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Division 28: Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, $37 269 000 — 
Ms S.E. Winton, Chair. 
Mr J.R. Quigley, Attorney General. 
Miss A.L. Forrester, SC, Director of Public Prosecutions. 
Mr H.S. Bhabra, Manager, Finance, Director of Public Prosecutions. 
Mrs D.C. Boys, Acting Director, Corporate Services, Director of Public Prosecutions. 
Mr J. Lee, Principal Policy Adviser, Office of the Attorney General. 
Miss L. Markussen, Ministerial Liaison Officer, Office of the Attorney General. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. 
It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 

The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 

I give the call to the member for North West Central. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to the sixth dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 454, 
which refers to the office’s involvement in the Dangerous Sexual Offenders Act matters. I note that 52 offenders 
were either detained or in custody under a continuing detention order or had been released into the community 
under strict supervisory conditions. How many of these offenders were released in regional areas? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Firstly, can I effect a correction in the budget papers? Could members note that where it has 
“52”, it should read “45”. I do not know whether the director has to hand that information on how many were 
released to regional areas. We would have to provide that by way of supplementary information. By Friday week 
we can provide supplementary information to the member for North West Central, giving the number of people 
who have been declared dangerous sex offenders and have been released on a supervision order into a regional 
area. What time frame are we looking at? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The past five years, if possible. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It might be hard. We can do it for the last year easily. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is the last two years okay? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The director indicates that will not be too difficult.  

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Have there been any additional assurances about ways of monitoring dangerous sex offenders 
who have been released into regional areas? What kind of assurances has the community been given about monitoring 
these people? Does the Attorney General want to provide it by way of supplementary information? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Of course, the other day in this chamber we discussed clause 18 of the Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders Legislation Amendment Bill and the five primary conditions, one of which was the GPS monitoring. 
As to the physical monitoring of people in the area, I do not want to duck it. However, it is a matter for the 
Department of Corrective Services. The director has a role in appearing on applications. Once orders are made by 
the court, the responsibility then becomes — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I understand that, Attorney General. One of the issues with these monitoring devices and 
people being released into the community is that regional Western Australia cannot always get wireless and 
connections. How effective are the devices that are put on these offenders? 
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The CHAIR: Member, can we stop for a moment and deal with the supplementary information, because I think 
the member is going beyond that. Can we just go back to the information, Attorney General, that was agreed to be 
provided? 

[Supplementary Information No A15.] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: My question is about devices. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I understand the question. I can remember the question. Once again, the monitoring is done 
by the Department of Corrective Services, not by the Director of Public Prosecutions. However, the director has 
knowledge of it and so is able to assist in some regard. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is DPP not the agency that is asking for a monitoring device or that imposes the monitoring 
device? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No. The monitoring device is the seventh of the seven standard conditions required by 
section 18 of the act. The legislation mandates that upon release they must wear a GPS tracking device. Because 
the director or her office appears, she has some knowledge of that in the regions, but the member might also want 
to question later the Department of Corrective Services, which physically does the monitoring, but I defer to the 
director.   

[12.30 pm] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Given the fact that the member for Butler is the Attorney General and that it is legislated 
that these devices are mandated upon release, if there are potential blackspots in certain regional areas, is the 
legislation perhaps not as effective as it could be? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If I may, I defer to the director to help me with the answer. 

Miss A.L. Forrester: The issue of GPS and blackspots was recently considered in one of the decisions. Previous 
delays upon release have been because of blackspots in the coverage and the GPS was not sufficient to enable 
release. Unless the capacity in the region is sufficient to enable the GPS to be monitored in accordance with 
Corrective Services’ standards, that is an impediment to release. Corrective Services will know much more about 
the technology and where the blackspots might be. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I refer to the sixth dot point under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. Has 
the director ever lodged an appeal in the Court of Appeal against a decision made by a Supreme Court judge to 
release a dangerous sex offender into the community? 
Miss A.L. Forrester: I do not believe so—no. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Are there any protocols or guidelines as to when the director would choose to lodge 
such an appeal with the Court of Appeal? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Not that I am aware of, but I will defer to the director. 
Miss A.L. Forrester: We have guidelines that apply to all matters whether they be matters of first instance or 
appeals. The primary basis on which we do everything is reasonable prospect of conviction or success upon appeal, 
and that is the primary standard that we apply in the case of appeals against dangerous sex offender decisions. If 
we thought that there were reasonable prospects of successfully appealing a decision made by a judge in that 
matter, we would appeal. That is the fundamental guideline we apply. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Given that there has never been an appeal, how can the office make the assessment 
of reasonable prospect of success? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I defer to the director, who makes these decisions. 
Miss A.L. Forrester: Member, we consider very carefully the material before the judge who makes the first 
instance decision. We very carefully consider what occurs at the hearing and then we very carefully consider the 
decision that is made. Although no decisions have been appealed, a wealth of authority has arisen out of single 
judge decisions, which are very authoritative on matters of law. These decisions form a body of authority that we 
can use to assess whether we have prospects of appeal in any given case. As I said, we appeal only when we 
consider there are reasonable prospects of success on appeal. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: We will continue to monitor that. 
I refer to page 456 and the increase in full-time equivalents of 10 in 2017-18. There is a note on page 455 that 
additional funding of around $1.5 million for this year is associated with the prosecution of Bradley Robert Edwards. 
Is the increase of 10 FTEs solely associated with that prosecution? 
Miss A.L. Forrester: No. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Is there an intention that some or all those FTEs will continue beyond the length of 
this case? 
Miss A.L. Forrester: Not at this stage, member. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: So they are not all associated with this prosecution and they will not continue into 
the future? 
Miss A.L. Forrester: At this stage, a substantial number of those FTEs are associated with that particular 
prosecution. Because that prosecution has been funded for this financial year and is contingent on what occurs in 
future years, it is impossible to say how many of those FTEs will continue into the future associated with that 
prosecution. We are still discussing with government what will happen to future years’ budgets and whether those 
FTEs can continue. At the moment, we are simply trying to ensure that we have enough prosecutors to appear in 
the courts. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The pressure of getting more prosecutors has not been reduced in any way? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Might I say it has increased a little. With the budget announcement that there will be two 
more District Court judges, the chief judge of the District Court has already started to list two courts for pleas of 
guilty for January. Given the 1 100 remand population, we are very keen that as many of those who can be brought 
before the court for sentencing be brought before the court as soon as possible. But that will throw pressure on the 
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions. The government is developing law administration reform, which 
will result, in its final iteration, in a pipeline-of-justice model. We might say in the law and order debate, for 
example, that we will put on 200 more policemen. Those 200 policemen will arrest a lot more people, and that 
throws more pressure on the Office of the DPP to prosecute them, more pressure on the courts to deal with them, 
and more pressure on Corrective Services. A very high-level committee within government that is led by 
Mr Darren Foster is pulling all the agencies together to develop a pipeline-of-justice model so that when we are 
talking about adding two judges, we know that that will throw more pressure on the Office of the DPP for more 
prosecutors. We will have to go back in the midyears to do this, but we cannot have a situation in which we just 
bank them up in prison with a remand population of 1 100 at the daily rate of 380. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Who is the lead minister in the justice pipeline model—is it the Attorney General, 
the Premier or the Minister for Corrective Services? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Treasury is leading it, but it is pulling all the agencies together so that we can work out the 
true cost. Once we open the pipeline at one end and arrest a person, we want to know the true cost going through 
the system so that we do not have these stricture points until people are just bleating and going under. When I came 
to this office, I was given a briefing from all the agencies. One of the most disturbing briefings was from the 
Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions. Because of the workforce replacement policy of being able to replace 
only 60 per cent of the people who had left, and because of the stress at the office, up to six prosecutors had opted 
out and taken judicial or magisterial appointments. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am not sure it was the stress; I think it was the promotion. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They wanted out because of the stress. The member would not believe the amount of work 
there, and, because of the stress they wanted out, so then we faced replacing them with juniors. We went to the 
Expenditure Review Committee and successfully argued—we were unsuccessful under the previous 
government—that the Office of the DPP be regarded as frontline, similar to how the police are regarded as 
frontline, for the purpose of the workforce replacement program, and that eased the pressure—only a little bit—
and then we got the $1.5 million allocation for Macro, which also eased the pressure a bit. 

The appropriation was recommended. 

[12.40 pm] 
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