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Abbreviations 

2011 Report Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 1 for 2011, Management 
of offenders subject to supervision in the community 

2013 Follow Up 
Report 

Report No. 4 of 2013-14 of the Queensland Audit Office: Follow up – 
Management of offenders subject to supervision in the community  

committee Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee 

department Department of Justice and Attorney-General 

former 
Committee 

The Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee of the 54th Parliament 

PRISM In 2009, QCS commenced the People, Resourcing, Innovation, Supervision 
and Management program to address issues relating to resourcing and the 
supervision of offenders in the community 

QCS Queensland Corrective Services 

RoGS Report on Government Services 
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Review of the Auditor-General’s Report to Parliament 4: 2013-14 Chair’s foreword 

Chair’s foreword 

This report presents a summary of the Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee’s examination 
of the Auditor-General’s report Follow up – Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 
community.  

In the course of the committee’s review of the Auditor-General’s report, data anomalies were 
discovered within information provided to the Auditor-General which formed the basis of his report.  
This discovery has led to the Auditor-General undertaking a performance audit which will look at the 
use and reliability of criminal justice data across the criminal justice system.  The results of this further 
audit are expected to be tabled by early December 2016. 

On behalf of the committee, I thank the committee’s secretariat and the staff from the 
Auditor-General’s office, and the staff from Queensland Corrective Services and the Department of 
Justice and Attorney-General, for their assistance with the committee’s consideration of the 
Auditor-General’s report. 

I commend this report to the House. 

 
Mr Mark Furner MP 
Chair 
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Recommendation 

Recommendation 1 8 

The committee recommends the House note this Report. 
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Introduction 

1.1 Role of the committee 

The Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee (the committee) is a portfolio committee of the 
Legislative Assembly which commenced on 27 March 2015.2   

The committee’s primary areas of responsibility include: 

• Justice and Attorney-General 
• Police Service 
• Fire and Emergency Services, and 
• Training and Skills. 

A portfolio committee is to consider legislation, public works and public accounts matters pertaining 
to its areas of responsibility, and to deal with any matters referred to it by the Legislative Assembly.3  

Reports of the Auditor-General tabled in the Assembly are referred to the relevant portfolio committee 
for consideration.4 

1.2 Role of the Auditor-General 

The role of the Auditor-General is to provide Parliament with independent assurance of public sector 
accountability and performance.  This is achieved through reporting to Parliament on the results of its 
financial and performance audits. 

1.3 Referral 

On 29 October 2013, Report No. 4 of 2013-14 of the Queensland Audit Office: Follow up – Management 
of offenders subject to supervision in the community (2013 Follow up Report) was tabled in the 
Legislative Assembly. The report was referred to the Legal Affairs and Community Safety Committee 
of the 54th Parliament for consideration.   

The Committee of the Legislative Assembly in the 54th Parliament did not as a matter of course set 
reporting requirements when referring Auditor-General reports to portfolio committees.  The former 
committee did not report on the 2013 Follow Up Report during the 54th Parliament. 

The 2013 Follow Up Report was re-referred to the current committee at the commencement of the 
55th Parliament on 27 March 2015. 

 

 

 

2  Parliament of Queensland Act 2001, section 88, and Standing Order 94. 
3  Parliament of Queensland Act 2001, section 92. 
4  Standing Order 194B. 
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Examination 

1.4 2011 Report 

Background 

The committee’s task was to consider the Auditor General’s findings in the 2013 Follow Up Report in 
relation to the management of offenders in the community under parole and court orders by 
Queensland Corrective Services (QCS).  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.5  At the time the 2013 Follow Up Report was 
written, QCS was a division of the then Department of Community Safety.  QCS is now a division within 
the Department of Justice and Attorney-General (department).  

The 2013 Follow Up Report examines the progress of QCS in implementing seven recommendations 
made following a performance management systems audit conducted in 2011 on the effectiveness, 
efficiency and economy of its systems and procedures for the management of offenders in the 
community.  The Auditor-General’s initial report on the 2011 Audit was tabled on 25 February 2011 
(2011 Report).6   

As emphasised in the 2011 Report, a key purpose of community based supervision is to provide 
offenders with: 

… opportunities to remain integrated with society, develop community support, transition 
from prison back to society, as well as maintain accommodation and employment… .  
The ability to efficiently, effectively and economically manage offenders serving their 
sentence in the community is essential in maintaining and raising the confidence of the 
Parliament, judiciary and the community in this method of corrective services.7 

Conclusions in the 2011 Report 

The 2011 Report 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 
2003.8 

5     Corrective Services Act 2006, section 3(1). 
6 Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 1 for 2011, Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 

community. 
7 Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 1 for 2011, Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 

community, p 1. 
8  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community, p 3. 
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Recommendations made in 2011 Audit 

The 2011 Report recommended that the then 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 

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 

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

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 

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

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, and 

7. ensure accreditation and evaluation of all intervention programs and continue the development 
of Indigenous programs to ensure relevance and effectiveness.9 

1.5 2013 Follow Up Report 

The follow-up audit, as detailed in the 2013 Follow Up Report, found that QCS had taken various steps 
to address all seven recommendations of the 2011 Report.  Four recommendations 
(being recommendations 1, 3, 4 and 5) had been implemented fully and progress had been made on 
the remaining three recommendations (recommendations 2, 6 and 7).  The 2013 Follow Up Report 
indicated that the three partially completed recommendations were more difficult than those already 
complete, and related to more complex issues such as program evaluation and staff workloads.  

The committee notes the following key findings and issues identified in the 2013 Follow Up Report. 

Key findings  

• QCS had implemented four of the recommendations and partially implemented the remaining 
three 

• The percentage of offenders returning to prison and community corrections had increased to 
more than 34 percent10 

• Because QCS had not delivered on six components of PRISM11, it is unable to identify whether 
the intended benefits from resourcing and staffing changes are being achieved 

• Queensland had 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 

9 Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 1 for 2011, Management of offenders subject to supervision in the 
community, p 5. 

10  However, note that subsequent investigation by the committee, described further below, discovered that this data 
provided to the Auditor-General was incorrect. 

11  PRISM is a reference to the People, Resourcing, Innovation, Supervision, Management program. 
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• QCS had trialled 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 were yet to 
be evaluated in 2013, and 

• Staff training had improved and waiting times had been reduced; however, the risk remained 
that staff with insufficient training are managing offenders.12 

In its overall assessment of progress made by QCS, the Auditor-General made the following 
observations, all suggestive of a need for further improvement: 

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.13 

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. 14  

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.15  

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.16 

The 2013 Follow Up Report also acknowledged concerted efforts had been made by QCS to improve 
consistency in legislative knowledge and workloads between regional and central offices.  However, it 
also noted that despite these efforts there has been no reduction in regional caseloads for regional 
case managers responsible for high risk offenders.17 

1.6 Agency response to 2013 Follow Up Report (October 2013) 

The then Director-General of the former Department of Community Safety responded to the 2013 
Follow Up Report on 24 October 2013.  Whilst generally concurring with the Audit Office’s assessment, 
the then Director-General queried: 

• the finding that recommendations 5 and 6 are yet to be implemented fully, and 

12  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 
supervision in the community, p 5. 

13  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4: 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 
supervision in the community, p 1. 

14  However, note that subsequent investigation by the committee, described further below, discovered that this data 
provided to the Auditor-General was incorrect. 

15  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4: 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 
supervision in the community, p 5. 

16  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4: 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 
supervision in the community, p 6. 

17  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4: 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 
supervision in the community, p 14. 
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• whether the comments made on the regional case management workload for high risk offender 
management ‘may not fully reflect the level of security given to the offenders under supervision 
and recent improvements in monitoring high risk sexual offenders in the community.’18 

In relation to recommendations 5 and 6, the Director-General outlined a range of specific steps and 
strategies taken by the agency to address the issues identified.19  Recommendation 5 was subsequently 
noted in the Report as having been fully implemented, following the response provided by the then 
Director-General.20 

1.7 Private Meetings with Auditor-General (March 2014 and May 2015)  

On 19 March 2014, the committee of the 54th Parliament held a private meeting with QAO officers in 
relation to the 2013 Follow Up Report.  As noted above, subsequent to this meeting, machinery of 
government changes saw QCS move to become a unit within the department.   

Shortly afterwards, the 2013 Follow Up Report was referred to the current committee on 27 March 
2015.  The current committee were briefed on the 2013 Follow Up Report in a private session by the 
Auditor-General and Mr Darren Brown from the Queensland Audit Office.  At this meeting held in May 
2015, the Auditor-General advised that there were still three recommendations that had not been fully 
implemented, being recommendations 2, 6 and 7.  

The committee then wrote to the department, where QCS is now located, seeking advice as to the 
implementation of the 2011 Report recommendations in light of the 2013 Follow Up Report.  Specific 
questions were also asked about evaluations, cost effectiveness and staffing matters.     

1.8 Further Agency Response (June 2015) 

The department responded to the committee’s questions on 19 June 2015. The response is at 
Attachment A. 

The committee had asked QCS to provide further information regarding the partially implemented 
recommendations: 

• In its response concerning recommendation 2, the department described processes and measures 
to ensure the effectiveness of offender management, including practitioner development forums, 
internal management reviews and file controls reviews and practice supervision. 

• In its response to recommendation 7, the department reported that it continued to monitor the 
quality of intensive offender programs and used evidence based standards to determine which 
should be delivered.  

The department also addressed each of the specific questions raised in correspondence with the 
committee.   

The committee noted that the department’s response suggested a lack of formal evaluation processes 
in respect of offender management.  While references were made to ‘research’ findings, ‘evidence 
based standards’ to determine programs delivered in correctional centres, and the monitoring of the 
quality of intensive offender programs, no evidence was provided in respect of these aspects.   

1.9 Public briefing from department (October 2015) 

After considering the department’s response, the committee decided to invite the department to brief 
it, and answer questions, in respect of the 2013 Follow Up Report.  This further briefing was held on 
14 October 2015.  

18  Letter from the Director-General, Department of Community Safety to the Auditor-General dated 24 October 2013, p 1.  
19  For more detailed information, please refer to the Director-General’s response in the 2013 Follow Up Report, p 17. 
20 Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4: 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community, p 7 (Figure 2A- Implementation status of recommendations). 
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The key issue that emerged from the briefing was that the Queensland figures included in Fig 2B of the 
2013 Follow Up Report were apparently incorrect.  These figures related to community corrections 
offenders who had returned to corrective services under sentence within two years.  Additionally, it 
transpired at the briefing that there was also possibly an anomaly in the protocol used to collate the 
data to provide the figures to the Auditor-General.  The department agreed to provide this information 
on notice. 

On 19 October 2015, the department wrote to the committee to advise that: 

The Department reports on four measures of recidivism in the Report on Government Services 
(RoGS).  These are rates of return under sentence within two years of discharge for prisoners 
returning to prison, prisoners returning to corrective services (prison or community 
corrections), offenders returning to community corrections and offenders returning to 
corrective services (prison or community corrections).  The Auditor-General’s 2013 follow-up 
report cites the latter: that is offenders returning to corrective services. 

While preparing these data for the 2015 RoGS in October 2014, the Department discovered 
anomalies in the specialised computer program script and protocols used to extract data from 
the Integrated Offender Management System (IOMS) data base.  …  

The Department was not able to resolve these issues before the 2015 RoGS data were 
published.  In the interests of accuracy, the Department did not publish data in the category 
‘offenders returning to corrective services (prison and/or community corrections)’ for that 
year. 

The Auditor-General’s 2013 follow-up report cites data provided by the Department which 
were affected by this error in the data extraction process.  In regard to my comments at the 
briefing about the rates cited in figure 2B, at p 8, of Report No. 4 (2013), I erroneously advised 
the Committee that the return to community corrections and return to corrective services 
rates had been aggregated.  In fact, data reported by the Queensland Audit Office are as 
reported by the Department in RoGs for those years. 

Using the revised protocols, the result for 2012-13 for Queensland in figure 2B is 15.7%.  I can 
confirm that the Auditor-General has not been given this advice.21 

1.10 Committee correspondence with the Auditor-General (November 2015) 

On 5 November 2015, the committee advised the Auditor-General of the outcome of the public 
briefing and the follow up correspondence from the department outlining the data anomalies and the 
incorrect information which had been provided to the Auditor-General.  This incorrect information had 
caused the Auditor-General to report based on a significantly higher return rate for Queensland in 
terms of community corrections offenders who returned to corrective services under sentence within 
two years than was actually the case. 

The committee outlined to the Auditor-General its concern that the provision of incorrect data to his 
office and potentially also to the Productivity Commission over a period of time may have significant 
implications in terms of decisions that may have been made using that data.  The committee also 
indicated that it could not be confident that other data relating to offender management is accurate.   

Accordingly, the committee sought the views of the Auditor-General as to the seriousness of the 
matter with particular regard to potential implications of this data having been incorrectly provided 
for some time, and to the integrity of the information systems used to support offender management.  
The committee also requested the Auditor-General to consider undertaking an audit of data and 
evaluation systems used in respect of offender management and corrective services more broadly. 

21  Letter dated 19 October 2015 from the department to the committee. 
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1.11 Auditor-General’s response to the committee (February 2016) 

The Auditor-General responded on 8 February 2016. He advised the committee that, after making 
preliminary inquiries of QCS about the issues raised in the committee’s letter, a broader audit of the 
QCS offender management data was warranted.  The Auditor-General advised that as a result of the 
committee’s oversight review of the 2013 Follow Up Report, he had brought forward the crime 
statistics audit and expanded it to be an audit of the use and reliability of criminal justice system data.   

The objective of this audit is to determine whether the state’s criminal justice data is reliable and used 
cost effectively. The availability and reliability of crime and sentencing statistics is important to 
measure and monitor the effectiveness of Queensland’s justice system. It can also be used to inform 
policy decisions. 

The audit will address the objective through the following lines of inquiry and criteria: 

• criminal justice data is reliable 
• relevant criminal justice data is integrated and accessible only to criminal justice agencies that need 

it 
• criminal justice data is used effectively by criminal justice agencies. 

This audit has now commenced and will assess data from the: 

• Queensland Police Service 
• Department of Justice and Attorney-General, and 
• Queensland Corrective Services.22 

1.12 Further private meeting with Auditor-General meeting (20 April 2016) 

In light of the developments outlined above, the committee determined that before issuing its report 
on the 2013 Follow Up Report, it should meet again with the Auditor-General for a further briefing on 
the current situation.  A private meeting was held on 20 April 2016.  At this meeting, the 
Auditor-General informed the committee that he had commenced a performance audit to look at 
the use and reliability of criminal justice data across the criminal justice system and was working with 
the department in this regard.  This audit is anticipated to be completed and reported upon by early 
December 2016. 
 
Committee comment 

The committee notes the Auditor-General’s acknowledgement in the 2013 Follow Up Report that there 
are a range of factors which can, directly or indirectly, contribute to offenders returning to the 
corrections system, and that some of these factors are within the control of QCS and some are not.  
The committee also agrees with the Auditor-General’s conclusion that QCS can do more to effectively 
address factors that are within its control, and that were identified in the 2011 Report, such as program 
evaluation, staff training and workload.23 

The committee also endorses the Auditor-General’s comment that: 

… 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.24 

22  Letter dated 8 February 2016 from the Auditor-General to the committee.  
23  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community, p 1.  
24  Queensland Audit Office, Report to Parliament No. 4 2013-14, Follow up – Management of offenders subject to 

supervision in the community, p 1.  
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In the course of the committee’s review of the Auditor-General’s report, data anomalies were 
discovered in information provided by the department to the Auditor-General and which was used in 
the 2013 Follow Up Report.   

The committee looks forward to the results of the current audit of the use and reliability of criminal 
justice system data, expected to be reported upon in December 2016.   

Recommendation 1 

The committee recommends the House note this Report.    
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Attachment A – Letter from the Department of Justice and Attorney-General 
dated 19 June 2015 
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