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Summary 

Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) is an operational unit of the Department of Community 

Safety (the department). Its purpose under the Corrective Services Act 2006 is to provide community 

safety and crime prevention through the humane containment, supervision and rehabilitation of 

offenders. 

In 2011 the Queensland Audit Office conducted a performance management systems audit which 

examined whether the systems and processes in place in QCS to manage offenders in the 

community were efficient, effective and economical. 

The subsequent report to Parliament, Report No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community included seven recommendations that the department accepted. The 

audit raised issues in the quality of supervision and rehabilitation services provided. These included 

staff issues such as training delays and high workloads and a lack of evaluation of offender 

programs and interventions for effectiveness. 

This audit follows up on the department's progress and effectiveness in implementing the seven 

recommendations of Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community. 

Conclusions 
There is a range of factors which can, directly or indirectly, contribute to offenders returning to the 

corrections system. Some of these are within the control of QCS and many are outside its direct 

influence. Nevertheless, QCS can do more to effectively address those factors it does control and 

that were identified through the recommendations in Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011, such as 

program evaluation, staff training and workload. 

QCS has taken steps to address all of the seven recommendations of Report to Parliament No 1 for 

2011, with four of these implemented fully. Some of the more difficult recommendations which relate 

to the quality of service provision to offenders–such as program evaluation and staff workloads–are 

yet to be implemented fully. 

QCS provides its probation and parole service at a cost well below the national average, but it 

achieves this with a relatively high offender to staff ratio and without evaluating the effectiveness of 

all its interventions and programs. The low cost of the probation and parole service provided by QCS 

is a false economy while the number of offenders returning to the system continues to increase. The 

rate of return has been higher than the national average since 2009-10 and has been increasing, 

while the national average has not. 

The challenge for QCS is getting the balance right. Investing appropriately in services that reduce 

reoffending can pay significant dividends in total cost savings, by reducing the prison population and 

the numbers of offenders being supervised in the community. 

Findings 
Between the 2007-08 and 2012-13 financial years, the percentage of offenders who returned to 

either probation and parole, or prison within two years of completing their community orders 

increased from 20.4 per cent to 34.1 per cent. In 2010-11, when the audit was conducted, the 

percentage of returning offenders was 30.7 per cent. This results in additional workload on the 

justice and corrections systems and increased costs for the community. 
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QCS reports on two key efficiency measures for probation and parole: cost per offender per day and 

offender to staff ratio. QCS has consistently had a lower cost per offender per day and a higher 

offender to staff ratio than the national average. It has the second lowest cost of supervision per 

offender per day at $14.20 in 2011-12 and $13.64 in 2012-13. 

Contributing to the low cost is the high ratio of offenders to operational staff, which has consistently 

been well above the national average over the previous six years. Furthermore, while the 

Queensland trend in offender to staff ratio has been increasing over this period, the national average 

has been decreasing. While the number of offenders supervised by each operational staff member 

provides a measure of efficient resource management by QCS, increased workloads can limit the 

capacity of staff to provide appropriate, timely and quality supervision to offenders. 

QCS instigated the People, Resourcing, Innovation, Supervision and Management (PRISM) 

program to address issues relating to resourcing and the supervision of offenders in the community. 

Six intended deliverables of the PRISM program have not been delivered. These relate to the 

evaluation and ongoing management of aspects of the program. For this reason QCS is unable to 

identify whether the intended benefits of the program are being achieved. 

QCS trialed a biometric reporting system as part of the PRISM program in 2011. This involved 

offenders scanning their fingerprint and answering a number of questions on a computer screen to 

reduce the frequency of face to face reporting to a case officer. The system was intended to service 

low risk offenders and improve staff workloads and has now been implemented across the state. No 

cost-benefit analysis or plans for an evaluation of the long term effects of biometric reporting have 

been done. The short term effectiveness is also uncertain, due to the limitations of a six-month 

evaluation of the pilot program. There was some improvement in assessment officer workload, but 

no improvement in workloads for reporting and case management officers. The reporting and case 

management officers are responsible for the ongoing supervision and management of offenders. 

QCS has taken measures to address knowledge gaps in staff managing high risk sexual offenders 

identified in the 2011 audit. It has developed and implemented operational practice guidelines for 

case managers working with offenders under the Dangerous Prisoners (Sexual Offenders) Act 2003. 

Case managers have received specialist training to achieve consistency of knowledge between the 

High Risk Offenders Management Unit (HROMU) and regional offices. Previously regional case 

managers were supervising high risk sexual offenders with limited legislative knowledge and a 

higher caseload than their colleagues at the HROMU. Monitoring of caseloads for regional case 

managers commenced in May 2013; however, there has not been a reduction in caseloads. 

The 2011 audit identified delays of up to 12 months in training for new staff managing offenders. 

QCS has updated and improved timeliness of training for probation and parole staff through the 

provision of online training. Online training is intended to complement in-person training at the QCS 

Training Academy. 

Reference to agency comments (Appendix 1) 
In accordance with section 64 of the Auditor-General Act 2009, a copy of this report was provided to 

the Department of Community Safety with a request for comments. The Departments' views have 

been considered in reaching our audit conclusions and are represented to the extent relevant and 

warranted in preparing this report. 

The full comments received are included in Appendix A of this report. 
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1 Context 

1.1 Background 
Managing offenders in the community under parole and court orders is the responsibility of 

Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) which is a division of the Department of Community Safety. 

The Corrective Services Act 2006 defines the purpose of corrective services as providing community 

safety and crime prevention through the humane containment, supervision and rehabilitation of 

offenders. 

The rehabilitation of offenders can be influenced directly and indirectly by a range of factors, some 

within the control of QCS and many others outside its control. These include employment, support of 

family, friends and community, accommodation and education and training opportunities. 

In 2011, we conducted a performance management systems audit to determine whether there were 

appropriate systems in place to manage offenders efficiently, effectively and economically in the 

community. 

The audit, through Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community concluded: 

 QCS was adequate at measuring effectiveness at very high levels but not at operational or 

program levels 

 key performance measures were not reported consistently in external reports 

 the evaluation of the effectiveness of offender management was not effective 

 transition of prisoners from prison to community supervision was not coordinated effectively 

 not all internal offender intervention programs were evaluated and no external programs were 

accredited nor evaluated for effectiveness 

 there were delays of up to 12 months in training new case officers 

 there was a significant gap in knowledge and workload between Brisbane and regional staff 

supervising offenders subject to orders under the Dangerous Prisoners (Sexual Offenders) 

Act 2003. 

All of these findings had the potential to affect service delivery to offenders and meant that QCS did 

not have systems that allowed for the most effective supervision and rehabilitation of offenders. For 

example, transitional support is important to help offenders to resettle into the community and lower 

the risk of them reoffending. Rehabilitation programs and interventions to offenders are also 

intended to prevent reoffending and returns to the corrections system. 

QCS commenced its People, Resourcing, Innovation, Supervision and Management (PRISM) 

program in 2009. It was a business improvement strategy to address issues such as workforce 

planning and flexibility, offender case management, offender risk management and resource 

allocation. The program objective was to 'future proof Probation and Parole', delivering a service that 

was capable of delivering quality supervision within available resources. In its response to the 

2011 audit, QCS identified that the initiatives intended by PRISM would address the key issues of 

resourcing and offender management identified by the audit. 
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1.2 Audit objective, method and cost 
The objective of this audit was to determine the progress and effectiveness of QCS in implementing 

the seven recommendations of Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011. 

QCS provided an update and supporting documentation on the implementation of each of the 

recommendations. From this we identified further areas for risk based checks to gain assurance on 

the agency actions. The review included testing the documentary evidence and conducting 

interviews to clarify agency responses. 

The audit cost was $68 000. 

1.3 Structure of the report 
The report is structured as follows: 

 Chapter 2 examines the progress of implementation of recommendations for Report No 1 for 

2011: Management of offenders subject to supervision in the community 

 Appendix A contains responses received. 
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2 Management of offenders subject to 
supervison in the community 

In brief 

 

Background 

Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 

community identified that Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) did not measure 

effectiveness adequately at operational levels. QCS did not know how effective it was in 

delivering quality programs and interventions to rehabilitate offenders and reduce the risk of 

reoffending. 

Conclusions 

While QCS has been efficient in supervising offenders in the community its effectiveness has 

not improved. The percentage of offenders returning to prison and community corrections 

within two years of completing their orders has continued to increase since the audit. The 

increasing offender to operational staff ratios, and a lower than national average daily cost of 

supervision, all have the potential to affect the quality of service provided to offenders. 

Key findings 

 QCS has implemented four of the recommendations and partially implemented the 

remaining three. 

 The percentage of offenders returning to prison and community corrections has increased 

to more than 34 per cent. 

 Because QCS has not delivered on six components of PRISM it is unable to identify 

whether the intended benefits from resourcing and staffing changes are being achieved. 

 Queensland has the second highest offender to operational staff ratio in Australia and this 

is showing an upward trend while the national average is showing a downward trend. 

 QCS has trialed and implemented biometric reporting to manage low risk offenders 

across Queensland without rigorous evaluation. 

 QCS programs to change offending behaviour of Indigenous and high risk offenders are 

yet to be evaluated in 2013. 

 Staff training has improved and waiting times have been reduced; however, the risk 

remains that staff with insufficient training are managing offenders. 
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2.1 Background 
Community based supervision provides offenders with opportunities to remain connected with their 

communities, to access community and family support and to maintain accommodation and 

employment. The ability to manage offenders effectively, efficiently and economically is essential to 

raise the confidence of the Parliament, the judiciary and the public in the supervision of offenders in 

the community. 

Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 

community made seven recommendations. The report recommended that the Department of 

Community Safety: 

 evaluates the effectiveness of offender management and intervention programs 

 addresses staffing issues such as training, knowledge and workloads; and 

 aligns public reporting of key performance measures.  

We examined agency progress and effectiveness in implementing the recommendations made by 

the audit. We expected to find that: 

 recommendations had been implemented 

 performance or systems issues had been addressed 

 plans or programs were in place to progress implementation of recommendations not yet 

completed. 

2.2 Conclusions 
Queensland Corrective Services (QCS) has taken steps to address all of the seven 

recommendations of Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community. Four recommendations have been implemented fully. The more 

difficult recommendations relating to the quality of service provision to offenders, such as program 

evaluation and staff workload are yet to be implemented fully. 

Increasing numbers of offenders returning to the corrections system has both social and economic 

effects on the community. The rehabilitation of offenders is extremely complex and represents a 

difficult challenge which is not the sole responsibility of QCS. Rehabilitation can be determined by 

any number of factors many of which are outside the control of QCS. Nevertheless, QCS has an 

important and legislated role as a contributor to the rehabilitation of offenders. 

With more than 34 per cent of offenders who complete their orders returning to the corrective 

services within two years, and with this figure increasing, there is a need for QCS to ensure it 

addresses factors under its control effectively to improve quality of service to offenders. 

Evaluating the effectiveness of offender programs and interventions; ensuring workloads and 

training allow staff to provide quality service; providing effective support to prisoners transitioning to 

the community; and working toward a staff mix that better reflect offender diversity could improve the 

quality of offender management. 

2.3 Findings 
QCS has implemented four and partially implemented three of the seven recommendations of 

Report to Parliament No 1 for 2011. Figure 2A shows the implementation status of the 

recommendations. 
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Figure 2A 
Queensland Audit Office assessment of the 
implementation status of recommendations 

Recommendation I P 

It is recommended the Department of Community Safety:   

1. Align public reporting to ensure greater consistency of key 
performance measures between the Service Delivery Statement, 
Annual Report and the performance information provided for the 
Report on Government Services. 

I  

2. Establish comprehensive processes and measures to evaluate 
the effectiveness of offender management, specifically for the 
aims of breaking the cycle of reoffending and improving 
community safety and confidence. 

 P 

3. Establish processes to develop greater consistency in case load 
and legislative knowledge between the High Risk Offender 
Management Unit and Regional Case Managers. 

   I  

4. Establish processes to improve coordination of services between 
Custodial Operations and the Probation and Parole Directorate, 
including the evaluation of the effectiveness of Transitional 
Coordinators. 

   I  

5. Ensure all staff at all levels of offender management receive 
timely and sufficient training, before, or immediately on 
commencing duties. 

  I  

6. Develop strategies to provide a staff mix that better reflects the 
offender diversity in accordance with Section 6.7 of the Standard 
Guidelines for Corrections in Australia-revised 2004. 

 P 

7. Ensure accreditation and evaluation of all intervention programs 
and continue the development of Indigenous programs to ensure 
relevance and effectiveness. 

 P 

Total 4 3 

I - Recommendation has been fully implemented 

P - Recommendation has been partially implemented 

Source: Queensland Audit Office 

2.3.1 Offender management 

Reporting 

In 2011, reporting by QCS on performance measures in its three public reports was inconsistent. Its 

public reporting of performance is through the Department of Community Safety's annual report, 

service delivery statement and the Commonwealth Report on Government Services. QCS has since 

aligned its performance measures in the three public documents and now reports its performance 

more consistently. 

There are two public reporting measures common to the three public documents. These are the 

number of completed supervision orders and the cost of supervision per offender per day. 
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Returns to corrections 

An offender can return to corrective services in two ways: either to prison or to probation and parole. 

There is a broad range of factors, many outside the direct control of QCS that can contribute to 

offenders returning to corrective services after completing their orders. Individual circumstance, 

psychological and social issues and economic capacity are factors that can be difficult for QCS to 

isolate and address. Because of the range of potential contributing factors, it is often difficult to 

establish any direct cause of an offender returning to corrective services. 

More than one third of community corrections offenders returned to corrective services in 2012-13. 

This is 13.7 percentage points higher than 2007-08 and is consistently higher than the national 

average, which has been decreasing over this period. Figure 2B shows the percentage of 

community corrections offenders who returned to corrective services within 2 years of discharge.  

Figure 2B 
Community corrections offenders who returned to  

corrective services under sentence within two years (per cent) 

 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 

Queensland 20.4 25 30.7 30.7 32.2 34.1 

South Australia 20.7 22.3 23.5 25.2 24.2 N/A* 

New South Wales 28.3 27.8 23.9 23.1 21.5 N/A* 

Tasmania 21.6 20.1 26.3 25.2 23.8 N/A* 

Western Australia 40.1 41.1 40.6 22.2 17.6 N/A* 

Northern Territory 27.3 27.4 27.6 32.7 28.2 N/A* 

Victoria N/A 20.1 19.9 21.7 21.3 N/A* 

National 27.9 27.8 27.4 25.1 24.1 N/A* 

* National 2012-13 figures not available until January 2014  

Sources: Report on Government Services and Queensland Corrective Services  

QCS does not collect information from returning offenders to assess effectiveness of past 

interventions. 

Transitions from prison 

Transition from custody to supervision in the community is potentially a risky period for offenders for 

reoffending or breaching parole. Coordination and integration of transitional support provided by 

Custodial Operations and the Probation and Parole Directorate was found in the 2011 audit to be 

ineffective. 

Transition programs are intended to help offenders reintegrate into the community after being 

released from prison. Transitional support should identify and address risk factors such as 

accommodation, substance abuse, gambling, domestic violence and relationship support. 
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As part of the merging of the Probation and Parole and Custodial directorates in 2012, all 

correctional centres and probation and parole regions have regional integration plans. The QCS 

operational plan for 2012-13 includes developing a model for parole release and transition 

management by aligning management of the transitions program and transitional and offender 

reintegration support services. This model was implemented in 2012 and integrates the transitional 

support program, transition program and the offender reintegration support service. The Offender 

Reintegration Branch has responsibility for the offender reintegration model. It is too early to assess 

the effectiveness of these changes; however, these measures represent an improved effort to 

coordinate and integrate transitional services. 

Ratio of offenders to operational staff 

The PRISM program was intended to address the issue of workforce planning, offender case 

management and offender risk management. 

Up to 75 per cent of offenders under community supervision are reporting weekly or fortnightly to 

probation and parole staff. This level of supervision requires more staff as the number of offenders 

increases. The number of full time equivalent operational staff at June 2013 was 423, while the 

number of offenders subject to supervision in the community was 15 441. 

Queensland's ratio of offenders to operational staff increased from 30.5 in 2011-12 to 35.3 in 

2012-13 and has remained higher than the national average over the past six years. The state's 

higher than national average offender to operational staff ratio is reflected in the lower than national 

average cost per offender per day. Figure 2C shows the offender to operational staff ratios for 

Queensland and nationally since 2007-08. 

Figure 2C 
Community corrections offender to 

operational staff ratios 2007-08 to 2012-13 

 

Source: Department of Community Safety 2013, Report on Government Services, 2013, Table 8A.22 

The Queensland ratio in 2010-11 was affected by an increase in numbers of offenders and a 

decrease in staff numbers due to poor recruitment practices, such as a lack of coordination and 

inconsistent processes across the Probation and Parole Directorate offices. 
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Despite efforts to address the issue, high offender to operational staff ratios means that QCS 

operational staff members continue to experience high workloads in supervising and managing 

offenders compared with other jurisdictions. The high workload means that probation and parole 

officers have reduced capacity to provide quality supervision to offenders. QCS does not know the 

effect, if any, of this on: 

 offenders completing orders 

 its ability to detect breaches of orders (contraventions) 

 increases in returns to the corrections system. 

Completion of orders 

Evaluation of the effectiveness of offender management is based on the number of offenders 

completing their orders and the number of contraventions identified by QCS. While the ability of an 

offender to complete an order can be indicative of effective offender management, it can equally be 

indicative of a failure to detect contraventions. An order is successfully completed if the 

requirements of the order are satisfied. Action to return an offender to court for a breach of a 

community based order, a further offence or, for parole orders, cancellation of an order by a parole 

board, is counted as an unsuccessful completion.  

The rate of completion of orders is improving and is shown in Figure 2D. 

Figure 2D 
Percentage completion of community corrections orders by year 

 

Source: Report on Government Services, 2013, Table 8A.19 

QCS does not know whether the increasing rate of order completions is influenced by high staff 

workloads and if this means that breaches are not being detected. Since the number of offenders 

completing orders has increased, so has the percentage of offenders returning to corrective services 

after completing their orders. This means that a higher percentage of a higher number of offenders 

is returning. 
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The completion of an order does not provide any indication of whether intervention programs are 

effective in preventing an offender's return to community corrections in the future. Although returns 

to the corrections system after order completion can be influenced by factors outside of the control 

of QCS, it can also be influenced by the effectiveness of QCS interventions. QCS does not analyse 

data about the intervention and programs an offender undertook under previous orders to know 

which interventions and programs are effective and which are not. 

Cost of supervision 

Queensland has maintained the second lowest cost per offender per day in Australia for the years 

2007-08 to 2011-12. The average cost of community supervision for 2011-12 was $14.20 per day 

per offender, compared to average daily cost of custodial operations per prisoner at $205. In 

2012-13, this reduced to $13.64 per offender and $189.87 per prisoner.  

While Queensland's costs are low compared to other states and territories, the rate of return to 

corrective services is increasing, as is operational staff workload. QCS has not investigated whether 

maintaining a low average daily cost of supervision and high staff workloads may be affecting the 

quality of offender management and rehabilitation. 

The state incurs additional costs of supervision for each offender who returns to corrective services, 

including extra costs for court appearances by staff, administration of new orders, the provision of a 

higher level of supervision for each reoffender and provision of further intervention programs to 

change offending behaviour. 

Supervising offenders in the community is promoted as a cost effective and efficient alternative to 

prison. The cost effectiveness of community supervision can be eroded if a large proportion of those 

offenders return to corrective services. QCS has not calculated the cost increase associated with the 

increasing percentage of offenders returning to the system. 

Intervention programs 

Offender programs or interventions are designed to change offending behaviour and reduce the risk 

of reoffending. These can include programs addressing specific offender groups, such as sexual 

offenders or interventions aimed at addressing substance abuse. The completion of a program or 

participation in an intervention in itself does not provide a measure of effectiveness. Comparisons of 

reoffending rates against program completions may provide an indication of program effectiveness 

and allow QCS to identify the most effective programs and interventions to change offender 

behaviour. Furthermore, the identification, collation and analysis of information on previous 

interventions and programs undertaken by offenders returning to the corrections system may also 

assist in identifying effectiveness. 

QCS has made little progress since 2011 in addressing the issues related to evaluation of its 

programs for effectiveness. The accountability and management of intervention programs is guided 

by the Australian Offender Programs Standards – October 2005 and the QCS offender intervention 

program's evaluation framework. 

QCS develops and delivers programs for sexual offenders and Indigenous offenders inside and 

outside the prison environment. The framework states that internal programs need to be evaluated 

every two years. The last time the sexual offenders program was evaluated was in 2010 and its next 

evaluation is not planned until 2014. This means the period between evaluations will be twice the 

recommended length of time. The agency's Indigenous programs have been evaluated and these 

are being redeveloped in 2014 in line with the guidelines. 

Not evaluating intervention programs means that QCS does not know if offenders are not receiving 

quality intervention programs. 
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In addition to the QCS programs, external accredited service providers deliver programs and 

interventions to offenders on a contracted or referral basis. These services are not funded by QCS, 

but may be funded through state or federal grants, be delivered voluntarily or may require offenders 

to pay a fee for service. As in 2011, QCS does not evaluate the effectiveness of programs delivered 

by accredited external providers. It does not assess which services returning offenders had 

previously been exposed to, to help identify which programs are effective and which not. 

Vocational and education training while in custody can be one way for QCS to contribute to the 

rehabilitation of offenders. Queensland's percentage of eligible prisoners completing education and 

training has been lower than the Australian average over the last five years. 

2.3.2 Staffing 

Biometric reporting 

Biometric reporting of offenders has been implemented in other jurisdictions, primarily in the United 

States, with reported success in some jurisdictions and problems in others. 

QCS introduced biometric reporting as part of its effort to reduce staff workload and provide effective 

offender management. It was an element of the PRISM program designed to manage resources by 

providing more efficient supervision to low risk offenders and allowing for a redistribution of 

resources toward the management of high risk offenders. 

Biometric reporting involves the offender scanning his or her finger print and answering a number of 

questions on a computer screen at probation and parole offices. This reduces the frequency of face 

to face meetings between the offender and case officer to result in a more manageable workload for 

reporting officers. 

A controlled pilot of the biometric reporting system to manage the supervision of low risk offenders 

was conducted in eight probation and parole districts across Queensland from August 2011 to 

January 2012. 

The trial was evaluated in April 2012 and included the initial six months of operation of the pilot. It 

involved 235 low risk offenders and excluded sex offenders, serious violent offenders, offenders 

subject to board ordered parole and other offenders who are considered to be at high risk of 

reoffending. 

Despite limitations to the evaluation and inconclusive results, QCS implemented biometric reporting 

across the state. The evaluation limitations included officer discretion potentially biasing the sample 

and the short trial period. The evaluation report notes the significance of the short trial period: 

'Consequently, results of this evaluation only address the short-term impact of biometric 

reporting on re-arrest and fail to report rates, and cannot be generalised regarding long-term 

impacts'. 

Despite this, the evaluation recommended that expanding biometric reporting across all district 

offices should be considered where economically feasible, depending on a cost-benefit analysis. No 

cost-benefit analysis was undertaken and the basis of the decision to expand biometric reporting has 

not been demonstrated. 

After considering available resources QCS decided not to further evaluate the system to determine 

long term efficiency gains or the effectiveness of its intended outcomes. Consequently any issues 

identified with the system post-implementation may be addressed in isolation and risks may not be 

identified. 
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Staff mix 

The audit in 2011 recommended QCS develop strategies to provide a staff mix that better reflects 

offender diversity. 

The PRISM program consisted of a workforce planning framework to build and sustain a staff mix 

reflective of the diversity in the offender population. QCS has an objective within its current recruiting 

campaign to improve the diversity of applicant attractions and placements.  At present the PRISM 

and recruitment programs have not been effective in changing the staff mix. It is too early to 

determine whether the intended changes to staff mix will be achieved.  

The quality of supervision and intervention provided by corrections staff may have an influence on 

the chances of offenders completing their orders and also rehabilitation. This can be affected by a 

high staff turnover through the stability and quality of supervision provided to offenders and staff mix. 

In 2011, the turnover of permanent and contract operational staff within probation and parole was 

high at more than 15 per cent but this has shown steady improvement to be 11 per cent in 2012-13. 

Other factors, such as job security, may have contributed to the improvement in staff turnover rates. 

Staff training 

Appropriate training ensures staff members have the required skills and knowledge to supervise 

offenders in the community. QCS requires its prison officers to be fully trained before supervising 

prisoners. It does not have a similar requirement for probation and parole officers. Probation and 

parole officers must have a degree level qualification in a field relevant to human services or 

criminology.  Prison officers are not required to have tertiary qualifications or have achieved a set 

education standard.  

The audit in 2011 identified that new probation and parole officers were supervising offenders 

without training with some waiting up to 12 months before being trained. There are still instances 

where newly appointed reporting officers are waiting for in-person training for longer than six 

months. In that time they are supervising offenders in the community, some who may have come 

from the prison system. 

The development of the practitioner development program (PDP) during 2012 has improved staff 

training times. This is an entry-level program for probation and parole staff responsible for the 

supervision of offenders. The PDP includes online training when the officer first commences work 

and four weeks of in-person training at the Corrective Services Training Academy in Wacol or 

Townsville. The academy conducts four in-person training courses per year.  

Online training is intended to complement rather than substitute academy training and start from 

commencement of employment. 17 of 19 new staff appointed since September 2012 undertook 

online training within a week of commencement. This is an improvement over 2011 when some 

newly appointed reporting officers were not trained for up to 12 months after commencement.  

Workload of regional case managers 

QCS commenced monitoring the workloads of regional case managers working with offenders under 

the Dangerous Prisoners (Sexual Offenders) Act 2003 in May 2013. In 2011regional case managers 

supervising offenders subject to orders under the Dangerous Prisoners (Sexual Offenders) Act 2003 

tended to have greater case loads and a more limited knowledge of relevant legislation than 

High Risk Offender Management Unit case managers. 
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QCS has developed and implemented operational practice guidelines to manage high risk sexual 

offenders. Specialist sexual offending risk assessment training has been rolled out to all probation 

and parole case managers to improve consistency between the legislative knowledge in the High 

Risk Offender Management Unit and the regional managers. A training plan has been developed for 

the next 12 months to address the risk of untrained staff managing this high risk group of offenders. 

QCS has also implemented regular clinical support meetings to assist the regional management of 

Dangerous Prisoners (Sexual Offenders) Act 2003 offenders. 

QCS could not demonstrate any improvement in case loads for regional case mangers responsible 

for high risk sex offenders. 
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Appendix A—Agency comments 

Auditor-General Act 2009 (Section 64)—Comments received 

Introduction 

In accordance with section 64 of the Auditor-General Act 2009 a copy of this report was provided to 

the Department of Community Safety with a request for comment. 

Responsibility for the accuracy, fairness and balance of the comments rests with the head of these 

agencies. 
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Comments received 

Response provided by the Director-General, Department of Community Safety on 24 October 2013.  
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Comments received 

Response provided by the Director-General, Department of Community Safety on 24 October 2013.  
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Appendix B – Audit details 

Audit objective 

The objective of this follow up audit was to assess the current status and effectiveness of the 

implementation of recommendations resulting from Report No 1 for 2011: Management of offenders 

subject to supervision in the community which was tabled in 2011. Specifically the audit examined 

whether: 

 recommendations have been actioned 

 performance or systems issues have been addressed. 

Reason for the audit 

The Auditor-General Act 2009 provides for the Auditor-General to report observations and 

recommendations about matters arising from an audit. These observations and recommendations 

may be reported to management and those charged with governance of an agency, relevant 

Ministers and ultimately the Parliament. 

While the Auditor-General reports to the Parliament with recommendations to improve the 

performance of public sector entities or enhance public sector accountability, it is not the 

Auditor-General’s role, to enforce the implementation of these recommendations. 

The primary responsibility for implementing any change resulting from the recommendations rests 

with the Executive and individual agencies and Statutory Bodies. Where appropriate all public sector 

agencies and Statutory Bodies should have systems and processes to implement the 

recommendations of the Auditor-General. 

Performance audit approach 

The audit was conducted between May and October 2013. It involved the Department of Community 

Safety. 

The Department was requested to self-assess its progress against the following criteria: 

I - Recommendation has been fully implemented 

P - Recommendation has been partially implemented 

AA - Alternate action undertaken 

NA - No substantial action has been taken. 

The Department provided comment and supporting documentation on its progress on implementing 

each recommendation. A review of the self-assessment and supporting documentation identified 

where it was necessary to perform risk-based checks to gain assurance on agency actions. 

The review process included: 

 ensuring the responses addressed the intent of the recommendation and subsequent 

effectiveness and outcomes of the recommendations 

 testing documentation for evidence consistent with agency responses 

 conducting interviews to clarify responses. 
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Auditor-General 
Reports to Parliament 

Tabled in 2013–14 
Report number Title of report Date tabled in 

Legislative 

Assembly 

1 Right of private practice in Queensland public hospitals July 2013 

2 Supply of specialist subject teachers in secondary schools October 2013 

3 
Follow up - Acquisition and public access to the Museum, Art 

Gallery and Library collections 
October 2013 

4 
Follow up - Management of offenders subject to supervision 

in the community 
October 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reports to Parliament are available at www.qao.qld.gov.au 
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