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IMPRISONMENT STRATEGY, HIGH-RISK PAROLEES 
Motion 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.00 pm]:  I move - 

That in light of the recent sentencing in the Supreme Court of a 22-year-old high-risk parolee for car-
jacking, mugging, theft, armed robbery and reckless driving in police pursuits, the content of video 
games such as Grand Theft Auto, viewed by the high-risk parolee in prison, and on which he modelled 
his offences, be urgently reviewed in all state prisons. 

That this Government be again condemned for relaxing the suspension and breaking policies of parole 
and community based orders in pursuit of its reduced imprisonment strategy, thereby leaving dangerous 
sentenced prisoners on our streets and endangering the safety of the public. 

The policies of this Government, particularly its reducing imprisonment strategy, have resulted in more high-risk 
parolees.  I have not yet asked the Minister for Justice whether the person referred to in the motion - I will not 
name him but the minister obviously knows who he is - was classified as a high-risk parolee.  If he was not, he 
should have been.  An Auditor General’s report last year listed the characteristics of a high-risk parolee.  I will 
come to that.  The Opposition raised the unravelling of public safety as a result of the Government’s policies a 
few weeks ago.  I refer first to the Government’s “Reducing Imprisonment Program” document, which has been 
put on the Department of Justice’s web site.  The Attorney General - I do not know why he handled the issue - 
referred to it during a debate on 26 August.  Under the heading “Outcomes of the Government’s strategy”, the 
document states -  

The community expects to have confidence that the justice system places the safety of the community 
first.  When fully implemented, the Reducing Imprisonment Strategy will provide a better range of 
services that improve public safety by targeting programs to reduce re-offending. 

On 26 August, following the death of a young woman, the Opposition raised this Government’s policies and 
argued that the reducing imprisonment strategy was placing the public at direct risk.  The failure to suspend the 
ability of high-risk parolees to serve their sentences in the community when they breach their parole is costing 
lives and destroying the quality of life of members of the public.  That is apparent from the decision of Supreme 
Court Justice Roberts-Smith last week regarding the sentencing of a high-risk parolee.   

It is clear from both the tragic event in August and the decision of Justice Roberts-Smith that such parolees are 
committing serious offences and traumatising citizens in our community.  Last month we learnt that no-one had 
bothered to check on a young man who had continually breached his parole by not turning up for appointments.  
That young man killed a young woman and took community members hostage in a 12-hour siege situation.  The 
Minister for Justice did not tell the truth when asked if a bench warrant had been issued against the offender.  
She misled this Parliament when asked about it and said that none had been issued by the Department of Justice.  
However, when pressed further during question time, she said that the police had issued a bench warrant.   

About the time that the offender about whom I questioned the minister committed his first offence, another 
offender was released on parole.  He was dealt with last week by Justice Roberts-Smith in the Supreme Court.  
That man was released on parole on 19 February this year.  His parole would have expired on 20 October this 
year.  He was to serve an eight-month supervision period in the community.   

The minister, using a political tactic, announced an immediate inquiry into why a high-risk parolee went on a 
rampage and killed a young woman.  As I said at the time, there is no need for the Skinner inquiry.  The minister 
needs only to read the Auditor General’s report.  If she bothered to read it, she would learn the characteristics of 
a high-risk parolee.  The Auditor General meticulously stated why such people are not being supervised and why 
the public is being put at risk.   

Supervision of high-risk parolees must be specialised supervision.  These people have drug problems and they 
must submit to urinalysis.  These people who are not complying with their parole conditions are on drugs.  All of 
us by now know about the effects of drugs, particularly amphetamines, such as the psychosis that can turn quite 
normal people into dangerous individuals.  These people are not being supervised and they are breaching their 
parole.  These people are using drugs and committing serious offences.   

The offender who was to serve only eight months under supervision in the community was serving a two-year 
sentence imposed in November 2001 for breaching intensive supervision orders and a suspended sentence order 
given in October and November 2000.  He had a history of not complying.  This high-risk parolee was put on 
release despite a history of not complying.  I refer to the sentencing decision of the Supreme Court.  Justice 
Roberts-Smith said -  
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The pre-sentence report notes that your response to supervision in the past has been very poor.  You 
have breached all your court orders by re-offending or failing to comply.  

This person was paroled in February while serving a sentence for failing to comply with prior intensive 
supervision and suspended sentence orders.  He was released into the community in February despite his very 
poor history of complying with orders.  That is one of the characteristics of a high-risk parolee mentioned in the 
Auditor General’s report.  In June this young man committed very serious offences, but he was not picked up for 
non-compliance until a month later in July.  This is a joke.  The young man is 22 years old.  Clearly he has a 
drug problem, which is the other characteristic of a high-risk parolee as defined by the Auditor General.  On 
page 9 of the Supreme Court decision, Justice Roberts-Smith said -  

You felt disheartened about the whole situation and began to use heroin to escape the feeling of 
depression.  

I am reading this decision out because it is impossible for those who supervised his parole officers not to have 
known and understood what was happening with this young man; that is, he had a history of drug abuse and 
failure to comply with court orders, and he was not found to be in breach of his parole order from February until 
July.  Justice Roberts Smith continues -  

Your heroin use affected your performance at Bridge House to the point at which you were told to leave 
because of continuing substance abuse.  You returned to your parents’ house and shortly after that 
realised you had a problem with heroin and made the commitment to go to Dr George O’Neill’s 
Naltrexone Clinic  . . .  

He also said at page 12 of the decision -  

You have a long history of drug use.  You claim to have started smoking cannabis at the age of 12 years 
and were on LSD by the age of 14.  By the time you were 16 you had used your first needle injecting 
amphetamines.  The addiction progressed onto morphine and heroin over the years.  Much of the last 6 
years you have been using opiates.  You currently have a triple naltrexone implant.   

 . . . I also note that despite your failure to comply with rehabilitation requirements of Bridge House, 
you are still personally making positive efforts to overcome your drug problem . . .  

At page 13 he said -  

You had been experiencing episodes of paranoia since you began using ice amphetamine and about 18 
months ago began having psychotic delusions.  You have been susceptible to delusional thinking and 
hearing voices since.  Those are consequences not uncommonly seen in this Court of the result of 
amphetamine use.   

I am not saying this to embarrass or have a go at the offender; I am saying it because it is quite clear that when 
this young man was paroled he had a problem and he has not been supervised.  It is outrageous that the 
Department of Justice is not supervising this young man. 
No resources are being allocated to training people to properly supervise these parolees.  I refer also to page 17 
of the decision, which reads -  

You were a very substantial danger to the community - and I am here not referring just to the driving. 
This whole issue is about public safety.  Are we considering public safety or the reduced imprisonment strategy 
and not finding high-risk parolees in breach of parole when they do not turn up for a urinalysis test?  The last 
two examples of this have been high-risk parolees who have committed very serious offences, killing in one 
instance and seriously traumatising people in another.  It is also clear that the other characteristic of a high-risk 
parolee is a long history of convictions.  This is not something new.  The minister is accountable and 
responsible.  I sheet home to her what is happening in the community with these offences.  At page 8, the 
decision reads -  

You have a record of criminal convictions dating from convictions in the Children’s Court in March 
1993 and in the Court of Petty Sessions from March 1999.  They include offences of stealing, burglary, 
receiving, assault occasioning bodily harm, drug-related offences, fraud and breach of community 
orders.  In particular, I note a sentence of 18 months imprisonment which was suspended for 12 months, 
imposed in the District Court  . . .  for an offence of aggravated burglary and  . . . assault occasioning 
bodily harm . . .  

It is not the first time for this person.  He has a long history.  According to this decision, from February to July 
nobody found him to be in breach of parole for failure to turn up and undertake a urinalysis test, which is a joke.  
We let down not only the public but also this young man, because there was a duty of care.  Had this young man 
been found in breach of his parole, taken to court and hauled back inside prison, he would be in prison now, 
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these people would not be traumatised and he would not be serving all this extra time.  The fact is that no 
resources are being spent on training people to supervise high-risk parolees.   
The judge said that the young man was high on drugs and that the offences were committed as a result of a lack 
of sleep.  The serious offences began on 13 June.  Five months into his parole he was still trying to combat drugs 
and still using drugs all the time.  The astonishing issue that I raise before getting to the offences, why he 
committed them and the impact upon the victims, is the lack of supervision of this person.  A condition of parole 
must have been a urinalysis test.  The minister and this Government are directly responsible for the offences 
committed by this person.  The young man should have been hauled into court and immediately found to be in 
breach of his parole order, not because we would want to get tough and haul him in but because he is a risk to the 
public.  That is what parole is all about.  People are allowed to serve their sentence in the community on parole 
provided they are not a risk to the public and provided they do not endanger public safety. 
I just want to refer to the general provision of parole under the new Sentence Administration Act.  The Act was 
proclaimed on 29 August of this year.  It is important for the community and this House to understand how basic 
it is for this person to have a urinalysis and not to be on drugs.  Section 29 on the standard obligations of a parole 
order reads -  

The standard obligations of a parole order are that the prisoner - 

(a) must report to a community corrections centre within 72 hours after being released  . . .  

(b) must notify a CCO of any change of address or place of employment within 2 clear working 
days after the change; and 

(c) must comply with section 76. 

Section 76 of the Act covers an offender’s obligations.  The offender must sign a document saying that he or she 
will comply with the obligations.  The section states that an offender is a person who is under a community 
corrections order.  That is a parole order in the definition.  The section reads -  

(4) An offender who under a community corrections order . . .  

(a) must not be in possession of, use, or be under the influence of alcohol, a drug (other 
than a drug prescribed for him or her), glue, petrol or any other substance capable of 
adversely affecting a person; 

That is a basic, standard requirement.  It is a tragedy for everyone concerned, but more importantly for the 
public, that these people are not being dealt with in the system.  What has the minister’s department been doing 
with these high-risk parolees?  In his decision Mr Justice Roberts-Smith said at page 5 -  

I am informed that the Parole Board reviewed your case and ordered suspension of your parole order on 
15 July.   

That is one month and two days after he committed the serious offences which I am about to go into.  He said 
that the Parole Board found this young man to be in breach of his parole for failing to comply with program 
requirements and continued drug use, and he was remanded in custody for his current offences.  It gets worse.  
The offender, as a high-risk parolee, committed the following offences in one day on 13 June: assault with intent 
to rob; three aggravated armed robberies each carrying life imprisonment; and stealing a motor vehicle and 
wilfully driving in a reckless manner, which carries an eight-year maximum sentence.  I believe the coalition 
Government introduced that in legislation following a series of tragic high-speed pursuits.   

How did he commit these offences?  On Friday 13 June - a black Friday for the victims - two women were 
getting out of their car at Belmont shopping centre.  The parolee and another man, who was armed with a knife, 
tried to take the keys and they ran into the shopping centre.  The parolee and the other man went through the car, 
took a $900 compact disc player and ran off.  Five minutes later they threatened two other men with a knife and 
drove off with their $19 000 vehicle.  That vehicle was used to carry out several offences.  What did they do?  
They went to a gift store.  They had picked another man up on the way.  There were now three men. They had a 
wooden picket and a knife.  They were armed and disguised.  They threatened the owner and got $1 000 cash.  
About five minutes later they went to a Helena Valley shop, disguised and armed, and took some more cash.  
They traumatised the victims of those stores.  They were spotted by the police.  It gets worse.  The police 
pursued them.  The high-risk parolee was driving at speeds of up to 180 kilometres an hour in the metropolitan 
area for one and a quarter hours and covered 200 kilometres.  He went on the wrong side of the road on 
numerous occasions, when evasive action had to be taken, and was eventually apprehended at the wheel.  He put 
at risk, by his driving, not only the public and the police, but also the general community.   

It is clear that high-risk parolees are not being supervised.  There is no need for me to refer to the facts of this 
case to prove that; we know it from the Auditor General’s report.  We know that the parole system is in shambles 
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when these sorts of incidents occur.  Not only is public safety at risk but also police safety because the police 
must pursue and apprehend these people.  The remarks of the judge on sentencing indicate that the offender has 
some good qualities and, if he had not been on drugs, probably would have led a decent life.  However, we are 
not helping him.  This minister is not helping people.  She has not provided the proper resources to make sure 
that parolees are properly supervised and are charged with a breach of parole when they fail to follow the parole 
order.  It is also clear from the judge’s decision and the psychological report, according to the submissions made 
by the defence counsel, that this young man got the idea from a video game and was subconsciously following - 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Do you believe everything defence counsel say? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is the member for Girrawheen saying she was lying? 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  No, but last week you accused me of being naive and gullible. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am talking about the facts that were put before the judge.  Does the member for 
Girrawheen know something about this case that the judge did not know? 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  No, I am just asking you whether you believe as fact what defence counsel said? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am asserting that the judge found it as a fact in his decision.  Is there something that the 
member for Girrawheen knows that she should tell us?  Silence! 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Haven’t you got a speech? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I hope the minister has a good one and I hope it is the truth.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Get on with your speech. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I hope it is the truth.  The judge in the case I have been talking about referred to the 
psychologist’s report, and said -  

. . . a strong possibility exists that your repeated exposure to computer games in which antisocial 
activities are undertaken and reinforced may have unconsciously contributed to the way in which your 
current crime spree was enacted. 

The parolee referred to the fact that he watched a video game while he was in Acacia Prison.  I believe the game 
is R-rated, but the minister can tell us about that.  On page 13 of the same decision the judge quotes from the 
psychologist’s report, which stated -  

“The writer observed a striking similarity between the actions of - 

He referred to the offender by name - 

. . . and the script of the Playstation 2 game, ‘Grand Theft Auto’, which has the player enact attempts at 
carjacking, mugging, car theft, armed robbery and police pursuits. 

The report continued that the psychologist had asked the offender - 

 . . . at the end of the current assessment whether he had had exposure to computer games, and he 
volunteered having played the particular game in question, and deriving enjoyment from it, at Acacia 
Prison when previously incarcerated. 

When I have raised the matter of Acacia Prison in the House, the former Minister for Justice and current 
Attorney General has fallen back on the fact that it is a privately run prison.  However, Madam Deputy Speaker, 
we know from the leaked Acacia Prison debrief that the Inspector of Custodial Services said that the statutory 
epicentre is the Department of Justice.  The Minister for Justice has direct responsibility for this matter, which is 
why I am asking for a review of the content of all video games in state prisons.  The psychologist’s report 
continued - 

Whilst the writer does not suggest that the game has the potential to transform law-abiding individuals 
into criminals, the game supports and endorses the motivations of antisocial individuals and provides 
opportunities for rehearsing their destructive activities.  Furthermore it reinforces aggression and 
violence whilst the play is detached from the harm inflicted  . . .  

I do not know whether the minister has read this decision.  I do not know whether she understands the issues 
involved in this matter; I hope she does because they are important.  It is important for me as shadow Minister 
for Justice to raise them.  I want to keep the minister accountable.  I want to see the Department of Justice 
operate, not as a shambles, but with some genuine and sincere effort to put in place proper programs.  I want to 
ensure, firstly, that these sorts of video games are not played or cannot be accessed by prisoners in prison; and, 
secondly, that high-risk parolees are properly supervised in the community so that the community can benefit 
from that proper supervision and not be put at the risk it has been put at by this minister. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 17 September 2003] 

 p11408b-11415a 
Ms Sue Walker; Mr Ross Ainsworth; Mrs Michelle Roberts 

 [5] 

It is clear from what the victims have said that the Minister for Justice has again failed the public.  When we read 
in the paper about these events, it is very hard to know how the victims feel about those events and the effect 
they have had on them.  The judge said to the offender about one shop owner from whom he received an impact 
statement - 

. . .  within seconds, you and your co-offenders changed their lives.  What had been for them a happy 
day, turned into a nightmare  . . .  

One victim has to take sleeping tablets to block the scene from her mind and is now easily frightened, tense and 
angry. 

The judge said a lot more about what those victims had to say.  It is very important that this minister act upon the 
issues raised in the Auditor General’s report.  Undoubtedly, the Skinner inquiry will say similar things about 
what happened with the high-risk parolee last month.  It is clear that resources must be provided to train people 
to supervise high-risk parolees and that procedures must be put in place.  I hope the minister will tell us today 
that they have been in place for some time.  The Skinner report is due to be tabled in Parliament next week.  I 
think it was 21 August that the minister said in the House that it would take four weeks.  I expect the minister to 
report in this place next week.  I also expect the minister to tell us what she will do and what system she will put 
in place - it should already be in place - to ensure that high-risk parolees, who are identified as such, are charged 
when they breach their parole so that the public can remain safe. 

MR R.A. AINSWORTH (Roe) [4.27 pm]:  I support the motion.  It highlights the concerns that a large 
percentage of the community has about repeat offenders who, for various reasons, have been allowed back into 
the community apparently without adequate supervision.  The instance cited in the motion refers to an individual 
who had breached his parole over a lengthy period, but who was not brought back into the justice system 
because of that breach until very much further down the track. 

The motion raises two quite distinct issues.  The first is that the justice system per se allows repeat offenders of 
all ages, not only 22-year-olds but also 10 to 14-year-olds, back into the community, albeit for different reasons.  
I am talking about people who have a known history of offending yet are allowed back into the community, in 
various ways, to reoffend.  That is the evidence.  They are not specifically let out of prison to do that, but that is 
what they do.  There have been many instances in the media in the past few months of, in some cases, quite 
violent people who have been allowed back into the community and who have reoffended very soon after.  That 
concern has been heightened considerably by the recent graphic examples in the media. 

The other issue that the motion raises goes further than just a concern about the content of video games that 
reside in state prisons.  I have seen the video game Grand Theft Auto, although I have not played it or wanted to 
play it.  It is totally inappropriate for something of that nature to be allowed into the community full stop, 
regardless of whether it is in the prison system or the general community.  This sort of thing glamorises for 
impressionable young people in particular but also those who might have other issues in their lives, such as drug 
abuse, or who want to make an impression on their friends, antisocial and illegal behaviour and the challenge of 
breaking the law and avoiding police in pursuits.  It basically encourages people to behave in a totally 
unacceptable and inappropriate manner.  Despite the commercial value of those games to their producers, that is 
not a reason for them to be sold in our community.  That is an issue we should consider outside this motion.   

I wanted to mention that issue today because it goes to the heart of one part of what is happening in society.  
Inappropriate items such as this video game influence vulnerable and impressionable young people at a time in 
their lives when they need good guidance rather than this sort of rubbish.  When that influence is combined with 
the situation of somebody who is already in the justice system or prison, the effect it would have on that person 
is clear, given the unfortunate environment he is in.  It is an absolute disgrace that this sort of item should have 
been allowed into the state prison system.  I strongly support the need to urgently review all video games and 
other material that go into prisons, because anything that promotes, glamorises or makes more acceptable in the 
eyes of the viewer antisocial behaviour is certainly detrimental to the community.   

The details of the individual who was referred to in this motion have been clearly outlined by the previous 
speaker.  I also find it extremely difficult to understand how a high-risk parolee, who was allowed back into the 
community on quite strict reporting, drug testing and other requirements, breached the agreement under which he 
was paroled over a lengthy period and nothing happened.  That raises alarm bells.  It suggests that the system has 
completely broken down if an automatic alarm bell does not ring somewhere when a person does not turn up for 
his regular attendance at the local police station or whatever else he must do.  The first time a person does not 
show up should pop up on someone’s computer.  However it is managed, it should be automatically shown that 
that person did not arrive at the police station.   Something should immediately be done to find such a person and 
bring him back into the system.  It is understandable if it takes a day or two to find a person after a breach.  
However, it is extraordinary that it took many weeks and months before it was registered that this person had not 
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been adhering to his parole conditions.  It is hard to understand how that could be possible in what should be a 
closely monitored system.   

The community is concerned about cases such as this and about cases in which the court system seems to be 
constrained by legislation, or its interpretation of legislation, and allows repeat offenders back into the 
community without due protection of the community itself.  It is very hard for the average person to understand 
how that system can continue to operate in this State.  The member for Nedlands was correct when she said that 
it is detrimental to the broader community when these things happen.  She was citing in particular the case of a 
22-year-old parolee.  The community is also disadvantaged by the fact that these people are not properly 
supervised when they return to the community, under whatever circumstances.  More importantly, it is not fair or 
appropriate to treat offenders in that way.  When the parole of these people is not monitored or when repeat 
offenders, particularly young offenders, are allowed back into the community with virtually nothing more than a 
slap on the wrist, it does not reinforce in the minds of those offenders that they have done wrong.  It does the 
reverse.  It reinforces in their minds that if they choose to thumb their nose at the law and flout society’s rules, 
nothing much will happen; they can get away with it.  They are literally encouraged by default to do the wrong 
thing again, because no constraint is imposed or meaningful penalty applied to them when they flout society’s 
rules.  They are not encouraged, trained or given anything to deter them or change their attitude about their 
behaviour.  As the member said, that ultimately leads to longer prison sentences and more detrimental effects on 
the offender, let alone the rest of the community, which must suffer in the meantime.   

This is an extremely serious motion.  I strongly support it.  The Government must use every effort to change 
what is happening.  It must modify the justice system to ensure that offenders do not get the opportunity to repeat 
their offences willy-nilly, which seems to be happening currently, and that something more positive is done to 
rehabilitate these people for their own sake.   

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Justice) [4.36 pm]:  I thank the member for Nedlands for raising 
this issue today because it gives me an opportunity to clarify a number of matters.  I also thank the member for 
Roe for his participation in the debate.  The motion refers to the sentencing in the Supreme Court of a 22-year-
old high-risk parolee for car-jacking, mugging, theft and so forth.  The Department of Justice has advised that on 
this occasion he was released on parole on 19 February 2003.  There has been a lot of talk about people 
breaching their parole conditions and of the Department of Justice not taking appropriate action.  I understand 
that this is more than likely in the light of the earlier high profile case of another offender, to which the member 
for Nedlands alluded.  I will deal with the case that forms part of the motion.   

The Department of Justice has advised that this offender regularly reported while on parole.  He spent his first 
three weeks in residential treatment and thereafter resided with his parents.  He was also asked to attend Serenity 
Lodge by his community corrections officer, but he was reluctant to do so.  He was then warned by that officer 
to address his drug problem, because it was felt that he was in danger of relapsing.  The offender volunteered for 
and received a naltrexone implant.  Unfortunately, it seems that the offender resorted at some later stage to using 
speed.  The advice I have received is that the results of all urine analysis testing of this person were negative.  He 
was remanded in custody in June for the current offences.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  How often did they test?   

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I am not aware of how often that regime occurs.  The advice from the Department of 
Justice is that he complied with his parole regime.  Nothing has been brought to my attention to show that he was 
in breach of his parole conditions in any way to cause his parole to be cancelled.  From the facts that have been 
put before me, there is no issue.   

The motion went on to refer to the availability of video games such as Grand Theft Auto.  I will digress to the 
member for Roe’s initial comments.  Such a game has zero appeal to other members of Parliament and me.  I 
was surprised when I did a little research on this game.  It seems that it is a very popular game in the community.  
In fact, I understand an article in The Age of 5 July this year started by stating - 

Just over six months ago, Grand Theft Auto: Vice City became the top-selling game of the year, and not 
just on PlayStation 2 but against all gaming platforms. 

The member for Roe has said that he does not believe this game should be available in the community.  It seems 
that this game has been enormously popular with those people who play computer games, on whatever platform 
they play those computer games.  I will not comment on whether it should be available in the general 
community.  That is not my decision.  Essentially, that decision is made at federal government level.  Generally, 
the area of censorship matters and computer games is very contentious and vexed, and again it is one for which 
the Commonwealth Government has some responsibility.  Although there are recommended ratings on computer 
games, I understand that they are in no way compulsory or enforceable.  When comparing that with the system 
for rating movies and the like, one’s initial reaction is that they should be rated in the same way, and strict laws 
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should govern them.  Again, the difficulty is that so much is available over the Internet.  Although people could 
potentially be prevented from purchasing certain games and those games could potentially be prevented from 
even being sold at certain retailers, or the people to whom they are sold, the way they are sold or where they are 
displayed in shops could be restricted, the fact remains that much of the same product would be available via 
Internet sites, and such sites need not necessarily be in Australia.  It is a complex area.  Although, as 
parliamentarians, we like to take a more authoritative approach to matters, unfortunately, it is almost impossible 
to police material that is available on the Internet.   

I go back to the principal point.  The member for Nedlands has asked for such matters to be urgently reviewed in 
state prisons.  The member for Nedlands is obviously not aware of the current policy in prisons.  A policy 
directive on what is available is enforced.  The member for Nedlands has on many occasions in this House 
referred to the Auditor General’s report on the Department of Justice and the improvements that need to be 
made.  The fact is that since that Auditor General’s report, many changes have been made by the Department of 
Justice to the way in which the department operates.  The Government has also made many changes; that is, it is 
supplying additional resources and staffing to these areas.  The policy, which I am quite happy to read from, 
states - 

Laptop computers, DVD players, MP3, CD and DVD re-writers, Playstation 2, X Box and similar DVD 
player/recorders are not permitted. 

Notably, that does not include PlayStation 1, which I understand is available in prisons.  I understand that the 
PlayStation 1s that are in the prisons belong to the prisoners themselves.  They are not supplied by the prison 
authorities to the prisoners; they are the prisoners’ own PlayStation - that is, model 1.   

Grand Theft Auto, which I mentioned earlier, is a PlayStation 2 game.  PlayStation 2 is not a platform that is 
permitted in prisons at this time.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Does that mean they are not there? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS:  I have made that inquiry.  The response was that four PlayStation 2s have been found at 
Acacia Prison.  The contract manager has undertaken to remove those PlayStation 2s from Acacia Prison.  
Unfortunately, they were at Acacia Prison, contrary to the policy of the department.   

I advise the House that at this point there is no reason to support the motion by the member for Nedlands, 
because although PlayStation 2 and that game may have been available to that prisoner during an earlier stay in 
prison, the current policy does not permit PlayStation 2s, laptop computers, DVD players, MP3s, CD and DVD 
re-writers, Xbox or similar DVD players/recorders in prisons.  That is a sensible policy.   

There are always changes and updates to these gaming platforms and to the technology.  I am sure that in the 
future there will be a more futuristic version of PlayStation 2 or Xbox.  This is the kind of policy area that prison 
authorities must constantly monitor and update.  I am pleased to advise the House today that currently a 
particular PlayStation 2 game is not able to be used in prisons, nor is a PlayStation 2 player.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 17 September 2003] 

 p11408b-11415a 
Ms Sue Walker; Mr Ross Ainsworth; Mrs Michelle Roberts 

 [8] 

Ayes (14) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr M.F. Board Mr R.F. Johnson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr T.K. Waldron  

Noes (26) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr A.J. Dean Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr N.R. Marlborough 
 Mr A.D. Marshall Dr J.M. Edwards 
 Mr B.K. Masters Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Mr M.G. House Mr A.D. McRae 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus negatived. 
 


