LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
CORRECTIVE SERVICES NSW

Portfolio Committee No. 4 — Legal Affairs

PARKLEA CORRECTIONAL CENTRE AND OTHER
OPERATIONAL ISSUES

Hearing: Friday 28 September 2018

Answers due by: Tuesday 16 October 2018

Page 1 of 4



1. What was the basis for your decision to choose MTC/Broadspectrum as the
preferred tenderer for Parklea?

The process for selecting the preferred tenderer was in strict compliance with NSW
Government procurement procedures for contracting of public services. Competitive
procurement processes were adopted in the selection of the preferred tenderer.

In particular, the three shortlisted companies were evaluated based on their ability to
deliver quality outcomes for community safety, and MTC/Broadspectrum provided the
strongest option.

2. What is your response to media reports of MTC's poor track record in operating
prisons overseas?

The NSW Government undertook a rigorous appraisal and comprehensive assessment of
the business undertaken by the tenderer in the operation of contracted prison services.

The new contract is informed by lessons learned during the almost 12 years since Labor
signed the current agreement for Parklea Correctional Centre. Monitoring mechanisms
within the new contract will hold the new operator accountable for achieving the required
standards and performance indicators are met, including for security, safety and
rehabilitation.

3. What mechanisms has Corrective Service NSW put in place to ensure that the
problems with security, contraband, safety etc at Parklea under GEO Group's
management do not continue under the new operator?

The new operator of Parklea will manage the centre under new contractual arrangements
including a new performance regime. The performance regime is aligned to a payment
framework which includes charge events and financial abatements if the operator has
incidents such as escapes from custody, unnatural deaths, erroneous detention or
releases or major disruptions to correctional operations. Both charge events and
abatements can be substantial and are powerful incentives to deliver quality services.

The new contract model also reinforces enhanced governance structures to ensure that
Corrective Services remains aware of all aspects of operations at privately managed
correctional centres. Mandated reporting requirements are embedded in contracts
between Corrective Services and service providers, supporting the system of financial
incentives. The approach is integrated and outcomes focused, with Corrective Services
considering the impact of service delivery rather than the processes involved in service
delivery. This allows service providers to deploy resources appropriately and remain agile
and responsive to change.

Under the new performance regime, service providers are assessed against quantitative
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and Performance Indicators (PIs) as well as qualitative
Outcome Specifications. KPIs are linked to financial abatements and if a service provider
does not meet KPI targets, they do not receive full payment.

To ensure that Corrective Services understands the quality of service delivered at
contracted correctional centres, Service Specifications are routinely assessed by
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Corrective Services Monitors. The frequency of monitoring that occurs for Service
Specifications is determined on the basis of risk, which is adjusted to reflect changes in
the operating environment.

During transition, Corrective Services will review the approach proposed by the new
operator, including the operator's Staff Deployment Plan, Safety and Security Plan,
Emergency Management Plan, Business Continuity Plan, Quality Assurance Plan and
Operating Manuals. Working in partnership with the new operator allows Corrective
Services to ensure that the operational approach is safe, appropriate and contractually
compliant.

Corrective Services has learned from the existing contract signed by the Labor
Government with GEO Group at Parklea, and we are confident the new contract will
provide strong results for the community.

4.  What thought is being given to addressing the problems in the built environment at
Parklea, especially the gatehouse and reception area?

As part of the maximum security expansion at Parklea, extra holding cells were added to
the reception area.

Changes are also being made to the gatehouse, which is being redesigned and expanded
to support the safe and secure entry and egress of an increased number of staff and
visitors.

5.  What was the rationale for excluding GEO Group from the Parklea tender?

GEO Group responded to an Expression of Interest (EOI) launched by the NSW
Government in 2017, inviting private companies to submit bids to run Parklea from 1 April
2019. Due to the strength of responses from other bidders, GEO Group was not
shortlisted.

The bid evaluation was made based on the responses by the bidders to the EOI criteria
and not based on the operations of Parklea Correctional Centre under the GEO Group.

6. Given that GEO Group was excluded, what measures has Corrective Services NSW
put in place to ensure that the problems at Parklea are not also problems for Junee
Correctional Centre?

Corrective Services continues to contract manage, monitor and report on operations at
both Parklea Correctional Centre and Junee Correctional Centre. These activities include
regular meetings with GEO Group. They also include the establishment of governance
and project management frameworks related to construction and expansion works and
changes in contractual arrangements.

7. On what basis was Corrective Services NSW itself excluded from tendering to
manage Parklea?
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This decision was made by the NSW Government. When Parklea Correctional Centre was
privatised by a previous Labor Government, Corrective Services NSW was also not given
an opportunity to bid for the contract.

Page 4 of 4



LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

REPORT ON PROCEEDINGS BEFORE

PORTFOLIO COMMITTEE NO. 4 — LEGAL AFFAIRS

PARKLEA CORRECTIONAL CENTRE AND OTHER OPERATIONAL
ISSUES

UNCORRECTED

At Macquarie Room, Parliament House, Sydney on Fridy 28 September 2018

The Committee met at 9:30 am

PRESENT

The Hon. Robert Borsak (Chair)

The Hon. David Clarke
The Hon. Scott Farlow
The Hon. John Graham
The Hon. Trevor Khan
Mr David Shoebridge (Deputy Chair)
The Hon. Lynda Voltz



Friday, 28 September 2018 Legislative Council geP4l

PETER SEVERIN, Commissioner, Corrective Services NSW, on fornaho

KEVIN CORCORAN, Assistant Commissioner, Custodial Corrections,r€@mive Services NSW, on former
oath

CARLO SCASSERRA, Acting Assistant Commissioner, Governance and iBoats Improvement,
Corrective Services NSW, affirmed and examined

GAYLE ROBSON, Commissioner's Chief of Staff, Corrective ServibE3N, on former oath
GLEN SCHOLES, Director, Custodial Corrections North, Correct®ervices NSW, on former oath
The CHAIR: Would you like to that make a short opening steet, Commissioner?

Mr SEVERIN: Very short. | appreciate the opportunity to addrehe Committee again. The
Committee has now had the opportunity to take exgdefrom witnesses and to extensively visit ouilitees
and get a firsthand impression of the operatiors #lways very beneficial from a practitioner'smof view
that people who need to concern themselves witsubgct matter had the opportunity to actuallyklabwhat
it is like on the front line. | am happy to takeegtions in relation to the terms of reference. Asdid on the
last occasion we will take the questions and stiem between the experts at the table.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Commissioner, last time you were before us weevagreaking about
your monitoring at Parklea and the fact that onebrkary 2007 you instituted a wellbeing report ardt a
governor in to make changes. Firstly, that is thly avellbeing review that has been undertaken amyehis it
not?

Mr SEVERIN: It is the only review that we have undertakearklea. We have certainly had some
reviews of other operations in my time here in N8auth Wales. For example, we had a quite significan
event, an escape at Goulburn and | introduced parefrom New Zealand, together with an expert faun
security operations group to do a comprehensiverggceview. We have done a comprehensive revieth®
mobile phone introduction into prisons.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: That was not my question. My question was: I$ tha only wellbeing
review that has been undertaken in New South Wales?

Mr SEVERIN: At Parklea, that is correct, yes.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: You made significant changes after you sent agur to head up that
review? Made systemic changes.

Mr SEVERIN: The wellbeing review was led by Governor Sue W@fils-who happens to be in the
room here actually—and supported by a team of tipa experts from various disciplines. The reviesas
aimed very cooperatively with GEO to identify mastehat require attention and improvement. Theewwvi
resulted in a report which was made available &GO Group. As a result of that the GEO Group icoefd
with us after a period of time the type of actidhey were going to take, and we were then proceettin
monitor the implementation. Sorry, | erred therbe vellbeing review was actually not led by a goeer The
wellbeing review was undertaken by the Operatidtaformance Review Branch. It was the interventiat
was led by a governor, which was intervention uridercontractor. | apologise.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Are all deaths in custody reported in the pubbenain?

Mr SEVERIN: Yes, they have to be under law. Every death 8tatly is subject to coronial inquiry.
That is dealt with under the Coroners Act. Thera j®lice investigation, there is an operationgkstigation
that is always undertaken by Corrective ServicedMNBvestigations group, and both the investigation
undertaken internally, as well as the police ingadion, are made available to the coroner, togetlig all the
relevant evidence in relation to the occurrenceenTthere is a formal coronial inquiry conducted irtvery
death in custody.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Is that a public inquiry?

Mr SEVERIN: That is a public inquiry. The coroner has gotdbdity to conduct desktop inquiries,
but in New South Wales to the best of my knowledgertit is not my area of responsibility—these incps
are public.

PORTFOLIO COMMITTEE NO. 4 — LEGAL AFFAIRS
UNCORRECTED




Friday, 28 September 2018 Legislative Council geP42

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: In December 2017 there was a death at Parklaa ofmate undergoing
withdrawal treatment, a person who was on a drug) @oohol program in Parklea. Was that information
released to the public?

Mr SCASSERRA: Again, if | may, it is currently under coronia@dquest. Matters that are ongoing we
generally cannot comment on.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: That does not prevent you commenting here, akgyow.

Mr SCASSERRA: Yes, the public—we will make the reports avaiafilom our investigation, et
cetera. The coroner then makes the findings ormewendations available and is responsible for whethe
something is public or held.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Follow my train of thought here: in February 20dau brought in a
wellbeing team; in July you put in a team to makerges; in December 2017 you had a death, and |
understand people were removed from their positadtes you had sent in a team. When did you inftinen
public that that was the case?

Mr SEVERIN: Sorry, they are completely unrelated mattersnifay just clarify that. The wellbeing
review was done as a result of concerns that | lveadng in relation to some operational realitiedatklea.
The intervention followed a continued concern abm#&nagement's attention to detail in relation te th
operation of the centre. The death in custody iously a very tragic event, there is absolutelyquestion
about that. That immediately becomes a matterifercoroner. We are not acting on behalf of mysedf,are
acting on behalf of the coroner. The coroner isgletely responsible for that process.

However, if we identify that as a result of a deitis clearly evident that there was negligenbat t
there were matters that are of concern, which lewstdnd related to staff who are part of JusticaltHe-
which obviously is a separate statutory authoritgler the Ministry of Health—and there was disciafin
action taken. That was not disciplinary action tGatrective Services NSW took or the GEO Group tddie
matter of the drug-related death | understandilisosfore the coroner, so we are not in a positomalk about
the detail there—

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: | am not asking you to talk about the detailam saying, you have a
prison that you are so concerned about that yoe pavin the only wellbeing review in the State god have
put a governor in to make changes. Subsequentudaking that action there is the death of an iemweto is
meant to receive pharmaceuticals—

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: That may not be what the issue was.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: They were being treated for severe withdrawal.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: It may not have been pharmaceuticals that wastue.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: They were being treated for severe withdrawal.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: It was so much of a concern that Justice Heafforted to the
Committee today that staff were removed from thesitions.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: They removed their staff from the positions.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Yes. In Parklea Correction Centre, where a Méamistas already said
that he is outraged about contraband and you halghited the company from taking on the contragdia,
my question to you is: When did you release thfatrmation to the public?

Mr SEVERIN: Sorry, | can only reiterate that a death in ctgtes a very tragic event. In this
particular case the information that is availalblerte at the moment indicated that it was staff ftbmJustice
Health & Forensic Mental Health Network which wergviously in some way not acting as they shouldehav
under their code of practice. The Act governing way Corrective Services administer it, is veryaclabout
the fact that the responsibility for the provisiofihealth services rests with the Justice Healtlrd&ensic
Mental Health Network. In that particular case tleyually also provided the service, not just pded the
monitoring of the service.

So, again, for me this is not about saying thatweee not concerned about the operation of Parklea,
and we had a very unfortunate death in custodychvhiidently was the result of the medical treatmedo
not want to go any further because this is subjeatoronial investigation. We do not publicise dhsain
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custody. It is a very tricky and very difficult @®f administration in corrections. On one handane not at
liberty to make any comment about deaths untictirener has had the opportunity to investigate.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: That is not true, commissioner.

Mr SEVERIN: On the other hand, we obviously have a very adgective of making sure that those
who are affected by the death, particularly farsikend loved ones, have every opportunity to ingaie to be
provided with answers where we can do that. It v@ry fine balancing act, one that is dealing viith most
tragic event that can possibly happen in somebddyidy's life, and we treat that with utmost seisaess.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: You had your monitors telling you time and timgae there are
contraband and other issues in Parklea. You impiéedea wellbeing review. None of that was repoitethe
public domain. All we got was a comment from thenMier when a video was released to the media of a
person with a mobile phone in Parklea, that he stmsked and outraged that that had happened, santeit
missed it in all your briefings. We have now hadsih ongoing issues. We should not have Ministeisiga
they are outraged when time and time again ther¢hase issues and there is a pattern in Parkl@&e-Hon.
TREVOR KHAN: What is the question?

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: —where they are not being reported in the pulidimain. Why did you
not release to the public that there had been th deaustody? There are other instances of deathastody
that are reported well before there is a coromigiliiry. Why was it not reported in this instance?

Mr SEVERIN: We do not. We have a policy of not reporting eattis in custody in the public
domain. That is absolutely clear. Of course, threyraported and then we obviously respond to megjaests,
and we do that as responsibly as we possibly canwB do not go out and report to the public inoideof
deaths in custody.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Are you aware of any circular that was providedother corrective
centres about what happened in Parklea, so therbeaarly warnings and corrective measures takeihier
correctional centres?

Mr SEVERIN: No, | would have to take that on notice.

ANSWER: Corrective Services uses a number of approaches to communicate operational
information throughout the organisation. While no specific circular regarding Parklea
Correctional Centre’s operational performance has been disseminated, Corrective Services
circulates a daily incident summary, which covers information regarding serious events from
all correctional centres throughout the state. This summary is circulated to approximately
130 senior staff each day.

In addition, the Corrective Services” Management of Deaths in Custody Committee considers
the management and reporting of all inmate deaths in custody in NSW. The Committee
ensures that the most appropriate and timely action is taken in response to internal reports,
including investigation reports, and coronial findings and recommendations.

Corrective Services also ensures the continuous improvement of policies and work practices
through ongoing review of the Custodial Operations Policy and Procedures (COPP).
Changes to the COPP are informed by issues and incidents that occur at all correctional
centres in NSW. All changes to the COPP are disseminated throughout the organisation via a
Memorandum from the Assistant Commissioner Custodial Corrections.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: If you do not make information like this publiacayou do not have
another method for sharing the information intdgndhen the mistakes may be repeated and youdrdaing
your job to address risks.

Mr SEVERIN: Sorry, your question was very specifically toiecwar that related to sharing any
findings from investigations. Of course we have hatsms to communicate with our senior staff andeed,
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all staff on systemic issues that require attentanoss the system. We do that very regularly. shast
Commissioner Corcoran, and he can talk for him$el§ a regular teleconference with all his govesn@/e

have regular updates of our corrections procedorasual. We make changes and adjust those procedures
manuals accordingly. We have a very clear lineashmunicating with staff anything that is relevambt just

for one particular centre but for the system ashale:

Mr CORCORAN: We have a fortnightly teleconference with all gevernors and their management
teams in the centres. We go through a whole rafigesoes that impact on governors and the opestidn
centres, and when we have a death in custody aiegsr alarm with us in respect of a particularasthat is
communicated through to governors.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: The question about this death, you had multitdé sf Justice Health
being disciplined, you had a death, which raiseargety of troubling issues. Was that communicated, if so,
in what form?

Mr CORCORAN: No, it was not.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: My question goes to the jurisdictional issue. dhderstanding is that
this death occurred in the area controlled by dedtiealth. Is that right?

Mr SEVERIN: That is correct.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: How much control, whether it be in a public fagilor a private
facility, does Corrective Services have for whaggon in the Justice Health area of a jail?

Mr SEVERIN: | might pass to Mr Scholes, who is clearly invadvwith the operation, but very
clearly, only as it relates to security not aglates to treatment.

Mr SCHOLES: The normal process is if there is a death inanysor a serious event, the Coroner
will make the recommendations, unless it is somettihat is glaringly obvious that Justice Healtledeto
address immediately, in which case they would mfais. We have policy people in our operations bramco
will immediately respond, amend policy and then lenpent it. At the moment in relation to Parkle@ahnot
recall seeing anything coming from Justice Healthg at this point in time about those mattersn It aware
of the background of this particular sad outcom,llam sure from the recommendations that will ednom
the Coroner if there is something with security amerationally that we need to do differently, well wi
absolutely do it.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: | will take you to the evidence of GEO represtémés at the last
hearing. They said:

The most significant group of prisoners who argskt of self-harm and unnatural death are thoseithiat period are first
received into custody.

Originally Parklea agreed to take six fresh custeai day and that was ramped up to fresh custofligsto 30
a day. That is well within your control, is it not?

Mr SCHOLES: Yes. When they come in, there is an extensiveesing process that includes
custodial, Justice Health, welfare, psychs. Theytlgough a screening process to identify if there any
factors that immediately need to be addressed.hmytthat is to do with the health of the inmatastigularly
with respect to withdrawals or detox, which is wiam picking up from the conversation, that woblel
normally in the domain of Justice Health. They wilhke recommendations as to whether or not thereldh
be some sort of intervention. They might put themMalium. It might be an observation cell issu¢hiére are
concerns of self-harm. It might be a two-hour ptaest if it is a medical issue.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: What is a two-hour placement?

Mr SCHOLES: That is a placement where that particular inmétego in with another inmate on
the understanding that they will provide supporthiem. Even someone to talk to can be enough fthem
through that process. It varies with each individTde staff at correctional centre level and pattr with
Justice Health, | cannot talk directly to Parkleat from my operational area, they take it seripasid people
understand the implications in that reception psecand making sure they get it right. We are ath&o. The
process is that if someone does not declare songetand it will happen with inmates occasionallguycan
only go on the information and advice you garnenfithem.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: We asked them, "Did you get more resources?'rTasponse was:
Our obligation is to always do our best but theeeaanumber of risk factors associated with theipt®f fresh custodies...
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There is no indication they have fresh resources.

Mr SCHOLES: There is always risk factors with fresh custodi@syone who is coming off the
street that is impacted by drugs, alcohol or abessentially coming into a jail environment is ssfeil.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: | am not talking about fresh custodies, | amitejlabout the increase in
numbers that are going through that centre.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: This person was put into the care ofMr
SEVERIN: Justice Health.
The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Justice Health.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Can we deal with my question first? | am talkadgput the increase of
numbers from six a day to 30 a day.

Mr SCHOLES: The processes are that they go into the hold#fig-e-

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: | am not asking what about the process is. | aking: What did you
put in place? Your original contract had six fresistodies a day and then you demanded they takeeS
custodies a day.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: We all agree it is resource intensive, a higk-gguation, a lot of
additional time and work. What was done?

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: And it is becoming more complex.

Mr SEVERIN: If | can answer the question, we will take onicesthe number of additional staff that
were provided, but as a result of changes to thexatipnal requirements for Parklea there were icagyta
additional resources made available, the numberhidh | do not have in front of me. If | can makeeoother
comment in relation to deaths in custody, we haeeramittee that deals with any recommendation tiespl
from a coronial inquiry or our own inquiries. Theoi©Gner has a person who attends that committeis. It
otherwise made up of staff from within Correctiver8ces. Every recommendation is very carefully
considered. What is more important, any action riake a result of recommendations is monitored by th
committee so that we do not end up losing any adhat is important as a result of an investigatioa review
being lost.

ANSWER:

In early 2015, the number of new receptions at Parklea Correctional Centre was increased to
up to 30 inmates per day, Monday to Friday. Previously, Parklea Correctional Centre had
received around 30 new receptions per week. This increase was part of a broader change to
the inmate profile and purpose of Parklea Correctional Centre.

Around the same time as the increase in receptions, Parklea Correctional Centre’s maximum
population was increased and the Violent Offenders Therapeutic Program was relocated to
another correctional centre. Area 3 at Parklea underwent refurbishment to become the
prison’s reception unit, including enhancements to the satellite clinic.

To ensure that the increase in new receptions and other operational changes were managed
safely, Corrective Services requested that GEO Group submit a proposal outlining the risks
and resource requirements associated with the increase in new receptions. GEO Group’s
proposal was accepted by Corrective Services and a number of additional positions were
funded. Newly created positions included:

Non-custodial positions

* 1 x Administration Support Officer (Case Management), 1.20 FTE
* 1 x Registered Psychologist, 1.20 FTE
* 1 x Counsellor, 1.20 FTE
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* Increased relief factor for the position of Correctional Supervisor (Inmate meals)

Custodial positions
* 3 x Corrections Officers, Area 3 (Security and Rovers), 4.56 FTE

* 1 x Reception Screening and Induction Coordinator (Supervisor), 1.20 FTE

Seven additional Corrections Officer posts were also retained following the relocation of the
Violent Offenders Therapeutic Program to another correctional centre. These positions
remained in Area 3 when it was converted to a reception area.

Since that time staffing levels have been adjusted to respond to changes in centre operations
and inmate cohort, including an additional control room operator post, additional roving
security posts and an additional Corrections Officer dedicated to the reception area from 1400
to 2200 hours.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Commissioner, when you have a death in customhspective of what
the Coroner does, | am assuming you and officedeuryour command would undertake some sort of
investigation and make some conclusions as sopossble?

Mr SEVERIN: Absolutely.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Otherwise you could be waiting 18 months or years
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Three years for the decision.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Exactly, for the Coroner.

Mr SEVERIN: Absolutely not. We go in straightaway. If there any obvious matters that need to
be addressed immediately, we do that. The repattabmes out of it ultimately will also go to ther@Gner. As
| said, any action that we need to take straighyailwaaken straightaway as it relates to systessoés, but
also issues relating to the particular occasionnithe incident has occurred.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: The others might want to go back to these issuds, want to go back
to the wellbeing report. You will be surprised taokv we actually talk civilly to each other sometsrautside
the context of the hearings.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: They might have seen that in the jails.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: That is right. In terms of the wellbeing repavhat were the issues that
concerned you sufficiently to take that step? mktthat is what we were talking about earlier. Agaiou might
have told us. | want it clear in my mind now: Whetre the trigger points of what GEO was doing gt
alarm bells for you?

Mr SEVERIN: We had a series of incidents that included desth=istody. We had incidents of
security breaches.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: | know there might be operational incidents, litat were those
generally?
Mr SEVERIN: The detail of all of them | would have to takertice, but they were issues like a

set of keys not being properly returned, a persngdischarged and allowed to take their keys whiem.
There were certainly incidents that related to-salin and deaths in custody, contraband matteramepit
was an assurance process. Very clearly | neededttonly assure myself that GEO was taking it very
seriously but also that every action that needdzbttaken was being taken and that we were in itigro$o
say that we could satisfy ourselves that the aatias taken. The only way you can do that, it iswioat you
expect in corrections, it is what you inspect. el tio inspect iand that is what the wellbeing revi
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did.

ANSWER: 1In 2016/2017, Corrective Services Monitors raised concerns about a number
of issues at Parklea, including contraband and the practices used by GEO Group to roster
and deploy staff throughout the centre. During this period, an incident also occurred in
which a key bunch was stolen by an inmate being released from the centre.

The Review was undertaken by CSNSW Operational Performance Review Branch staff and
subject matter experts from a variety of areas within Corrective Services.
The scope of the review included:

staff retention;

staff supervision and oversight;

the effectiveness of staff deployment strategies;
interactions between staff and inmates;

inmate discipline and management; and
gatehouse operations.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: What surprises me about that—I recall the evidenis that it was not

a failing in one area; it was a failing in multiptdtical areas. But the same company is runnimgpison in

Junee. | assume that similar corporate structyspl/dao how they oversee their facilities. Whataifything,
have you done to run the ruler over Junee?

Mr SEVERIN: We have onsite monitoring in our privately mardhdgcilities on a daily basis. We
have

monitors that are physically in the facility.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Every day?
Mr SEVERIN: Every day, yes. Sorry, they may not be there eek@nds but certainly Mondays to

Fridays.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: And at Junee?

Mr SEVERIN: Yes, absolutely, at Junee.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: And that is a full-time position at Junee?
Mr SEVERIN: Full-time.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: For how long has that been?

Mr SEVERIN: The whole time; ever since the contract came lieiag.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: If the Committee heard evidence today that suggethe monitor at

Junee had been withdrawn is that an error?

Mr SEVERIN: If that is the evidence—
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | can read to you the evidence.

Mr SCASSERRA: There may have been a few occasions where if atafbeing redeployed to

Parklea we did put extra monitoring staff into Paakat some point, but they are very small abser&s no,
there are monitors attached to Junee.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: The evidence is this:

The contract for Junee Correctional Centre inclydesision for an on-site monitor but the Governiriges not always taken up
this option. During the initial contract period tdemmissioner of Corrective Services decided thairasite monitor would only
be required for the first six to 12 months, movoffysite thereafter.
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Subsequently the Public Accounts Committee's vdtwemoney inquiry of 2005 noted that the Junee mmonwas also
responsible for the mid North Coast Dillwynia aneNvigton prisons. Therefore, the monitor was mog¢d to a single site as is
the case in Western Australia.

And that is referenced.
Mr SEVERIN: Sorry, that precedes my tenure.
The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: By a long way.
The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: That is the 1990s and then 2005.
Mr SEVERIN: Ever since | have been here we had a monitasieé.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Are they also responsible for mid North CoastivBinia and
Wellington, or any other prisons?

Mr SEVERIN: No, they are not.

Mr SCHOLES: Can I just answer that? | was around in that tifeave been around a few years.
The monitor from Junee was never deployed to Ditliayor mid North Coast or any other government
location.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: That would be a heck of a stretch.

Mr SCHOLES: Yes. For those government-run facilities, whibkyt always have been, it has been
the role of Operations Branch, which is oversightéth the Governor on site, the operation, inclgdihe
commissioning processes. Absolutely not; the Jumasitor was not redeployed to go and look at theisss.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: In 2009 the predecessor of this Committee recomoiee onsite
monitors for all private prisons because of thelemte it had before it. It has obviously been agoorg issue.
I am more than happy if you want to review thatnmtice. We can provide you with these referencethab
you can doublecheck on it.

Mr SEVERIN: All | can say is that when | started in Septem®@t2 there were monitors at Junee
and Parklea, and they are still there. If we haag $hort periods of time where a monitor was remegul that
was not the rule; that is not the norm. But we takenotice the detail in reference to the inquirywmhich you
referred.

ANSWER: Since GEO Group commenced operations at Parklea Correctional Centre in
2009 under the then Labor Government, at least one onsite Corrective Services Monitor has
been based at the prison on a full-time basis.

At least one full-time Corrective Services Monitor has also been dedicated to monitoring
Junee Correctional Centre since 2009. For the majority of this period, the Junee Correctional
Centre Monitor has been deployed onsite; however, at times this has occurred remotely,
with the Junee Monitor attending the centre on a visiting basis.

At all times, the monitoring of Junee Correctional Centre has met requirements, including
the review of Performance Linked Fees and the development of regular performance
reports.

The decision to allow monitoring to occur on a visiting basis was based on Junee’s risk
profile. Throughout the life of the contract, Junee has achieved the majority of performance
targets and only minor compliance issues have been identified. As a regional correctional
centre, Junee also has a stable workforce and is not located in a high density built
environment. The inmate cohort at Junee is also more stable than Parklea, since Parklea fills
a metropolitan remand function.
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From time to time additional staff are deployed to undertake monitoring functions at both
Parklea and Junee.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: How many monitors do you have at Junee and homyrda you have
at Parklea?

Mr SEVERIN: We have one monitor at any given point in timeJumee. In Parklea we have
increased it because we are obviously dealing wihsition now. We have dealt with the issues tat
subject to the inquiry here as well. We have uphi@e monitors there at any given point in time—not
consistently three monitors.

Mr SCASSERRA: Again, depending on the need and the shift patter cover all the activities that
we would like to review during the week, we deptbgm as such so that they can span a greater gnadp
and look through a greater component of operationsite.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: So do you do it as a two-shift thing or sometHikg that?

Mr SCASSERRA: We stagger the shifts, yes, that is correct. Sorag start early, some start later
and again cover the critical components of theatdgok at risk areas that we have identified.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: If there is just one monitor at Junee does thaamthey only do the
standard daytime shift?

Mr SCASSERRA: We actually have two staff assigned. There are MOS grades for Junee but
there is one on site and there will be one ba&yitiney and then they correspond back and forth.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Is the one on site only there during day timerk@Wo they have fixed
hours and therefore the bulk of the 24-hour cyslaat covered? Maybe you can provide the Commitiigie
details on notice.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: We were complaining before that there was notthaee.

Mr SEVERIN: | will take that on notice but certainly the expace would be that you might have an
eight-hour day but you work your eight hours atatiént times of the day.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Will you provide the Committee with details ontice?
Mr SEVERIN: We will.

ANSWER: In accordance with section 242 of the Crimes (Administration of Sentences) Act
1999, monitors have free and unfettered access at all times to all parts of the correctional
centre, to all correctional centre records, to all offenders held in custody in the correctional
centre and to all persons employed at the correctional centre.

Monitors are full-time employees and are on duty for an eight hour shift/five days per week.
Monitors are rostered across varying shifts, including weekends. Varied rostering ensures that
operational performance and contractual compliance is monitored across all time periods on
a cyclic basis. Shift patterns depend on a number of factors including risk, the operational
area being assessed and the availability of resources.

Although Monitors are not deployed 24 hours per day, they can attend the prison or other
relevant locations at any time.

Monitoring positions at Parklea and Junee are also backfilled to cover leave and planned
absences.
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Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: On 1 September a death in custody of a 36-yehAblbriginal man
occurred at the Outer Metropolitan Multi-Purposer€ctional Centre. Concerns have been raised pulttiat
Corrections Services officers took between 20 ahdnéhutes to call for medical assistance. What oo say
to those assertions?

Mr SEVERIN: First of all, that is still very much subjectitovestigation so | will be very careful in
how much information | provide. We are certainlyidwing those lines of inquiry as to what, if ardelays
occurred between the call system being used anstaffferesponding.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: So you are aware of an allegation that there avelslay between the
call and the response?

Mr SEVERIN: There certainly have been some responses whigh published. The responses were
also raised through the media from inmates, butiveeaware of those. Our investigators are awatbaxfe.
What | am aware of is that once the call was mhdethe person actually had collapsed it took freutes for
the staff to physically get to the place, whicltégsistent with the time it takes. What we are itilestigating
is whether there were previous occasions when alarene raised that may or may not have been respaied
in a timely manner. That is as far as | will take i

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Are you aware that Justice Health did not haverssite nurse at that
facility and there was a 15-minute delay in theseuarriving to the facility?

Mr SEVERIN: |am.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Have you reviewed the decision that was madensgears ago to
rationalise resources and not have a nurse oatsitet facility?

Mr SEVERIN: Again, this is something | would have to rais¢twthe chief executive and the board
of Justice Health and the Forensic Mental Healttwidek.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Have you?
Mr SEVERIN: Not at this point in time.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Will you?

Mr SEVERIN: If there is a concern that is clearly linked be tresponse that was provided and the
response that should have been provided, andri ieean indication that is due to a lack of resear then of
course | would raise that.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: When do you expect your internal investigatiotoéocompleted about,
amongst other things, the alleged delay in ComestiServices officers attending this 36-year-olcrgdinal
man who was presenting with medical issue?

Mr SEVERIN: | need to take that on notice because we obwidusle a whole range of

investigations happening. We are trying generallfirtalise investigations within about 12 weeksnfetimes
that is not possible because we cannot get alvitreesses organised within that time. There mighother
complexities relating to post mortem matters, ¢étree Police always have the right to talk to simfthe first
instance because they are conducting a policetigegisn. | will take that on notice and get baokybu.
ANSWER: This death in custody occurred at the Outer Metropolitan Multi-Purpose
Correctional Centre in September 2018.

It is not appropriate for CSNSW to interfere with the NSW Police investigation being
conducted on behalf of the State Coroner and their scheduling of interviews with potential
witnesses. On this basis, the CSNSW Investigation Report is anticipated to be completed in
December 2018.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Will you commit to bringing the family in and canunicating directly
with the family on completion of the report and mtit for the coronial inquiry?

Mr SEVERIN: | am very happy to do that.
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The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Did the police carry out an investigation in nebja&o the death in
December 2017 in Parklea?

Mr SEVERIN: Absolutely, yes, under law.
The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: So you would have the outcomes of that policestigation?
Mr SEVERIN: | do not. They report that to the Coroner, natgo

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: To move on to a different point, the contract floe Parklea facility
was awarded recently. Will you publish that corntiadts entirety?

Mr SEVERIN: Yes. The contract has not been awarded yet se thenothing to publish. We only
have a preferred tenderer. But all contracts—thathie contract for Junee, the current contradtl®amand the
contract for Grafton—are publicly available on ty@vernment website. | will hand over to Mr Scassea
explain it.

Mr SCASSERRA: We publish all our contracts online. So our wibsiill contain the list. We can
send the link or provide the link that has thosetiaxts available to them. This contract, onceegigmwill go
up on the website as well, with the exception efisaninor commercial-in-confidence components.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: How minor?

Mr SCASSERRA: These are internal workings. They are the fornafilaow you work out the inner
workings of some of the KPIs. But the KPI is slidited and so are the outcomes. The achievementhend
nonachievement of the KPIs listed are formula omhey do not get listed.

Mr SEVERIN: 1 will explain why that is necessary. It is notwithhold information from the public.
They are formula, and if we go back and tendeafather facility again, that would give bidders #imlity to
very clearly manipulate the desired outcome. Thiddne for entirely commercial reasons. It hasingtto do
with the operator or the operation of the centre &ve talking about formulas for KPIs. We will pishl the
whole contract, including the KPIs and the abatdmegimes. | remember indicating in my previousdevice,
that we will then publish all the outcomes of owntract monitoring on a quarterly basis for pulylieind
privately managed centres.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: But if you ever go to tender again on a faciliggu would obviously
need to put that information in the tender documdr@cause otherwise the operator who has accedhstto
information—

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Has an advantage.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: —would have a grossly unfair commercial advantage
Mr SEVERIN: That is correct.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | cannot comprehend the rationaleFhe

Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Let him answer.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: —for excluding it now.

Mr SCASSERRA: That is correct. It is within the procurement g@ss, which is a confidential
process so that those operators do not or cantdisputhat information. They have not published thierent
tender and will not. They are under the confidéri@unds of this tender, and that is how all teaderNew
South Wales are conducted.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: But all the key players already have access éfthmula. What
possible damage is being done?

Mr SCASSERRA: There may be new players that are attracted e¢onthrket. So, again we do
provide—

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: But then you will give them the formula. | canrmimprehend the
commercial-in-confidence issue. If you give it ket eventually when they are tendering, how doddighy
releasing it now cause some sort of commercial gemehen a future tender happens if you are goirgiv® it
to them anyhow?

Mr SCASSERRA: As | said, there are only small components of ttentract that are
commercialinconfidence. These are those commeirciebnfidence—
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Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: You are still not answering my question.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Do not do this. Let him answer.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: You are not still answering my question.

Mr SCASSERRA: Again, as | said, they are the commercial comptméhat make this contract
particular to the tender we agree to. They are tiegigd; we have not completed the tender yet. Agéitmey
were kept in the standard format, we would lookreleasing as much as we possibly can. There are
components that remain commercial-in-confidencdclviives the State its ability to leverage in terof the
outcomes we are achieving.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Can we ask about benchmarking?

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | want to continue before we move away from thgent contract. | do
not know whether you have had the opportunity tiklat the submission from Dr Jane Andrew and Dr Max
Baker, two academic accountants. It would take ltow to read parts of their submission into theordc
However, in the appendix to their submission thayehset out a variety of criteria that they belistieuld be
contained in "Performance measures" and "Performancording to performance measures and inspettions
refer to pages 15, 16 and 17 of their report. Gantgke on notice and respond to whether or nctetimatters
are proposed to be dealt with in the current cet®radhey also set out transparency provisions abwait
contract on page 11 of the report.

Mr SEVERIN: We will do that.

ANSWER: Corrective Services responds to the concerns raised in Andrew and Baker’s
article in consideration of:

* the content and publication of contracts;

* the operational performance monitoring framework; and

* the approach to contract management.

Content and publication of contracts

Corrective Services has greatly strengthened its contract model for private operators of]
NSW prisons. The new contract model is intended to provide greater comparability between
publicly and privately managed prisons and a more transparent picture of performance

across the prison system in order to ensure community safety and reduce the rate of
reoffending. In future, Corrective Services intends to publish a prison performance league
table on an annual basis, which will allow a comparison of performance between prisons.

Corrective Services publishes all contracts for privately managed correctional centres online.
'This will include the Parklea Correctional Centre contract, once it is executed.
Operational performance monitoring framework

Corrective Services ensures accountability of private operators through:

* robust and comprehensive service standards and performance indicators;

* strong performance management, monitoring and reporting frameworks; and

* mechanisms for ensuring a decisive response to any issues impacting on operational
integrity and performance.

Under the current Parklea Contract, there are 34 Performance Linked Fees (PLFs). Before
these fees are paid or withheld each year, a number of performance indicators are assessed.
Each year, a review of performance against PLF criteria is undertaken and a
recommendation is made regarding the value of the management fee to be withheld.
Recommendations are considered and endorsed by the Commissioner before being applied.
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Corrective Services is also developing a future rating system that is designed to ensure

greater transparency and comparability in the assessment of correctional centre
performance. This rating system will apply for both public and privately operated
correctional centres.

Within this system, performance will be assessed by qualitative and quantitative metrics
grouped under the outcomes of Rehabilitation and Reintegration; Safety and Security;
Decency and Respect; and Professionalism and Accountability. New performance metrics
target key risk areas and strategic priorities to drive quality service provision and the
achievement of strategic outcomes.

Contract management

The approach to contract management is risk based and focused on the achievement of]
outcomes. An outcome focus ensures that Corrective Services is focused on the impact of]
contracted services rather than individual outputs, processes or activities. It also allows
service providers to be flexible and agile in their use of resources and approach to service
delivery.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: We will go back to benchmarking. | assume thek&dme into this as
well. | know, Mr Scholes, that you went throughstlast time in regard to case plans and the diffdevels.
Having looked at all the prisons ourselves andgtieat differences across them that relate at tegyd®f the
prison, the type of prisoner—

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: And the size.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Yes, the size. There are things such healthitiasil You know about
the problems at Junee. Perhaps you can explaimatdental facilities were built in the pop-up prispwhich
creates a complexity. It is difficult for the Conitee to comprehend how benchmarking prisons gieesay
good indication and an efficacy about what theeSisgetting out of the contracts for the prisond also how
they are performing.

Mr SCHOLES: From a benchmarking point of view, | think | sé&dmy evidence previously that it
is predominantly the north that has rolled into ddenarking. We are operating all centres in themoftthe
State under benchmarking. Essentially, it has maxeihto an outcomes focus for the KPIs—that isgorers
going to work, programs and education. The focusnighat and not the cost per inmate per day. #nis
outcomes focus for reducing re-offending.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Junee is a good example because it has traitiihgs three inmates
who are currently employed as part of its KPIs. ldeer, it can have only C category prisoners in eypent.
The reality is that it could actually move moreoithat KPI. How are you working those criteria? hson
could be performing better, but it does not becafigke type of prisoners it has.

Mr SCHOLES: | will use the rapid-build prisons as an example were all out there and we had a
look at the centre. Everyone in the rapid-buildglbalf a day working in employment. Everyone is kygd.
In the afternoon, they do half a day in prograndsication and other services. That is a full-engaggrmodel
so that every inmate is getting the maximum amodieposure to those activities. The rapid-buildgiably
are different from our traditional system.

If you look at a maximum security environment, &ample, a mid-North Coast correctional centre,
the vast number of inmates are working or are uncation or programs. It is a different model imtsrof how
it operates. It is not as structured as the rapitib. Although Corrective Services Industries' dras its KPIs
around what they are producing and how they prodtuéer us it is vocational training, whether we getting
people qualified and whether they are going throtlgh EQUIPS programs to address their addictiorns an
other matters that are criminogenic. That is thpdrtant thing, to make sure that when these peggti@ut—
whether they are in the maximum side or they prsgtarough to the medium side and they are relefased
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minimum security—we have done everything we pogsiih to give them the best opportunity not to fieyad
in the community. Have | answered the question?

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Now | am thinking that we are not benchmarkingessarily; we are
justinto KPls.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: What are we benchmarking against? That sounésKRIs, which |
think we all understand. What is the benchmarkigajrast?

Mr SEVERIN: In the first instance, we benchmark against duese In the analysis undertaken at the
start of this process we looked at 30 differentagaref activity in a correctional facility, from thgatehouse
through to programs. Ms Voltz is right, it was eamd that you cannot benchmark a Long Bay with a ian
That would not make sense. We ended up groupirgpiisons in four different categories. Some hagltr
outside. Supermax is not part of it and a coupletber operations are not part of it because tmeywary
different. Then within them we establish how marg meed to undertake a certain function in a cehtieis
very much like another centre.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Is that how many officers?

Mr SEVERIN: Yes, staff. It is the staff you need to achidve KPIs, but also to make sure we are
efficient as we can be and offer the best valuerfoney.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: | am not being critical.

Mr SEVERIN: For me the very clear objective was that we né¢dde sure we did not just cut staff
and that we had staff on the ground who could enthat those KPIs could be reached, that we hagipéo
employment and that we had prisoners in educaticetera.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: But we have slipped from benchmarking to KPIsause you are
working out how many staff you need to run a pattic program. That is a benchmark. If you are wagkout
what those staff produce, that is a KPI.

Mr SEVERIN: But it is intricately linked. For example, if weant to achieve better time out of cell,
we need staff to be in the centre to do that, ¢difate that. In arriving at our staffing leveldhen it comes to
time out of cell, we needed to test with the statfat is a three-month consultation process—thay Hre
sufficiently staffed to ensure that time out ofl gakets the benchmark or the KPI. We have doneithatur
different categories, from very large centres ighgly smaller centres to medium centres to verglsoentres.
Again then we still had to look at individual issulike, for example, design. You cannot do evemytree
exactly the same. That is what the moderation ésettfor. That is why we actually say, "Here's yduaft
benchmark, which may be exactly the same as ricéntre X, but we now give you three months takwo
through if it will work for you or not." That is eentially what has happened.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | think you talked us through the process in Wgtion about how the
basic benchmark was set and then there was thdsdfinegotiation or moderation process that yok alout.
Largely that has been resolved now, so that hagaetbenchmarks. What are you measuring agains® no
Now that you say that you get 5.6 full-time staff this particular day and 7.2 for this shift, wizee you
measuring against?

Mr SCHOLES: One of the key things for us is the time out efl; whereas before we did
benchmarking there were no requirements; howeber lackdowns were significantly greater. | misskd t
question, | am sorry, where you were going witht thefore, but the change to the formula in paréicwlith
how we calculate staff actually increased.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: We recall that complex formula that you put up.

Mr SCHOLES: The idea is the time out of cells but also thet that you have to have enough
custodials to be able to get them to the varioeasarprograms, industries and whatever and move dneund
the centre. There was never a requirement fortthppen in the past. If say, for example, edopatias on
but we did not have the staff to get them theweaitild not necessarily occur. To the best effeccaeld try to
move them with the staff we had. Now the expectatio governors is very clear: you will get thermfrpoint
A to point B. Where we have previously had, forrapée, a hospital escort going on, one of the kayghwith
benchmarking is we now no longer say that we aneggm pull two people out of the centre, they going to
do the hospital escort and we are going to shutraa down. We now bring staff in or we cover offagr use
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other resources to make sure that the operatidheoktructured day goes ahead so the inmates #iegge
access to the services.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: Let me cut to the chase. The Public Service Aasoa came in here
and told us that 378 people would go under the raacking. Is that true?

Mr SEVERIN: The total reduction in roles that is expected,are still in one centre, is 215. That
includes the rank of assistant superintendent. Meweve are obviously creating new roles. So thal toss of
staff through voluntary redundancy is actually i@@v We had a net loss of 29 staff.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: Let us just go through the numbers. The 378 igroe.
The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Well, it is not correct.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: The 378 may have been on the initial figures vpereout and there has
been a moderation process that has reduced tBabtdNould that be a fair summary?

Mr SCHOLES: Yes.

Ms ROBSON: In actual fact, on our numbers the draft benchsarere more around 312 staff going.
As the commissioner has indicated, we expect Ithe@lsomewhere around 215. That is not staff; dreyroles
that are going. As the commissioner has pointedweithave retained a large number of the peoplese/hales
have been affected and they have been redeployedeither new roles that are coming about becafise o
expansions, or because of new case managemenapraginat are being rolled out, or indeed peopldaieg
promoted within the system into new roles.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Or people are leaving and you are not filling plesitions. Would that
be the case?

Ms ROBSON: In some cases going into benchmarking we diddesome roles unfilled, again very
clearly so we did not put people in roles onlyhert affect them.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: So 215 roles no longer exist. How many new rakesthere?
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Itis 176 or it is some other figure?

Mr SEVERIN: There are about 1,500 new roles overall withpitigon program, but we did create
the case management roles and we created more assistant superintendent roles, the exact nunfber
which we would have to take on notice.

ANSWER: At 9 October 2018, the total new roles are anticipated to be 1,562. This
includes prison new builds, expansions, reducing re-offending reforms and other role
creation over and above July 2016 benchmarks.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: We are talking about in existing facilities, rtbe expanded or new
facilities?

Mr CORCORAN: In existing facilities we also in this formulaathMr Scholes was talking about
before put in a whole range of staff, about $17iomlworth of staff, at the base grade level ad.wel

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Except at the Wellington rapid-build pop-up théi been the shift.
You went through explaining where you were shiftioges in that facility and said that you were mgtin
nine case management positions. When we went ttheesmse managers, there were only five. | saidy‘are
short," and they said, "Yes, they are going to eypmine more." That only brings it up to six. Areeyh
positions that are all filled?

Ms ROBSON: The exact status of whether roles are filled paeticular location we would have to
take on notice. Obviously, recruitment changesg@ty on a daily basis.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Even the people working in the section only thduyere were going to
be six positions, but there had been a clear itidicdhat the restructure had allocated nine to it.

Ms ROBSON: We will take that on notice.
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Mr SCHOLES: | would have to check the numbers too becausbave had so many. | am not sure
whether it was six or nine. From recollection, inththere were two roles still to be filled. If vean take it on
notice we can provide that.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | accept it is complex, but you have been ablgite us a pretty clear

number of roles that have disappeared as a redodinehmarking, which is 215. Can you come backtahid

us the number of additional roles that have beeated, therefore we can work out what the netikiss
Mr SEVERIN: We will do that.

ANSWER: There are nine case management roles at Macquarie Correctional Centre made
up of two Senior Case Managers (clerk 7/8) and seven Case Managers (clerk 5/6).

The roles have all been filled since the commencement of the project. However with
attrition, two Case Manager roles have recently been vacant. An officer has commenced

training to fill one role and recruitment action will commence on the second vacant role in
November 2018.

See response to previous response in regard to the number of new roles.

The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: One of the narratives in this inquiry is that heve seen the prison
population across New South Wales increase.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Significantly.
The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: Has there been a commensurate increase in dorrakcstaff as well?

Mr SEVERIN: Absolutely. We are recruiting more staff thaneve ever recruited in the history of
corrections in this State.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: What would be really helpful would be a full-tins¢aff to prisoner
ratio going back over the past five years so thatauld track that.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: That is not really helpful, is it?

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | would find it helpful.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: This ratio exercise suggests a uniformity thasloot really exist,
does it?

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | am asking about staff to inmates across
system.

Mr SEVERIN: It is almost meaningless. | apologise for usemgguage like that. You really need to
look at like functions. We need to look at a ufot,example, that has a similar size to another amil look at
the staffing levels in that unit compared to anotimt.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: There may be an explanation of it but the overathber of full-time
staff compared with the number of inmates wouldhheseful metric. It may be explained by the faet §you
have opened new facilities that have lower staffieguirements because of a variety of other motiénys.
That can be explained in any answer you give.

Mr SEVERIN: It very much relies on the role and functionto facility, for example.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | understand. It is a good starting point.
The Hon. SCOTT FARLOW: A Long Bay is very different from a Berrima.

Mr SEVERIN: We will take that on notice and come back withnasaningful information as we
possibly can.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | do not think that it is a linear test. | accémt it is complex.
Mr SEVERIN: As long as that is clear.
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ANSWER:

Public Correctional Centres Only

2017-18 | 2016-17 | 2015-16 | 2014-15 | 2013-14

Ratio: Public prison prisoners and detaineeg
operational staff
2.2 2.3 2.2 21 2.1

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: We would expect the Wellington and Cessnock popio be almost
similar.

Mr CORCORAN: They are identical.

The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: Ms Voltz raised the issue of the dental faciitibat are available or not
available in the pop-ups when Justice Health was. hig this a problem in jails?

Mr CORCORAN: Right at the outset we were trying to build thélsegs very quickly and we
thought we were going to have four of these thidyse of the methodologies for getting the thingtkguiickly
was to have a concept of a dental truck that wgoltetween the facilities and provide dental sexic

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Like the old ones we used to have at schoolu$othat are old enough
to remember.

Mr CORCORAN: That is right. If you look at the design of tlaeility you will notice that there is a
rather large area outside the clinic where thatkinwas supposed to park. But we went through aensite
process in the commissioning phase of producingraber of papers to see whether that was a vialilerop
We settled eventually on having the inmates transfer to Wellington and Cessnock prisons to geirth
dental care.

Mr SEVERIN: There may well be an opportunity further down titaek to look at engaging another
service for that. Again, it is a responsibility fiustice Health. At the moment, based on all théecadhat was
available eventually, the truck was not viable fwuistice Health. | agreed to then organise the fears
inmates and use the dental facilities in the adjafaility.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: Would it not, in the long term—given how labouaténsive the transfers
are—be easier to extend?

Mr SCHOLES: Believe it or not, it is very difficult to get é¢hdentist—particularly in the Wellington
area—out there. So the dental truck does do Wetlimgnd Macquarie—they are co-located. At the Hunte
Correctional Centre we take them over to Shortlatlte—other centre—because they have the appropriate
facilities there; it is close. It makes sense teehidie mobile service out west because it is vard o get some
of the services out west. They will do it as vigitiarrangements more often, rather than tryingeb ay
permanent position.

The CHAIR: My question is slightly less esoteric—noise ie tlapid-build prisons. What practical
solutions have you come up with? What complainteheu encountered?

Mr CORCORAN: That has not been an issue for us.
The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: It might be for the prisoners.
The CHAIR: You are not living there.

Mr CORCORAN: | have spent the night in there.
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Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: And you complained about the noise, from memory.

Mr CORCORAN: Mr Scholes and | did spend the night there.
The CHAIR: Some people were saying to us that there wenessaround snoring and stuff.

Mr CORCORAN: Mr Scholes and | spent half a day with the inmdtem Macquarie. We were
sitting with their representatives two days agowasare doing a review at the moment of the rapitdb. We
were getting everybody together to see where weeniothe future and what we can do to improve thing
there. | have to say that that did not featurellaasaone of the issues that the inmates werengish fact, it
was quite amazing to hear some of the things Het were saying about wanting to stay in thesedrhpilds,
and what they had done for them in terms of chantfeir lives. Some of these people were very hede
criminals who had extensive and violent historiegpiison. Their behaviour had changed to such &nexhat
they were—The Hon. DAVID CLARKE: You had no complaints about snoring at all?

Mr CORCORAN: Not one.
Mr SEVERIN: We have not had one complaint.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: What about the sense of security?

Mr SCHOLES: That was really important. At the last lot of @emce | think we said that we were
really surprised about the outcomes—how good it ga@isg—yet the other day when we were there talking
the inmates we actually asked the question straightHow do you feel in terms of your personalwsig?"”
There were 30-odd inmates there who were the deledar their units. They said, "lt's great; ngirablem."
That was actually the terminology. We said, "Whauld you do to improve it?" The head delegate saidu
guys have really got this right. This is workingeW¢ actually doing something." We said, "Whathisré that
we should otherwise do differently?" The answer ,w&ould we get some access to tertiary studids®’
CHAIR: Can we get some of the guys in green here toywat?

Mr CORCORAN: We should have videoed it, because, quite frarlkias blown away by it.

The Hon. LYNDA VOLTZ: | am not sure you would get anything out of thea could do your
own time in prison.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Could | ask a question on another front. Theeeaout 60 forensic
mental health patients that are being held primpatilLong Bay, who are being given involuntary na¢hiealth
treatment within a corrective service setting. @l yagree with Justice Health that that is a podcaue and
that it would be far preferable if they were allchien a medical facility rather than a correctiedtgng?

Mr SEVERIN: That is almost a Dorothy Dixer.
Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | am justinterested.

Mr SEVERIN: Of course we are concerned about having mengdthhpatients in our custody. We
obviously communicate with the Mental Health Triaumbout this. We have no ability to move them into
forensic mental health facilities. That is a pretidge of the health system.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Is it a lack of beds in the forensic mental Healfstem that means you
cannot move them on?

Mr SEVERIN: | would not go as far as professing that | hdveanswers for that. We respond to it.
We have a strategy in place for Long Bay to inceegth®e availability of step-down arrangements—net for
those who are there and should be in a mental $arenental health hospital under the directionhef Mental
Health Tribunal, but also for those who have mehtlth issues that are not regulated. So we arlgc
aware of this. It is not an issue that we are aunigth, or ever will be, but we need to construely work on
their safe management and supporting whatevercéudgalth can do.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Do you agree that the answer does not lie inteaail facilities within
the prison system; that the answer lies in findingpmmodation for them—secure forensic accommaud&bio
them—in a medical setting outside of the prisonesy®

Mr SEVERIN: | would agree with that.

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: Lastly, are you aware of the recommendation fritra Royal
Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists
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The Hon. TREVOR KHAN: You have got him over the line!

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: —that came out in December last year? Have ysedahat with the
department? Have you raised with the Minister stwammendation that recommended exactly that?

Mr SEVERIN: We certainly have dialogue, particularly at odfidevel. | am not responsible for the
capital works program for the Ministry of Health—

Mr DAVID SHOEBRIDGE: | understand that.

Mr SEVERIN: —but clearly it is an issue that we continue &vén dialogue about. | do not think
there is anybody—whether they are in Health or €dions—who agrees that this is a good solutiohak
been around, | understand, for decades almost. &/e had some relief with the good facility out aing
Bay—the forensic mental health hospital. | woula Ito think there was more possible going forward.

The CHAIR: We might draw it to an end there. Thank you vanch. There are no more questions. |
note that you have taken a number of questionsaticen We have a slightly shorter notice period reid
days, please.

(The witnesses withdrew)
(The Committee adjourned at 16:05)
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