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Division 20: Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, $3 557 000 — 

Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 

Mr F.M. Logan, Minister for Corrective Services. 

Prof. N.A. Morgan, Inspector of Custodial Services. 

Mr A.J. Harvey, Deputy Inspector of Custodial Services. 

Mr D. Summers, Manager, Corporate Governance. 

Mr B. Winmar, Principal Policy Adviser. 

Mr T. Palmer, Chief of Staff. 

Ms R. Marton, Senior Policy Adviser. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIR: I give the call to the member for Hillarys. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: My first question is about “Average Cost per Report” under “Efficiency Indicators” 
on page 340. The cost went up in 2016–17 to just above the budgeted amount and there is an explanation about 
that. Is the office able to break down the cost of each report it undertook in that financial year? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: On the first part of the question, the increase in average cost per report—I point out that it is 
the average cost of the report—is because of the fewer reports done in the last financial year so the average cost 
per report went up. I will pass over to the inspector to answer the second part of the member’s question. 

Prof. N.A. Morgan: First of all, I would say that although there were fewer reports, we still met our official key 
performance indicators. We had been publishing more reports in previous years and I anticipate that we will see 
more than nine reports in this current year. In some ways, it is a little bit of a strange measure. How quickly we 
can turn around those reports is dependent on the speed of the department’s responses to our drafts. If it is 
appropriate, I might ask my colleague Derek Summers to discuss the specific question. 

Mr D. Summers: This year, that number is based on nine reports. In previous years it was based on 11 reports and 
prior to that, 13 reports. One increment change can increase or decrease the cost of a report by $50 000. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I recognise that. I am seeking the cost of each report. Is the office able to break that 
down? 

Mr D. Summers: We do not have the level of detail in our accounting system to be able to report individually. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Would I, for instance, not be able to ask for the actual cost of Office of the Inspector 
of Custodial Services report 109? 

Mr D. Summers: No. 

The CHAIR: Sorry, members. I hate to be pedantic, but you have to address the minister. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am happy to move on. In that area of the key effectiveness indicators, note 1 under 
“Explanation of Significant Movements” states — 

The Office operates on the basis that each prison, juvenile detention centre, court custody centre and 
prescribed lockup is fully inspected at least once every three years. 

Are there any assets that the inspector has not visited within that time frame? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: As an operational matter, I will pass that to the inspector. 

Prof. N.A. Morgan: No. That is a legislative obligation that is in the Inspector of Custodial Services Act. We must 
inspect and report to Parliament every three years on the prescribed facilities that the member has referred to. We 
also have jurisdiction over prisoner transport, which we are not required to report upon every three years. Again, 
we attempt to report as regularly as we can. We have inspected all the relevant facilities within the relevant time 
frames. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: As part of that, is there a legislative requirement for a number of unannounced visits? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The inspector will tell the member in a second, but he certainly has the power. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I know that. My question is: is there a legislatively required number that he must fulfil? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No, there is not a legislative requirement on the number of unannounced visits but the 
inspector has the power to do them. 
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Prof. N.A. Morgan: I can add a few brief words to that. We tend not to carry out full inspections unannounced 
because the purpose of a full inspection is that it is a long exercise. We talk to everybody, so we need to plan and 
have organisation around that. I conduct quite regular unannounced drop-in visits or very shortly announced visits. 
I might phone the facility in the morning and say that I am coming to visit in the afternoon.  

In the last 12 months, particularly, this has related to Banksia Hill Detention Centre. Over and above that, we 
published one report; we have conducted a recent inspection; we carried out, I think, 13 or 15 formal visits to the 
facility; and, on top of that, a number of short announced drop-ins. That was because of the very high risks at that 
facility, which have been discussed earlier this afternoon. 

[4.50 pm] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to page 339 of budget paper No 2. The second dot point under the heading 
“Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” states — 

… significant workload increases due to the commencement of the Melaleuca Remand and Reintegration 
Facility, and the upgrading of the old Broome Prison from an annexe facility of the West Kimberley 
Regional Prison. 

Increased workloads and more pressure is acknowledged, yet, at the bottom of that page, the service summary and 
total cost of services show that the agency certainly has not been funded for any growth. There is a reduction in 
funding for this current financial year—it is not huge, but in a small agency it could have an impact—then no real 
growth in funding at all over the forward estimates. Is the agency confident that with that level of funding it will 
be able to perform its statutory duties to best effect? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will answer the question about how the funding has changed in the first instance, so that the 
member is aware of whether it impacts on the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services. In corporate support, 
that is basically a funding reduction of one full-time equivalent. Effectively, a person will be replaced by a virtual 
switchboard. Part of the requirement of every agency is to find funding cuts, given the financial situation we are 
in. That is a decision that the inspector and his team made. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I did not pick up that; what was cut? I did not hear that. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It was one FTE. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: And that is a virtual switchboard instead of the receptionist—okay. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is where the member will see the reduction; that is the value of the reduction. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That answers another question I had, so it helps speed up the process. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I will pass over to the inspector on how the dot point the member referred to impacts his 
workload. 

Prof. N.A. Morgan: Certainly, I believe that we are meeting our statutory obligations, but it is increasingly 
difficult to do so. The areas that are likely to drop off are those areas in which there is no statutory obligation to 
report every three years. It will become increasingly difficult for us to look at areas such as prisoner transport, 
which, as everybody would appreciate, is a particularly high-risk area. Certainly, in the time that I have been in 
the job—I made this point at last year’s estimates hearing, and I am simply repeating what I said then—we were 
receiving around 0.5 of one per cent of the Corrections budget and we were doing much less work. Additional 
work has been placed on us through Parliament as a result of the death of Mr Ward in the prisoner transport vehicle, 
and we are now at around 0.4 of one per cent of the budget. I think that we have made every conceivable saving 
that we can. I am proud of the efficiency and output of the office, but I also acknowledge the budgetary realities 
and the fact that Corrections is under enormous budgetary pressure. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The reduction from 20 to 19 FTEs: what level was that position? 

Prof. N.A. Morgan: It was a level 2 position. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I understand the inspector’s statutory and non-statutory obligations. I am keen to understand 
whether the inspector has any ability to investigate radicalisation or the impact of radicalisation within the prison 
estate. I know that a Casuarina Prison report has already noted a lack of access to religious support for, say, Islamic 
prisoners—one Islamic prisoner. I am keen to understand whether the inspector might have an ability in the 
future—or whether he is legislatively constrained—to look at possible deradicalisation programs within prisons, 
should they operate. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is an interesting question. I will let the inspector answer for himself, but I would assume 
that the inspector’s power is to look at all access to services and benefits a prisoner could have, including access 
to religious activity and information. That would certainly be within the remit of the Inspector of Custodial 
Services. Whether that goes to encouraging or acknowledging the radical behaviour of others to adopt a particular 
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philosophy, I would think that is outside his remit. Although, as part of the inspector’s general report, he may have 
the power to note that. 

Prof. N.A. Morgan: There are really two main forms of publication that come out of our office. One is what we 
call reviews and the other is what we call inspections. In the case of Casuarina Prison, for instance, we might 
mention that particular issue with particular prisoners at that facility or whichever prison is involved. We also 
conduct a number of reviews, and that is really very much within my jurisdiction to decide what I do and what my 
priorities are. I believe it would fall within our remit; however, the member may be interested to hear that 
New South Wales has an inspectorate, which is very much modelled on ours, that commenced in 2012, and the 
New South Wales minister actually gave the inspector what is called a directed review to look at radicalisation and 
the management of radicalised prisoners. It is a far bigger issue in New South Wales than it is here. I think we can 
look forward to the publication of that report certainly before the end of the year. I believe it is currently in the 
final stages. I would regard myself doing that type of work as probably unnecessary duplication at this stage, but 
I look forward to seeing Fiona Rafter’s report from New South Wales. 

The CHAIR: At this stage, with four minutes to go, does the member for Kalamunda really want to ask a question? 

Mr M. HUGHES: Would the minister like another question? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: No. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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