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Foreword,

To Attorney General Christian Porter, MLA

In accordance with section 112 of th&entence
Administration Act 2003 present to you the Annual Report
of the Prisoners Review Board of Western Austridiathe
year ended 30 June 20009.

Justice Narelle Johnson
Chairman

Prisoners Review Board
2009

In line with State Government requirements, thesdrers
Review Board annual report is published in an edeit
format with limited use of graphics and illustratsoto help
minimise download times.

Cover Page

The photograph is of a prisoner at Decca Projed®oebourne
receiving job training sponsored by the Rio Tintompany and
the Ready to Work program.
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PRISONERS REVIEW BOARD

Profile

The Prisoners Review Board is the authority thantg or refuses parole to prisoners
who are eligible for consideration for release frgmh to serve the balance of their
sentence in the community.

In reaching its decisions, the Board considersstifety of the community, matters
that affect the victims of the crime committed, dactors that affect the offender.

The Prisoners Review Board replaced the ParoledBoa¥anuary 2007 following the
passing of the Sentence Administration Act (2008 the recommendations of the
Mahoney Inquiry.

The Board also considers the matters of life sea@mprisoners and prisoners jailed
indefinitely. The Board makes recommendations te Attorney General on the

management of these offenders. The Attorney Gemaeddes a decision which is

endorsed by the Governor.

The Board is chaired by Supreme Court Justice Madelhnson, who started her 3
year term in March 2009. There are 9 other Boarthbes; 3 Deputy Chairpersons,
and 6 community members. Attending each Board mgetie representatives of the
Department of Corrective Services and the WA Pdbeevice.

A quorum of at least of two members and a chaiperst every day, Monday to
Thursday, to consider the cases of prisoners &iddv parole.

CHAIRPERSON AND BOARD MEMBERS.

There was a significant change in personnel aPRB in the financial year 2008/09.

Inaugural Chair, District Court Judge Val Frenctiregl at the end of March 2009,
and a new chair, Supreme Court Justice Narellestwhmwas appointed by the
Attorney General, Mr Christian Porter.

“Justice Narelle Johnson is an
experienced, highly capable Supreme
Court Judge,” Mr Porter said.

“With a Bachelor of Jurisprudence
Honours, a Bachelor of Law and a Master
of Law, her expertise spans across
criminal law, civil law, personal injury
matters, coronial enquiries and appeals,
all of which will be of immense value to
both Boards.”

Extract from Attorney General’s media release
Announcing Justice Johnson’s appointment.
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Three new community members were also appointedgademic, an aboriginal
health researcher and a counsellor. As well, twarBmembers resigned.

Message From The Chairman

It has been a very busy but professionally rewaydime since my appointment as
Chairperson of the Prisoner's Review Board in Apifilthis year. After an initial
period of identifying the Board’'s powers and obligas under theSentence
Administration Act 2003and of understanding how the Board operated utidsr
legislation, a number of changes have been implesdeand further issues have been
highlighted for consideration and improvement.

From the outset my primary focus has been on twasaof operation of the Board
that | believed required attention. The first aveas the application of the release
considerations under s 5A and s 5B of the Act &wledsecond area was the quality of
communications with prisoners concerning the Baad#cisions. To an extent, these
two areas overlap.

In making the decision to release a prisoner onlpathe Board is required to apply
the release considerations set out in s 5A of tkke Ahese are the factors that
Parliament has identified as being relevant toekercise of the power to release a
prisoner on parole. They include factors such asdggree of risk that the release of
the prisoner would appear to present to the safgtythe community, the
circumstances of the commission of the offencenfbich the prisoner is in custody,
issues for any victim, the behaviour of the prisomken in custody, participation and
performance in rehabilitation programmes in pristme prisoner’s behaviour on
previous release orders, the likelihood of the qmés committing an offence on
parole and the likelihood of the prisoner complywigh the requirements of parole.
Essentially, after considering all the informat@awailable to it, the Board is required
to make a risk assessment applying the factorsruadeB. The Board is further
required to consider whether the imposition of amonditions on release could
appropriately deal with any risk factors identifiddowever, Parliament has also
determined, as set out in s 5B of the Act, thatBbhard must regard the safety of the
community as the paramount consideration. It caisden that the legislation under
which the Board operates requires it to consider ititerests of the prisoner, the
victim and the community. Often the interests luéste three groups are not easily
reconciled.

On my appointment | saw a need to emphasise t@dpaty Chairpersons and the
members of the Board their obligation to consisyerdpply these release
considerations and not to give undue or inappréggpansideration to factors which,
although they may be relevant to any consideratitmnot over-ride the statutory
requirements. This involved carrying out profesalotievelopment days identifying
for the members the relevant statutory provisi@ass,well as any legal rulings on
relevant issues, and addressing the relevancehef @ctors historically taken into
consideration. As | do not chair every sitting lvé Board, a practice has been adopted




PRISONERS REVIEW BOARD

of meeting with the Deputy Chairpersons on a mgnilalsis to reinforce the need to
apply the statutory provisions and to address asyes which have arisen in relation
to the decision making process. Whilst there camen be true consistency in
outcome because of the greatly varied circumstarafeseach prisoner, it is
nevertheless a requirement that the same consaesare applied in each case.

Considered debate within each Board has also hemuesged. Each Board member
is not only required to identify his or her viewthe appropriate outcome but also to
identify the reasons for that view. In that way bther members are made aware of
factors that they may not, themselves, have coreide

Of course, the Board is not only required to makieeision with respect to parole, it
is also required to give its reasons for so doirtgs is one area in which improving
the quality of the work of the Board crosses ovéthvihe desire to improve the

quality of communication with the prisoners. In mew, it is incumbent on the

Board to identify every matter which has led to tieeision to deny or to release on
parole and not simply to rely on one or some okéhmatters. Further, as it is the
release considerations which are applied to theejswhere possible the decision
should be expressed in those specific terms. #lge vitally important that those

reasons can be readily understood by the prisaneihbm they are directed. Much
effort has gone in to ensuring that the reasonengivand the Notices which

communicates those reasons to the prisoner, &eswitable standard.

The information available to the Board when makitsy decision comes from a
number of sources. However, attempts are currebdyng made to obtain the
information which is currently unavailable to th@dd, such as the prosecution’s
statement of facts, which in the superior courtsfien not identical in content to the
police Statement of Material Facts with which theaBl is provided. It is also hoped
that, in the future, psychiatric or psychologicapaorts obtained with respect to a
prisoner will be available to the Board to ensurat tit has the optimum amount of
material available to it when considering releasgarole.

Soon after the Board was established in January,280process of video link
interviews with prisoners was commenced. It wasigind that these interviews would
have the benefit of providing the Board with an appnity to hear what a prisoner
has to say about his or her plans for parole amditatne benefits the prisoner may
have gained from any rehabilitation programme incWhe or she had participated.
Board members then had the opportunity to ask mumssin relation to offending
patterns and explore any issues that arise fromreéperts and other information
provided to the Board. The stated intention wa® dtg the Board to speak to
prisoners about what was required of them whilsparmle.

Unfortunately, it became apparent from a considnaif various occasions on which
video links had been utilised, in particular inatedn to cases where there had been a
breach of parole orders granted following a vide&-Interview, that appearances by
prisoners by video-link had the unfortunate consege of undermining the
objectivity necessary for sound decision makinDecisions were being made out of
an understandable but inappropriate sympathy ®pusition of the prisoner and his
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or her family, rather than from a clear understagdf the prisoner’s conduct and an
application of the requirements under the Act. Tited does occur when making
decisions on a face to face basis is supportedeindlevant literature. Consequently,
the video-link interviews have been brought to awdl,ehowever, with prisoner’s

retaining the right to provide as much informatias they wish in writing, either

personally, or through a third party writing onrégspner’s behalf.

In the past it has been the practice for the Bemrdake regular visits to all prisons in
Western Australia and to conduct a Board meetinthatprison in the presence of
prisoners, media and interested persons from thammity. The opportunity was
also taken to speak to local agencies. Howeverd#tision has been made to cease
holding Board meetings in the presence of thirdiggrThis is because the Act makes
it an offence for any member, deputy chairpersomegistrar to disclose to a third
party any information obtained because of the msihey hold: s 119 of the Act. In
any event, | consider that prisoners are entitbesbime degree of privacy and it is not
appropriate to reveal their personal details withgnod reason. The Act does allow
the Chairperson to approve the release of the Bodetision and its reasons if it is
in the public interest: s 107C. In that regard, dvén determined that certain
Community Corrections Officers who actually have tesponsibility for supervising
prisoners on parole may attend a Board meetind) ptitor approval, in order for
them to be fully aware of the considerations rai¢va the Board’s decision making.

As no Board meetings are now being held in regianads, it was considered that the
expense of taking a fully constituted Board and iatstrative support staff to
regional areas could not be justified. This practi@s now been replaced with the
Chairperson and the Registrar attending each rabmison for a shorter period and
meeting with interested parties to discuss the woirkthe Board and to build
relationships which are beneficial to the respectorganisations. The interested
parties currently being met on these regional wisite prison staff dealing with
parole, the local CJS officers, the local magistrétte police and, where possible, an
agency dealing with prisoners released on parole.

Indeed, there has been a concerted effort in tbentemonths to attempt to build
better relationships with key agencies on whichBbard relies for the provisions of
information and assistance. Because of the volomeork it is easy to let such
relationships lapse but they are vital to improvihg quality of service provided by
the Board. Without exception these attempts haen bvelcomed and the Board has
definitely benefited from the exchange of informatiand the provision of assistance
which has resulted.

Overall there has also been an attempt to imprbeequality of the administrative

assistance provided to the Board both in the cpoms$ence produced and also in
dealings with people who contact the Board. The igithat all such people, be they
prisoners, victims or members of the community, banassured they will be dealt
with politely and efficiently and any informatiorrqvided by them will be treated

appropriately. The Board has experienced some sldlayesponding to inquiries

because of an increase in correspondence, howievescent times, the turn around
time has improved.
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In addition to using days set aside for profesdiai@elopment for raising the

understanding of members and Deputy Chairpersortheoftatutory framework of

their positions, the opportunity has also beenridke them to participate in a training
sessions on accountable and ethical decision makimngh raised some interesting
issues in relation to conflict of interest. On dveyt occasions the opportunity was
taken to better inform the members about the céoraém number of prison based
programmes.

In terms of the future, there are two main “proggan the horizon. One is a push to
increase the involvement of victims by encouragihgir input into the decision
making process as well as encouraging victims émtifly conditions which might
assist them to cope with a prisoner’s release oolga lt is the Board’s intention to
achieve this by working together with Victims Supgp®ervices, the officers of which
have the necessary expertise, rather than by adiplicavailable services. However,
the Board intends to take a pro-active role in engging victims to come forward
with their views. One method earmarked to achievenareased level of contact is to
use the email contact on the Board's website asanmsfor victims to contact the
Board and for the Board to provide information amdouragement.

The other “project” is creating a separately cdontd Board to consider parole
applications in relation to prisoners serving lkifieindefinite terms. At the moment,

the parole applications of these prisoners aret dgti in the course of the regular
Board meetings. As they require the provisiontafugory reports and the making of
recommendations, it is often the case that dealuiiy early release for these
prisoners takes considerable time and very caosfsideration of a large amount of
material. In my view, the seriousness of the affeg and the consequent potential
for risk is such as to justify a separate Boardstituted by experienced members
specifically selected for work on such a Board.réguired by the Act, the Board will

have a chairperson and representatives from DO@ShanPolice Service. However,
the Board will also sit with two members, includioge indigenous member. It is also
hoped that this approach will allow for a bettealify of administrative support to

ensure that all time frames are regularly met dhdoarespondence is of the highest
quality.

It is unfortunate that my appointment has come atin@e of unprecedented
overcrowding in Western Australian prisons. Thecrdase in the numbers of
prisoners granted parole, and the increase in thmebar of prisoners returned to
prison for breach of parole, which has resultesnfr@quiring compliance with the
relevant legislation has, unfortunately, addechtd bvercrowding. Whilst the Board
greatly regrets that any prisoner is confrontedhwiite impact of overcrowding, it is
not entitled to take that factor into account wiearrying out its functions because it
is not a release consideration.

Finally, 1 would also like to thank the Registrahavhas accepted the responsibility
and increased workload of making the change fropre@ominantly administrative
role to undertaking the full statutory responsit@i of a registrar. | would also like to
thank the Deputy Chairpersons and the memberseddard, as well as the staff of
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the Secretariat who provide the Board with admiatste support, for their support
throughout that part of the year for which | haeei responsible for the Board.

The Hon. Justice N Johnson
CHAIRMAN

Executive Manager's Report

The Executive Manager of the State Review Boardebaagat, the body that supports
the PRB in its work, is Dianne Bateman. Ms Batenwok long service leave in the
middle of June, and in her place was Mr Richard/&teon, formerly the Manager of
Courts in Kalgoorlie and the Goldfields.

Since the appointment of the new chairperson oBibard, the Executive Manager’s
focus has been on assisting with the implementatfamew processes and guidelines
that reflect Justice Johnson'’s vision for the PRB.

In accordance with the Governments wishes to makele more stringent and Justice
Johnson’s strict adherence to the legislation,esex@d prisoners who break the law
while on parole will have their parole cancellecar\compliance with the law whilst
on parole is totally inconsistent with the being marole. With this philosophy in
mind, there was an increase in the number of pamalers cancelled. The average
monthly order to cancel parole prior to Her Horstie Johnson’s chairmanship was
22. In the first month of Her Honour’s tenure, 9ters were cancelled. In the next
two months, on average 74 parole orders were dadcel

In another policy development, there are new proeedfor prisoners who wish to

appeal against a denial of release on parole. i&isoare now restricted to one
review, as legislated, which is conducted by thaifplerson or one of the three

Deputy Chairpersons. There has been a reductigheimumber of appeals that go
before the full Board for consideration. If an offier gets an adverse decision on
their application for review they can no longer lgdpr another review, however they

can re apply for parole on the basis that theyadre to show a change in their
circumstances since the original Board decisiore @lkerage monthly number of

requests for a review between July 2008 and Ma@f)® 2hat were refused was 29.
The average denied between April and June 2009 WasThe average monthly

number of reviews referred to the Board betweey 2008 and March 2009 was 19,
while the average number referred between ApriB2&@d June 2009 was 3.

Richard Stevenson
ACTING EXECUTIVE MANAGER
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The year at a glance

The Board sat 511 times considering the case df 8&8viduals. It made 8505
decisions. 3051 prisoners were eligible for releasparole. 1957 were released, 855
were denied release.

A Year in Statistics

2008 2009
The number of prisoners who became eligible 2732 3051
to be released under a parole order.
(This figure reflects the number of prisoners given parole eligibility date in between
July 2008 and June 2009 by a sentencing court)

The number of prisoners who applied to be 172 68
released under a Re-entry Release Order.

(Prior to 2007 prisoners eligible for parole could also apply for an earlier release
under a re entry release order. Those sentenced after 2007 are now only eligible for
release on parole.)

The number of prisoners who were refused 493 855
an early release order.
(This figure reflects the number of prisoners who were denied release on parole.)

The number of prisoners released 2323 1957
under an early release order

The number of prisoners who completed 708 588
an early release order.

(This figure represents the number of prisoners who completed their parole orders
without breaching the order or facing new charges)

The number of early release orders suspended 530 468*

or cancelled

*(This figure represents the number of paroles who violated their parole conditions
and were returned to prison. The figure for 2007/08 includes the number of prisoners
who were ‘suspended’. A suspension means the prisoner continued their parole, and
was not returned to prison.)

Main Reasons for the cancellation of parole and return to prison

Reoffending 166
Failure to comply with order 135
Failure to report 90
Drug Use 69

10
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The number of prisoners for whom participationina 16 12
Re-socialisation program was approved.

(Prisoners serving life or indefinite sentences can be placed on a resocialisation
program after approval from the Attorney General and the Governor)

The number of prisoners who completed a 8 4
re-socialisation program.
(Please note re-socialisation programs can run beyond the financial year)

All of the above requirements are bounded by thtestent
"during the previous financial year".
The Act asks for information regarding the actastof Community Corrections
Officers as they relate to early release orders.FIRB does not have statistical data
to provide an analysis.

TOTAL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

PRISONER REVIEW BOARD 20007-08 2008-09
Adjourned 132 129
Arrest Warrant Issued 3
Boards Report Forwarded To Ag 19 8
Cancel Order 437 474
Cancel Suspension 96 96
Chairman To Prepare Report 23 28
Chairman's Report Adopted 14 11
Defer Action 61 82
Defer Re-Entry Release Order 3 1
Defer Release On Short Term Parole 37 16
Deferred For Further Review 954 817
Deny Parole 380 791
Deny Re-Entry Release Order 96 45
Deny Release On Short Term Parole 17 19
Information Received And Noted 702 736
No Action Taken 89 97
Number of decisions made by the PRB 7109 8505
Number of individual cases before the PRB 3581
Permit To Leave State Approved 70 42
Permit To Leave State Not Approved 6 10
Pre Release Programme Approved 7

Previous Decision Changed 31 21
Referred To Board By Registrar 316 674
Release On Parole 1691 1458
Release On Re-Entry Release 29
Release On Short Term Parole — Supervised 256 269
Release On Short Term Parole - Unsupervised 285 201
Request For Review Deferred To Board 194 172
Request For Review Denied 247 391
Request For Review Granted — Decision Amended 17 31
Suspend Order 479 613
Suspension To Remain 230 252
Variation to order 135

11
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Case Studies

Offender D.T.
D.T. is a 30 year old woman who has been in anabptison 17 times since

1979.

She is a glue sniffer with psychiatric protde

August last year was the first review date for pom Ms DT'’s latest
sentence. Due to her poor prison conduct and lsglof re-offending
her, consideration of her release was deferred.

DT appealed against that decision one month lagrappeal was
denied 15 days later.

Two weeks later Ms DT requested another reviewas again rejected.
In March this year, Ms DT’s case was again revieveed in April she
was denied parole due to continued bad behaviopirison.

DT’s file was viewed 7 times by the Board during financial year.

Offender TS.
TS was jailed for 11 months and 29 days in Marab82@s on offender with a
sentence of less than one year, he was eligiblpdmie after ?.

TS's first review occurred on the ¥df August, 12 days before his
earliest eligibility date.

The Registrar referred TS’s file to the full Boawmwilling to allow his
automatic release on parole.

On 2 September the Board deferred its decisioa,\astim mediation
report was not ready, and it wanted more infornmategarding TS’s
parole plan.

On 5 September the Board received a letter fronptisener.

On 18 September the prisoner was released on parole

Offender RB
An amphetamine user, RB was jailed for aggravatedlary, assault and car

theft.

In July 2008 RB was denied release on a re enlepse order.

In November 2008 RB was released on parole.

In January 2009 his parole was suspended for ggtireport and
failing to comply with his parole conditions.

In late January the Board decided RB'’s parole coemdain suspended
and not cancelled, calling for more informationvamy he failed to
comply

Variations were made to his parole order in later&ary 2009

On March 31 RB’s parole was again suspended, this time farsitipe
drugs test, and a warrant for arrest was issued.

9 days later RB’s parole was cancelled.

13
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Sittings

The Board convened on 5ldccasions during the year. The majority of sittings
occurred between Mondays to Thursdays at the ofiicthe State Review Board
Secretariat. The Board held 21 hearings in prissesing 140 prisoners face to face.
That practice was suspended in March 2009. Vidao donferences were also held
however this practice was suspended in March 260 a

By virtue of their appointment to this Board, commiy members are also appointed
as members of the Mentally Impaired Accused Re\Beard. That Board sits in the
office of the State Review Boards Secretariat, Briday per month with additional

meetings as required.

Regional Prison Visits.

The Prisoners Review Board regularly carried odireuit visit to regions that have a
local prison. Board members met with local stafinfr Community Corrections,

appropriate community groups, aboriginal commusijtigne police and prison staff
and judicial officers. The Board no longer circuitswever the Chairperson and on
some occasions the Registrar circuit to those rsgamd meet with stakeholders.

In 2008/09 visits were made to

» Geraldton and Greenough Regional Prison,

» Kalgoorlie and the Eastern Goldfields Regional ¢hjs

* Bunbury Regional Prison,

* the Pilbara and Roebourne Regional Prison.
A five day visit to the West Kimberley included thewn of Fitzroy
Crossing, seven aboriginal communities and Broogidhal Prison.

Stories about the visits are run on the websitbeémews section.

The road trip to Yandeyarra, an
aboriginal community on the road
to Newman, that is serviced by thg
Port Hedland CJS branch. The
visiting Board members toured thg
community and met with
community coordinator Mr Lim.

14




PRISONERS REVIEW BOARD

Visits to the Board

During the financial year 103 people attended Bderarings to observe the Board in
action. The highest number of attendees was 42ap &hd June, mainly community
corrections officers and program facilitators wherg keen to experience the style
and direction of Justice Narelle Johnson

Feedback from the visitors..

‘It improved my understanding g
their decision-making process.|..

| can give better information to
prisoners about the board..|.

| received some good specific
Information

regarding criteria for parole .....
The PRB appear to look for the
positives in a case

The PRB hearings are confidential, not just
anyone can walk in and listen to a case.
However, the Board encourages the
attendance of community corrections officer
and senior case work supervisors who
manage offenders and work for the Departm
of Corrective Services. It gives the officers
who write reports for the Board first hand
experience on how important their work is
and how to do it better.

—n

Sharing solutions at the New Zealand conference.

In October the former Chair of the Prisoners RevBoard, Judge Val French and the
Executive Manager Dianne Bateman attended a twacdaference in New Zealand
of the Australasian Heads of Parole Boards.

Topics covered included information sharing betweeuntries who agree to deport
and receive offenders, policies regarding sex oiées and the needs of indigenous
people.

At the time Ms Bateman commented ‘We hope thisdgada resolution concerning
the transfer of parole orders between AustraliaateSt and Territories and New
Zealand. It will go a long way to ensuring somenfoof supervision is in place
whenever a parolee is deported.’

Judge French said, "All parole authorities bengbin an exchange of ideas and
initiatives to improve parole decisions and progeduAlthough each jurisdiction is
governed by different legislation, we share the s@moblems in assessing risk of re-
offending and the same difficulties of insufficigrtabilitation programs and re-entry
supports.”

15
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Website

The Prisoners Review Board continues to make putislioperations via its dedicated
website www.prisonersreviewboard.wa.gov.au

The website was used to announce, along with aanediease from the Attorney
General, the appointment of new chairperson The Htice Narelle Johnson.

Decisions made by the Board are published on tieetsidemonstrate to the public
and stake holders the issues and details that t@&dBconsiders when reaching a

conclusion regarding an offender.

An example of a high profile decision
published on the website to inform the
public was the case of Jack Benjamin Ha

74 decisions were published during the
year. Between December and March the
Board functioned without a media
officer, so no decisions or news stories
were published.

A total of 27 news stories were published
including monthly statistical reports and

accounts of the Boards regional visits.

The decision by the PRB in the case of
high profile offender Jack Benjamin Hall
was published on the website. Hall was
jailed for the manslaughter of Bunbury
teenager Lawrence Dix, who was shot
and killed. The media were intensely
interested in the case. The decision in
the case, to release Hall on parole, was
released to the website and therefore to
the media and the wider community. The
PRB made sure that the family of Mr Dix
and the offender were aware of the
decision before it was publically
released.

The website is currently undergoing further devadept and no recent articles have

been published.

16
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Customised Computer System called BARS

W S D day for switching on the Prisoners Review Board’s
designed computer information system will be ackiev
by the end of 2009.

& Prepare logaing faci
@ Authenic aing user

BARS or the ‘Boards Assessment Review System’ has
been developed by staff from the State Review Board
i Secretariat and Courts Technology Group.

Currently when staff create offender files that Bbanembers refer to in their
deliberations, they access two Department of Cowe&ervices systems. BARS will
integrate those systems into one, with other iispetific to the needs of the Prisoners
Review Board. As well, it is intended that BARS hilterface with CHIPS, a courts
computer system, so that the Board gets the mo&i date and accurate information
regarding any outstanding charges against a patgrarolee.

BARS will streamline staff work load, they won't /& to navigate a number of
computer systems to find the information the Baaedds. For staff, BARS will result
in the reduction of tedious manual checking andhecking, allow greater flexibility
in the production of paperwork and more detailespomses for prisoners and various
organisations that need to be informed about Bodetisions. Answers to
parliamentary and other questions about Boardsstai will be generated using
BARS.

Programs

The Board is pleased that the provision of prograomaffenders has been improved
by the Department of Corrective Services. Whileoathe Board’'s expressed
concerns over the previous years have not beeriabe, there has been a significant
increase in the number of programs offered in Wiaqors.

The Board understands that increasing the offepiigyrams on offer was a priority
for the Department of Corrective Services durin@&09 and significant resources,
including increased staff and contractors, wereradted to achieving this.

o Between 2007/08 and 2008/09, the number of offenderolled in programs
increased by 45%.

o Importantly, programs for Aboriginal offenders iaased in the period
2007/08 and 2008/09 by 61%,

o Addictions programs grew by 123%,

> Violence program participation grew by 163%

o Aboriginal sex offending program participation grew483%.
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