structural racism in the last financial 
year.  In particular, will the inspector comment on the Aboriginal visitors scheme?  On page 13 of the annual 
report it is noted that there is a problem with visitors giving feedback to the department.  It states - 
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There are structural inhibitions about speaking out.  This has been exacerbated by arrangements within 
Head Office that have in the past been somewhat antagonistic to suggestions for change. 

Professor HARDING:  I would say that there has been an improvement in structural racism.  I was very pleased 
to table the debrief relating to Greenough, because it represents a good news story on the racism issues.  
Greenough Regional Prison is a prison that five years ago, on the basis of my pre-inspector life, was not a happy 
place in terms of relations with Aboriginal prisoners; and, of course, Geraldton itself was not a happy place in 
that regard.  We found at Greenough that there had been a major turnaround in the views that Aboriginal peak 
groups and community groups in the town had of the way in which the prison was functioning, and we were 
reasonably happy about the intra-prison relationships in terms of how Aboriginal people were treated.  That is 
not to say that everything in the garden was rosy; it was not.   

The thing that the department finds the greatest difficulty in doing, even in its well-run prisons, is giving 
Aboriginal people equitable access to the superior levels of accommodation.  It has all sorts of excuses for why 
this does not happen, such as the Aboriginal people do not want to go there; they do not want to look after 
themselves or cook for themselves, and so on.  However, they are excuses, and they are not good enough.  Even 
Greenough had this kind of flavour to it. 

I believe there has been some improvement at Roebourne Regional Prison.  I have not been able to get there for 
about a year, but, again, the liaison visits that have been paid suggest that things are improving there.  I think it is 
true to say that the Eastern Goldfields Regional Prison remains the most difficult prison in this regard.  Yes, I 
believe some progress is being made, and I must say that one now does not encounter as many overt racist kinds 
of attitudes from staff as one previously encountered. 

The AVS is a bit of a curate’s egg.  In some prisons it is operating very well and very effectively in terms of the 
welfare services.  Albany Regional Prison would perhaps be the best example in that regard.  In some prisons it 
is not operating at all well.  I suppose I would say that the onus is upon the department to back it up more 
thoroughly and enable and empower it to do a better job.  The Aboriginal visitors scheme must be independent 
of the department if it is to do the job that it has been set up to do.  In the long run, some Aboriginal body such as 
the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission should run it.  However, in the short run there seem to be 
problems in achieving that.  Therefore, it is up to the department to ensure that it is able to do a full and effective 
job. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My next question is also on the same section of the annual report.  On pages 13 and 14, the 
role of head office and relations with staff are referred to.  Basically, this section in the annual report indicates 
that there is a degree of tension between the head office and the operational side, and that there are questions 
about allocation of resources.  It concludes by saying - 

However, the time has now come when the role and cost of Head Office should be rigorously 
addressed. 

Have there been any changes in this area? 

Professor HARDING:  Not that I am aware of.  I should say in deference to head office that it is extraordinarily 
difficult to get a true handle on what head office services really cost.  The way it does its accounts does not really 
bring that home to one; and I am not sure that accounts are capable of being done in a way that differentiates 
between what one might call pure head office costs and those that actually have a value in the field.  
Nevertheless, in a broad sense, it seems that it would be possible to take one or two per cent out of the amount 
that it currently attributes.  At the moment it seems to be running at eight per cent or about $20 million.  I would 
have thought that it would not be that hard in the long run to put another $2 million, $3 million or $4 million 
back into the field.  However, I realise that that cannot be done simply by snapping one’s fingers.  One must 
structure the run-down of central services and make sure that the services in the field are not prejudiced by a run-
down.  In the United Kingdom, both the Carter report and the Laming report are critical of head office costs 
there.  This seems to be endemic with certain kinds of departments of corrective services or justice. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My question relates to an item under outcomes and key effectiveness indicators on page 
513 of the Budget Statements.  I perhaps need some assistance in interpreting the changes in the budget from 
2001-02 to 2002-03.  It seems to me that there has been a fairly dramatic drop in outcome for the last three items; 
that is, acceptance of administration and accountability of DOJ recommendations, acceptance of staffing issues, 
and acceptance of correctional value for money.  Is it true that there has been almost a halving of effectiveness?  

[4.30 pm] 

Professor HARDING:  If I had been responsible for these documents, they would not have been presented in this 
way.  This matter is presented differently on page 28 of our annual report.  I will briefly explain what one is 
setting out to achieve.  After a year and a half’s operation and about eight inspections, or thereabouts, we 
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decided to determine what we hoped the department would do by way of response to our recommendations; that 
is, the extent to which they should accept them.  We put together all the recommendations that had been made as 
a result of the inspections that had been carried out up to that point.  We categorised them retrospectively into the 
10 categories that appear on page 513 of the Budget Statements.  These include custody and security, care and 
wellbeing and health.  We then worked out what we thought the department should reasonably do by way of a 
response.  The figure for the 2002-03 budget represents how we expected the department should respond.  We 
expect that human rights and racism and equity recommendations be accepted 100 per cent.  There is no 
reasonable basis for not implementing those recommendations.  We decided that care and wellbeing, custody, 
health rehabilitation and reparation recommendations - the four cornerstones of departmental operations plus 
health - be accepted about three-quarters of the time.  In other words, we understand that honest people can 
genuinely do these things differently from the way we suggest.  We decided that 75 per cent is a fair target for 
the department by way of acceptance.  The last three 50 per cent items are more managerial and operational.  
Again, we defer to the idea that it is really for the department to set its own tone to a reasonable extent for issues 
such as staffing, correctional value for money, administration and the like.  We decided to hope for a 50 per cent 
acceptance.  This is based pretty much on the seat of the pants of the inspections up to that point.  The 2001-02 
actual figure is mostly higher than we expected, except in relation to the acceptance of human rights 
recommendations.  The missing column is actual implementation, which is what Hon Peter Foss and Hon Giz 
Watson have asked about.  That is the column we will start creating with our second round of inspections.  We 
have finished the first round and as we go back - the director general also addressed this - we will determine 
whether they have done what they said they would do.  That is when the life of the office will become more 
vivid and the life of the department a little more uncomfortable.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Does the 95 per cent figure in the first column represent 95 per cent of the 50 per cent in 
the budgeted figure, or 95 per cent of 100 per cent?   

Professor HARDING:  No, it is 95 per cent of 100 per cent.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am glad Hon Giz Watson raised that point.  You probably heard the answer given by the 
department about Hakea Prison.  I realise that to some extent you probably want to hold fire on that one.  Were 
you happy with the process of implementation at Hakea and the degree to which it has understood and responded 
to your recommendations, even if they have not been implemented in the exact way suggested?  What is the 
lesson coming out of Hakea?   

Professor HARDING:  In its initial response, the department was full of good intentions.  However, Hakea is still 
proving a bit too hard for it.  It has been bugged by management changes and the loss of its change manager, 
who himself was appointed only because the original person appointed - an outsider with skills as a change 
manager - was offered a better job by her own department.  No, I am not happy and I know that the director 
general and the minister are not happy.  It cannot go on like this; it has to address the Hakea issues as a matter of 
urgency.  At the direction of the Attorney General I am doing a deaths study and, again, that is indicative of the 
problems at Hakea.   

Hon ED DERMER:  My question relates to the fourth dot point on page 511 of the Budget Statements.  I am 
interested in the form of the revision of the Community Consultative Council.  What has had to be achieved 
specifically through the revision process?   

Professor HARDING:  We have set up what we now call a community reference group.  The members of that 
group represent Outcare, Deaths in Custody Watch Committee, Prison Fellowship, the Churches Social Justice 
Commission and the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission.  Those groups now meet not so much on 
a planned and regular basis, but on a needs basis with a specific agenda to which they can have input.  Our 
inaugural meeting occurred about two weeks ago.  The main item for discussion was the review of deaths at 
Hakea.  It was agreed that all the groups would make formal submissions to our work and in that way obviously 
broaden the scope of our knowledge and ensure that note is taken of the issues about which those groups are 
concerned.  We are trying to feed the external groups our concerns.  However, and more importantly, we are 
listening to their concerns so as to enhance our own work.   

Hon JOHN FISCHER:  I refer to the independent and fair expert inspection.  I have listened to the answers you 
have provided.  I refer to the first dot point on page 514 of the Budget Statements.  From where will independent 
prison visitors be recruited?  Do you also get victims of crime to come in and see the conditions of these prisons?   

[4.40 pm] 

Professor HARDING:  The tabled document gives the member an idea of where they are recruited from.  It 
includes retired and non-retired people, lawyers, a meat inspector, a social worker, a mental health support 
worker, accountants, journalists, a disability aide, a student, a mechanic, a council administrator, university and 
technical and further education lecturers, a personal counsellor, a minister of religion and a civil celebrant.  It is a 
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pretty wide group.  How do we get them?  We have started advertising in newspapers and having interviews on 
local radio programs to talk about it and we are now getting far more applications than we can accept.  I have 
just signed off on a recommendation for another visitor to Broome Regional Prison at long last.  Three persons 
applied from Broome, all of whom could have been appointed because of their suitability.  We do not 
specifically ask for victims.  However, many of the people who are visitors would of course know people who 
have been victims of crime and some would themselves have been victims of crime.  They represent, in their 
understanding of victimisation, a cross-section of the community.   

Hon JON FORD:  I refer to the major initiatives for 2003-04 on page 515.  The second dot point refers to the 
completion of baseline inspection reports for each prison.  What have been used as benchmarks for those 
inspections and how many inspections have been completed to date?   

Professor HARDING:  The benchmarks very much revolve around the department’s new operational 
philosophy, which is an appropriate balance of custodial issues, care and wellbeing, including health, issues, 
rehabilitation and reparation.  The appropriate balance will vary from prison to prison.  The balance for 
Casuarina Prison, which is a maximum-security non-releasing prison, will obviously be different from the 
balance for Karnet Prison Farm, which is a minimum-security releasing prison.  That has to be balanced.  We are 
also superimposing across that the notion of the healthy prison test, which is used in the United Kingdom.  The 
healthy prison test, like the Western Australian tests, also takes in issues relating to staff.  I should have 
mentioned that we also look at resources and systems to determine their ability to deliver an appropriate system 
and service.  That obviously takes in staff conditions, attitudes, morale and so on.  That is extraordinarily 
important, because proper services cannot be run for prisoners if a prison has a demoralised staff.  That in broad 
terms is the approach we take.  It is not sufficiently quantitative at this stage.  We want to refine it.  We are 
aware that people are looking for that.  On the other hand we want to avoid the audit, tick-a-box approach that 
the department itself used in some of its early in-house inspections, which were not at all informative.  How 
many inspections have we done?  I will table a document titled “Inspection Program Status Summary Report” 
which answers that question.  We have done as many inspections as there are prisons, which I think is now 13, 
plus two follow-up inspections of the special handling unit at Casuarina Prison and Eastern Goldfields Regional 
Prison, plus a court custody centre metropolitan area inspection and a transport section inspection.  We are in the 
middle of the regional court custody centre inspection.  We will have done in the order of 17 or 18 inspections.  
The exact number escapes me.  We are expected to do the whole gamut in three years and we have done it in two 
and a half.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  After the riot at Casuarina Prison, subdivisional fencing was installed.  One of the 
unforeseen advantages of that was the ability to hold predators in unit 1.  That caused a very big change for 
prisoners in terms of the buying of items; they previously had to buy twice as many because they lost half 
through predation.  Is that commented on in the vulnerable and predatory prisoners report?  Have you observed 
whether that has continued to be one of the unforeseen benefits of that change?   

Professor HARDING:  We certainly comment on that in the Casuarina report, which my colleague Robert Stacey 
led and of which he was the principal author.  Although it was regretted at first, we also welcome the fact that 
the prison is now more manageable.  There is a greater capacity to contain the predators.  Our problem with 
Casuarina Prison, which is outlined in the vulnerable and predatory prisoners report, is that the management 
systems were not working well enough to take full advantage of the physical environment the member has 
described.   

[4.50 pm] 
 


