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CUSTODIAL LEGISLATION (OFFICERS DISCIPLINE) AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [5.09 pm]: The second reading speech refers to three 
significant changes proposed in the Custodial Legislation (Officers Discipline) Amendment Bill 2013: firstly, the 
loss-of-confidence provisions; secondly, streamlining the disciplinary process; and, thirdly, abrogation of the 
privilege against self-incrimination. I want to touch on the first significant change—the loss-of-confidence 
provisions. According to the second reading speech — 

The introduction of loss-of-confidence powers will enable the Commissioner of Corrective Services to 
use a fair and straightforward process to promptly remove those very few officers whose incompetence, 
criminality, corruption or lack of integrity is such that he has lost confidence in their suitability to 
remain in office. 

The existing disciplinary processes are hampered by workplace relationships such as can be 
experienced by prison officers. Instances of improper and inappropriate relationships include links 
between a prison officer and organised criminals; prison officers supplying drugs, and other contraband, 
to prisoners associated with outlaw motorcycle gangs; and sexual relationships between prison officers 
and prisoners where cells within a maximum security prison may be left unsecured, thereby 
compromising the security and good order of the prison. 

As we might imagine, a hardworking backbencher would want to investigate these things more closely. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Are you saying you’re hardworking? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not as hardworking anymore, but I am certainly an inquisitive 
backbencher; we will leave it at that. I have done all my hard work, Hon Robyn McSweeney! 

Hon Ken Travers: You undersell yourself; you’re a very hardworking member of Parliament. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I thank Hon Ken Travers. Today I asked the minister, through the Attorney 
General, about the second point and the number of “prison officers supplying drugs, and other contraband, to 
prisoners associated with outlaw motorcycle gangs”. It was a three-part question and it was a very, very fair 
question because this is one of the reasons that we have been given for why this legislation is before this place. 
We would naturally think that there must be evidence of this sort of behaviour and that it occurs occasionally or 
is an everyday occurrence, or somewhere in between; I do not know. It is a fair enough question. I put on the 
public record my absolute disgust at the failure of the minister to provide any shred of information. I 
acknowledge that the government may not want some information to be put into the public arena, and that relates 
to the second part of the question that I asked today. I asked — 

(1) For the financial years 2011–12 and 2012–13, can the minister advise the number of instances 
of prison officers supplying drugs and/or other contraband to prisoners associated with outlaw 
motorcycle gangs? 

(2) Can the minister advise of the specific nature of each instance of prison officers supplying 
drugs and/or other contraband to prisoners associated with outlaw motorcycle gangs? 

(3) If not, why not? 

The Department of Corrective Services advised the following — 

(1)–(3) It is not appropriate to advise the nature or details of allegations, investigations, information 
and intelligence reports or complaints relating to the supply of drugs and contraband by prison 
officers to outlaw motorcycle gangs as these details may prejudice judicial criminal 
proceedings currently on foot; may adversely impact on current departmental investigations; 
may adversely impact on current police and/or Corruption and Crime Commission 
investigations; and/or expose and/or endanger confidential sources of such information or 
intelligence. 

The Department of Corrective Services reports to the Corruption and Crime Commission in 
accordance with its reporting obligations under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 
2003. These reports include instances of the supply of drugs or other contraband involving 
prison officers. The department also reports such allegations to the police as necessary and 
appropriate. Allegations are actively assessed and investigated when appropriate in order to 
maintain the highest standards of integrity and accountability amongst all departmental staff. 
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I do not have a problem with that. However, I believe that for the financial years of 2011–12 and 2012–13 the 
minister should have made available to this house at least the number of instances of “prison officers supplying 
drugs, and other contraband, to prisoners associated with outlaw motorcycle gangs”. That is in the public’s 
interest and the public has a right to know how widespread this problem is and the extent to which confidence 
has been lost. Quite clearly, it is in the public’s interest if it results in such a loss of confidence that a bill has 
been brought into this place to restore community confidence. Given the time spent by public servants to put 
together this legislation and the time that it has taken up in the bureaucracy and in Parliament, I believe we have 
a right to know. I am absolutely appalled that the minister was unable to provide that level of information. That 
says to me “Warning! Warning! Warning! There is something very, very fishy and dodgy going on here.” Quite 
frankly, we cannot expect any better from this minister or indeed from this government, which brings me to the 
point that, given the answer, which says that the information is dealt with by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and the CCC is investigating, the bill before us is absolutely not required and should not be 
supported through this place. The clear fact is that corrupt behaviour should be dealt with by the CCC. As I 
understand the way the CCC works, when a case is referred to the CCC, it may choose to investigate it or, 
alternatively, the CCC may ask the agency to undertake the investigation. Special investigators are appointed, 
the investigation takes place and then, under a specific part of the CCC act, the agency is required to provide the 
CCC with a report on its investigations. If that is already occurring, I do not see the need for the legislation 
before us or for it to be supported. 

No doubt the vast majority of prison officers are honest and hardworking. The Western Australian Prison 
Officers’ Union has put out a very good advertisement explaining the truth about WA prison officers. There are 
more than 2 000 prison officers in WA and, according to the Prison Officers’ Union, 20 were found guilty of a 
breach of regulations or resigned while under investigation. It is very interesting that over the past three years 
many of the officers found guilty had committed minor breaches such as misusing social media, swearing or 
running late for work. Under that sort of criteria, the Minister for Education should be got rid of out of this place 
for his misuse of social media, but he got away with it! 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is a fair point. I refer to social media because the “Department of Corrective 
Services Annual Report 2012/2013” refers to integrity services, which worked with 220 employees. It screened 
individuals who sought employment with the department, which resulted in some 74 individuals ultimately not 
being employed. Over the course of the 2012–13 financial year, the integrity services also produced a social 
media policy to assist staff in ensuring that their use of social media does not cross appropriate professional 
boundaries or put themselves or others at risk. Quite clearly, there are people in this place who could learn from 
that. 

I want to quickly put on the public record that I am very, very disappointed with the legislation before us. I do 
not think there has been a very good or robust-enough explanation about why the legislation should be passed in 
this place. I personally believe that it probably has more to do with the Minister for Corrective Services wanting 
to put up a flag to say, “Hey, look, I’m actually doing something in this portfolio; I’m trying to be positive here.” 
To anyone who has a close look at what has happened in corrective services since this government came into 
office, and more particularly since the current Minister for Corrective Services took up that role, it is quite clear 
that things have gone backwards in a big way. 

I want to quickly touch on the professional standards within the Department of Corrective Services because the 
extent to which the Corruption and Crime Commission works with this agency is telling. I would not mind it if 
in his response the minister gave some information or advice to the house about why, given that level of work 
between the CCC and the agency, we need this legislation. According to page 75 of the department’s annual 
report of 2012–13, the professional conduct, assessment and review division manages all the reports dealing with 
suspected employee misconduct. The report states — 

In 2012/13 it assessed 387 reports of suspected misconduct, referring 42°% of these for investigation of 
disciplinary action. 

It is quite a significant number — 

Of the 387 misconduct reports assessed, 377 were reported to the Corruption and Crime Commission in 
accordance with section 28 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, with the remainder not 
required to be reported under the legislation. More than 90% of these notifications were made within 
one day of the assessment being finalised. 

In addition to these assessments, PCAR also completed 130 disciplinary cases. Of these, five resulted in 
the dismissal of the employee concerned, with a further nine employees resigning during the course of 
the investigation or disciplinary process. 
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Notwithstanding these outcomes, this year has seen PCAR increase the depth and complexity of initial 
assessments, allowing for an informed focus on reserving disciplinary action as a position of last resort. 
Instead, where appropriate, PCAR actively engages line management, union representatives and other 
stakeholders in pursuing a local management response focused on training and improvement. 

Really, given that the Corruption and Crime Commission does such extensive work and has had so many cases 
referred to it in relation to the conduct, or in cases poor conduct, of corrective services personnel, including 
prison officers, it begs the question of how this legislation will actually impact on the relationship and whether 
this is not a case of just doubling up. Some clarification from the minister would be helpful in that respect. 

I am very confident in not supporting this legislation, particularly given the answer to my parliamentary question 
today. I intend to continue asking other questions about this matter and I hope that perhaps the minister might do 
better in providing appropriate responses in the future. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.26 pm]: I, too, want to make a contribution today to put my views 
about why the Custodial Legislation (Officers Discipline) Amendment Bill 2013, as put before us, will not be 
supported; I certainly do not support this legislation. Yet again, it is another quite poor piece of legislation that 
has really not been thought through. It is a classic piece of coalition legislation, and as members will find 
through listening to my comments, my view is that there seems to be one set of rules for those of us who are 
born to rule and another set of rules for everybody else. I read through Hon Michael Mischin’s second reading 
speech and a line popped out at me, which I will refer to numerous times later. It states — 

Public accountability rests both on giving an account and on being held to account. 
I just cannot help but think about what a comment that is on this very day. I will get to that a bit further in my 
contribution. 
From the way I understand it, this piece of legislation is based on the presumption that the new minister formed. 
He came into office and he went to a prison, springing the visit unannounced. He perhaps saw a photograph in 
the newspaper and presumed that every single prison officer in Western Australia is somehow crooked, corrupt 
and bent, and is looking at ways to work the system to his or her advantage. I think that is a very, very poor 
premise on which to draft legislation to be put through the houses of the Western Australia Parliament. Clearly, 
as I will articulate further in my comments today, that premise does not reflect the case, and I can give some very 
valid reasons about why that thinking is flawed. However, it is the only explanation that I can possibly come up 
with for why we might see a piece of legislation in this form; it is the only logical explanation I can come up 
with for why every single factor that could go wrong in the prison system is attributable to our prison officers. 
All of our prison officers—not most, all—are very hardworking men and women. They work in very difficult 
circumstances in a tough environment where one needs to have a certain inner strength. They work in often 
overcrowded prisons; the number of prisoners has increased dramatically over the last few years. They work in 
environments in which one needs to work as a team, always work together and have trust in fellow workmates. 
They have a sense of camaraderie, as the difficulty of their occupation would require. The prison officers whom 
I have met, and I am sure I can say the vast majority, are decent, hardworking people who have families at home 
and mortgages, and who contribute immensely to our economy both through their work, and, of course, through 
their participation in society. I think it is a shame that people like this are vilified and accused of certain issues in 
the custodial system, and that is totally unfair. I wonder how many members opposite who might support this 
legislation have met a prison officer and talked to them about what it is like to work in that field and what their 
issues are. I suggest a lot of members have not. Hon Liz Behjat has because we have visited some prisons 
together. Fortunately, we were allowed to come out at the end of the visit! Some members may have talked to 
them but I wonder whether members opposite, who will support this legislation, have met a prison officer and 
had a good discussion about what it is like to work in their environment and in their circumstances and to do 
shift work day in, day out with some of our most dangerous members of society. 

Hon Nick Goiran: They sound like police officers. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I think it is a different role, Hon Nick Goiran. Police officers work among all members 
of the community. The vast number of members of our community go about their business and do not do 
anything wrong; they are law abiding. The vast majority of us have never been convicted of any crime or been 
told to spend time in jail. Prison officers work with people who have been convicted of a crime and been sent to 
prison. I understand there are similarities between the work of prison officers and the work of policemen, and I 
respect both groups equally. I have said several times that being a policeman is a job that I would have a great 
deal of difficulty doing. The demands of that job are enormous and one must have a certain strength of character 
to do the work of a police officer. I understand that police officers face very tough times in pursuit of their 
career. They are often asked to arrest the people who go to prison, to solve crimes and to help the community. 
However, prison officers work exclusively in an environment of people who have been convicted of crimes, 
some of them extraordinarily heinous and violent. There is a range of prisoners in many of our prisons—I will 
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get to that later—some for more minor offences, but maximum-security officers work daily with murderers, 
armed robbers and serious, hardened criminals. Every day when they go to work, they face those hardened 
criminals. I know that prison officers choose this line of work and I am thankful people in the community choose 
to — 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is too much audible conversation in the chamber. If you 
wish to have a private conversation, I suggest you leave the chamber. Hon Darren West has the call and Hansard 
is having difficulty recording his contribution. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I am pleased there are people in our community 
who choose to take on the role of a prison officer. Can we imagine what it would be like if we were unable to 
find such people to do this important work? It would create a very difficult set of circumstances for society 
indeed. I think it is very important that at all times we acknowledge that these hardworking people with families, 
mortgages and a life outside their career, just like most of us, are appreciated. But I cannot find that appreciation 
reflected anywhere in this piece of legislation. As a member of the Labor Party, I will always stand up for the 
workers in our society and those who do the difficult jobs to try to make their life as good as I possibly can. I 
have read this legislation and been to a couple of briefings but I still cannot see where it is reflected in this 
legislation that prison officers are appreciated. Later in my contribution I will go through some statistics to 
suggest why prison officers should perhaps be treated with much more respect than this legislation offers them. 

There are more than 2 000 men and women prison officers in the system in Western Australia. I have been 
furnished with some statistics that have come predominantly from such things as answers to parliamentary 
questions and estimates hearings. For the years that I have been able to find reasonably contemporary 
information, I have found that in 2010–11 of the more than 2 000—I think it is in the order of 2 200—prison 
officers in the system, 36 prison officers were charged a total of 52 disciplinary offences. I would have thought 
that was a fairly good ratio. I think that compared with most vocations in most workplace environments, 36 out 
of more than 2 000 is probably a good result. Hon Nick Goiran made an analogy between prison officers and 
police officers. I have not done that research but I think he would find that some police officers have been 
charged with disciplinary offences. I think he would find that in white-collar trades such as the banking fraternity 
people have been charged with disciplinary offences. I think he would find that in all walks of life there will 
always be an element of any workforce that is charged with a disciplinary offence. In 2010–11, 36 officers were 
charged with a total of 52 disciplinary offences. In 2011–12 the number had decreased; 30 officers were charged 
with 58 disciplinary offences. There were six more offences but, more importantly, six fewer officers were 
charged in 2011–12 than in the previous year. In 2012–13 only 14 officers—nearly half in the next year—were 
charged with a total of 24 disciplinary offences. From that data members can see that over that three-year period, 
the period I researched, the number of officers charged with disciplinary offences has dramatically decreased. 

Hon Jim Chown: What were the offences? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am glad Hon Jim Chown asked, but if he can be a bit patient, I have a report here. I am 
making the point at the start that over that three-year period there has been a decrease from 36 officers to 
14 officers charged with disciplinary offences. Over that period the number of disciplinary offences has dropped 
from 52 to 24. That is hardly evidence that the lack of discipline among our prison officer workforce is 
escalating. We cannot make that claim. Based on these statistics, that is clearly not true. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That doesn’t follow at all. 
Hon DARREN WEST: These are the facts I have here, Attorney General. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That doesn’t follow as a matter of logic or commonsense. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Does he not agree that the number of — 
Hon Michael Mischin: The figures may be right but the conclusions don’t follow. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am not finished on this point. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Just because the number of charges has decreased does not mean the behaviour has 
improved or there is not covert behaviour that is inappropriate for prison officers, does it? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Could we perhaps say the same about members of Parliament, for instance? 
Hon Michael Mischin: You could. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Could we perhaps say the same about any other vocation? 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Darren West has the call. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. The point I am trying to make is that over this 
period we have seen statistically—I make the presumption—that all things remain somewhere near equal. I 
know it is a very difficult workplace environment and that things can change from time to time but let us say that 
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the same set of criteria applies. We have established that there is a reduction in both the number of officers 
charged and the number of disciplinary offences. In 2010–11, the first of those years, which is the highest rate of 
officers charged with disciplinary offences, there was one dismissal under part X of the Prisons Act 1981. There 
were no resignations prior to the disciplinary hearing. One additional officer resigned during the course of a 
disciplinary investigation prior to charges being laid so we do not know the outcome of that. The prison officer 
did not provide a reason for the resignation. There was one dismissal and one resignation as a result of 36 
charges and 52 disciplinary offences. The following year, 2011–12, there were no dismissals as a result of part X 
of the Prisons Act 1981. There were three resignations prior to the disciplinary hearing—one was due to ill 
health, one was due to retirement and one was due to workers’ compensation. One additional officer resigned 
during the course of the disciplinary investigation prior to charges being laid. This prison officer also did not 
provide a reason for resignation. In that year, 30 officers were charged with 58 disciplinary offences. There were 
three resignations prior to the hearing and one during the course of the hearing. That is a total of four 
resignations and no dismissals. 
In 2012–13, there were even fewer—14 officers were charged with 24 offences. There were no dismissals as a 
result of part X of the Prisons Act 1981. There were three resignations prior to the disciplinary hearing. The 
resignation reasons were listed as “unknown”. One additional officer retired during the course of the 
investigation prior to charges being laid. That set of data—which the Attorney General may choose to 
question—makes it difficult to put a counterargument. There is little cause to go through the prison officer 
population with a dose of Epsom salts and bring in some blunt piece of legislation that fits all the blame back 
onto them and erodes their basic rights as workers, which I will elaborate on later. There is no evidence from 
these statistics that that needs to happen, but that is what we are seeing. 

Hon Michael Mischin: By that logic, if there were, for example, no Christian Brothers disciplined for child 
abuse in a particular institution between certain years, then the member’s assumption from that would be that 
that was not occurring and there ought to be no change to the system in order to accommodate and deal with the 
potential for that. Is that what he is saying? 

Hon DARREN WEST: No, that is not my assumption at all. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What are you saying? 

Hon DARREN WEST: The data does not say that no-one was charged, that no-one was dismissed and that no-
one resigned, as the Attorney General suggested using the example of the Christian Brothers. The data does not 
say that. The data says that fewer officers are being charged each year, unlike the Attorney General’s example. 
Fewer disciplinary offences are being committed each year over those three years, which is also unlike the 
Attorney General’s example. Although the trend of that data indicates there is an element of officers in the 
system who commit disciplinary offences, that number is decreasing as indicated in the data that I have referred 
to. The data comes from a credible source; it comes from estimates. 

Hon Michael Mischin: If it were zero, would that suggest to you that there was no prison officer in the 
system — 
Hon DARREN WEST: The Attorney General is talking in hypotheticals. I have 28 minutes and we can do a lot 
of hypotheticals in that time, but I also have some other information. I look forward to having that discussion. 
The point the Attorney General makes is a reasonable one; this data does not exactly portray what is going on 
inside a prison. It is my very point: no numbers on a piece of paper will tell us exactly what is going on inside a 
prison. The trend of this data does not point to a less disciplined group of prison officers who are being charged 
more and more every year with disciplinary offences. This data does not point to that; it points to the contrary. I 
do not see why now, in this environment, given this trend in data, we need to bring in a blunt instrument like this 
piece of legislation that pretty much takes away all appreciation of our prison officers and says, “As a matter of 
fact, this is all your fault.” I do not see how that link could possibly be made. 

Hon Michael Mischin: It does not do that at all. It is not an appreciation bill; it is a disciplinary and integrity 
bill. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I can tell the Attorney General now that the prison officers of Western Australia are not 
feeling too appreciated since they had a look at this piece of legislation. A piece of legislation should come in 
that is balanced and fair to everyone. The prison officers do not see that this is fair to them. 

Hon Michael Mischin: The “Custodial Legislation (Thank You to Officers) Bill” instead! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to that piece of legislation! I would actually support that. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I am quite sure you would, but would the public interest be served by it? 
Hon DARREN WEST: I appreciate the Attorney General’s witty and intelligent interjections, but I must move 
on. 
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Just to finish off on this point: in 2010–11, one probationary prison officer was discharged pursuant to 
regulation 5(4) of the Prison Regulations 1982. This provision only applies to prison officers on probation and in 
circumstances in which the chief executive officer forms the view that the probationary officer was 
unsatisfactory in the performance of his or her duty or was unsuitable to be a prison officer. Just bear that in 
mind because I am led to believe that one of the reasons for bringing in this bill is to do exactly what this person 
was discharged for. 

I will go on to the issue relating to the probationary officer’s integrity. In 2011–12, one prison officer was 
dismissed pursuant to section 13(3) of the Prisons Act 1981. Section 13(3) provides a chief executive officer, 
with the consent of the minister, the power to dismiss prison officers who have been convicted of a criminal 
offence. I can understand that. If anyone in society has committed a criminal offence, they should be charged 
with the full force of the law. No-one walks away from that one, but I do not think we need this legislation to 
enact that. If anyone has committed a criminal offence—whether it be an offence inside a prison or a driving 
offence—they should be subject to the full force of the law. There is no argument from me. That is already in 
place. The provision is narrow in scope and only relates to offences affecting the performance of the prison 
officer’s duties or their fitness to hold office. That is already in place. There is another subsection but I do not 
think I will have time to refer to it. 

Hon Jim Chown asked me what these disciplinary offences were for. I will briefly run through a list of them. The 
allegations are: abuse of authority, harassment, one; corruption, fraud, five; neglect of duty or compromise of 
security, one; neglect of duty, disobey a lawful order, four; neglect of duty, failure to report, five; neglect of 
duty, other, two; and neglect of duty, removal of keys, 10. I asked a question about this in the briefing. 
Sometimes keys are removed inadvertently and returned very soon after. They are included in this group. The list 
goes on: official information, other, unspecified; four; official information, unauthorised access, three; and out-
of-hours conduct, criminal, three. I make the point that that was out of hours. 

Hon Michael Mischin: It is all right for a prison officer, is it? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Any worker in any vocation, including a member of Parliament, who conducts himself 
in a criminal manner outside his workplace should be charged not as his vocation but as a person because he is 
outside of work. If he is charged with criminal conduct, it could be anything — 

An opposition member interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: The point is there are three of those. The list continues: breach of social media policy, 
two; unprofessional conduct, nine; and misuse of force, three. There are 52 disciplinary charges here. Some of 
those are quite serious. Some of those are relatively serious. Many of those have been explained. 

In 2011–12, there were 58 charges for similar things, including conflict of interest and improper association, 
resulting in eight disciplinary hearings. The point is that eight people have already been charged with breaches of 
disciplinary conduct; eight of them with improper associations. That is without this legislation. Two were 
charged with disciplinary breaches of conflict of interest for unapproved secondary employment. Two were 
charged with corruption or falsifying records. Six were charged with corruption or fraud and three were charged 
with corruption and trafficking contraband. That is already under the legislation. One prison officer has been 
charged with the misuse of resources, and 17 have been charged with neglect of duty, compromised security. 
Two officers resigned as a result of that breach. The list goes on: neglect of duty, disobey lawful order, five; 
neglect of duty, fail to report, two; neglect of duty, other, one; and neglect of duty, removal of keys. That was 
something that had improved over the last year. There were also charges for personal behaviour involving 
unprofessional conduct. People can already be charged today with disciplinary breaches for unprofessional 
conduct. They were charged in 2011–12. 

The next year has a much smaller table because there were only 24 breaches, although some performances are in 
double digits. In 2010–11, there were 10 breaches for removal of keys; 17 in 2011–12 for compromise of 
security; and some for unprofessional conduct in 2010. These statistics tell us that the number of breaches has 
reduced in all those areas. I would say that reduction is due to an increased level of competence in prison 
officers; however, I will run through them. In 2012–13 there was only one for improper association, which 
resulted in a resignation; only one for unapproved secondary employment, which also resulted in a resignation; 
one for corruption; three for misuse of resources; four for neglect of duty and compromise of security, which was 
down from 17 the year before, so that is a good trend in that regard; two for disobeying a lawful order; three for 
unauthorised access; one for criminal conduct; and eight for personal behaviour and unprofessional conduct, four 
having been found guilty and two charges withdrawn. 

The point I am making is that I can back up the statistics I read out with a more detailed breakdown on the 
behaviour of prison officers in the prison system. From that data, at both general and broken-down levels, I 
deduce that the behaviour, professionalism and discipline of prison officers continues to get better every year. I 
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would dearly like to have the figures for 2013–14 to date, because I think we would find on that trend that the 
discipline of prison officers is on the increase even as we speak. I therefore do not see why we need a blunt 
instrument—this legislation—to take away the rights of prison officers. I will get to that in a moment. 

I will add some background for members on prisons that I have toured since I became a member of Parliament. 
Everyone should at least once in their life go on a tour through a prison. I was taken through several prisons, 
which made me realise that perhaps I have had somewhat of a sheltered upbringing. I have been through the 
nice, new, shiny, privately run Acacia Prison, which is currently undergoing a major upgrade. It is a very large, 
medium-security prison that has some outstanding programs and a wonderful prisoner management system for 
tracking the habits of prisoners. I also saw some terrific industries and some potential new industries in that 
prison, which is a point of difference between state-run prisons and privately run prisons. I also had a look 
through the minimum-security Wooroloo Prison Farm. It is a much older prison with a less extensive industries 
set. I have also been to the new West Kimberley Regional Prison near Derby. It is a prison for Aboriginal 
parolee inmates. That prison is nice and new but it has its unique set of challenges. In an area where it is difficult 
to attract and retain staff, I was impressed by the level of professionalism in the prison officers in that prison. 
That prison also has the challenge of housing both male and female inmates. Anyone thinking through that 
would understand the difficulties involved in working in a prison that has both men and women inmates. I also 
inspected the old Broome Regional Prison. It is currently housing not very many prisoners but still has some. It 
is an example of an extremely old design of prison that has been tacked onto and built onto. In its day it also had 
the challenges presented by housing male and female prisoners. I might say that there were some good stories 
from Broome prison about the old days when security was not carried out as professionally as it is today. 

Recently, I was also fortunate enough to have a tour of Greenough Regional Prison, which is in my electorate of 
Agricultural Region. As it is the most recent prison I visited, I got a few statistics. It was originally built in 1984 
as an 85-bed prison and I understand it was built as a male-only prison. Although it has had an expansion with 
the building of a minimum-security unit, it has prisoners at all the minimum, medium and maximum-security 
levels and also houses both men and women prisoners. Members can imagine the difficulties in running a prison 
like Greenough Regional Prison, especially when we throw in the statistic that it was built for 85 prisoners—yes, 
there has been a small expansion—but there are now 300 prisoners there. In that prison, which was designed to 
take 85, all the prisoners are double-bunked in the cells. 

Hon Michael Mischin: These disciplinary procedures have been in since 1981, so shouldn’t we have a look at 
them too? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am sorry? 

Hon Michael Mischin: These disciplinary procedures have been in place since the Prisons Act 1981, so 
shouldn’t we be having a look at that too? 

Hon DARREN WEST: Perhaps we can, and I look forward to further contributions from members about that. 
However, I am mindful, Attorney General—I do not at all mean to be rude—that I have only 15 minutes in 
which to conclude my remarks. 

The prison at Greenough is a good example of how difficult the life of a prison officer is. A prison designed for 
85 people now has 300, and there has not been very much expansion in that time. It has maximum, medium and 
minimum-security prisoners as well as men and women prisoners. The prison has about six different units and 
officers are rotated around the different units. They therefore have to do shiftwork, they have to work weekends 
and they have to work on Christmas Day. While we are at home enjoying some time with our families, someone 
will be working in Greenough Regional Prison, Acacia Prison, Wooroloo prison, West Kimberley prison near 
Derby, Broome prison and all the other prisons I have not mentioned. People will be working with prisoners in 
those prisons on Christmas Day and at Easter. I will not go on too much more about that, but I reiterate the good 
work that prison officers do in those variable and trying conditions. 

I do not believe that this government has had a great record at all since 2008 in the area of corrective services. 
There have been four corrective services ministers. For those who would like me to refresh their memories, the 
first Minister for Corrective Services under the Liberal–National government in 2008 was Christian Porter. 
Christian Porter was the minister when many of these cells were converted from single to double cells. I can tell 
members that that, in itself, has created a lot of extra work for prison officers. Just think about that: two prisoners 
locked in a cell. When one prisoner is locked in a cell, unless there is a medical emergency or a prisoner has a 
great need for some level of attention, the rounds are not as difficult. But when there are two prisoners in a cell, 
there is a whole new environment for things to occur. Prisoners sometimes do not get along and sometimes they 
find each other annoying. There is a constant juggle of how best to put prisoners together in these cells designed 
for one person but that now have two people. After Christian Porter we then had Terry Redman as Minister for 
Corrective Services. I must say that there was not a great beacon of light from that minister either. We then had 
Murray Cowper as corrective services minister for a while, but he no longer is minister. Now we have 
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Joe Francis. During that time, significant issues have occurred in the prison system under those four ministers in 
five and coming up towards six years. However, it is not at all fair, seeing that we have had so many different 
ministers, to blame the problems in the prison system on prison officers. That is what I think this piece of 
legislation does. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General). 
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