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SO – Specialist Operations
SWO – Statewide Operations QCS
TOR - Terms Of Reference

Correctional Centres (CC):
AGCC - Arthur Gorrie (Wacol) 
BCC - Brisbane 
CCC – Capricornia 
LGCC – Lotus Glen
MCC - Maryborough 
SQCC – South Queensland 
TCC – Townsville
WCC - Wolston
WFDCC - Woodford. 

If there is any further terminology which is unclear or unfamiliar please do not hesitate to 
contact the Office of the Chief Inspector via OCICorrespondence@dcs.qld.gov.au for clarification.     

   1                                         SUMMARY 
This report provides an outline of evidence, findings and recommendations of the Office of the Chief Inspector (OCI) Inspection Review of Arthur Gorrie Correctional Centre (AGCC) on 10, 11 and 13 July 2017.  Further detail is provided in Appendix A – Instrument of Appointment of Inspector and Terms of Reference.  
The Terms of Reference (TOR) specified a requirement to review and report upon the following matters at AGCC:-

(a) Safety (b) Security
(c) Offender Management(d) Incident Management and Reporting(e) Any other matter considered relevant to the review.

This Report follows a standard reporting template. Areas mentioned in the template but not 
included in the TOR were not inspected, as indicated in the Table of Findings.

   2                                       BACKGROUND
AGCC is operated by GEO Group Australia under contract to Queensland Corrective Services.  It is a high security facility situated in Wacol, South East Queensland providing a remand function 
for male prisoners. It was commissioned in 1992 and was the first privately operated correctional centre in Queensland.  
Prisoner demographics
Information from the Reporting Services database identified the following prisoner demographics for AGCC as at 30 June 2017:

Average Daily State –   1179 prisoners
Approved maximum capacity – 1187
Percentage over single cell capacity – 155%
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Prisoner Time in Centre – 59.64% less than six (6) months 
Average Duration of Stay – 203 days
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Prisoners – 16.86%
Protection Prisoners – 21.42%
Legal Status:

Sentenced – 12Remanded – 1161
Unknown –    6

Prisoner Employment/Activity Status (as at May 2017 – last available data):
In full time education – 106Employed –                333
Unemployed – refuse to work (remandees) 22Unemployed – unable to work (various reasons) 620Unemployed – waiting list, work not available 98Total not working/in education 740

Prisoners on Safety Orders:Initial Orders – 7Consecutive Orders – 3
Prisoners on At-Risk Observations – 21.

The centre’s prisoner population is currently at capacity, having increased approximately 35% since 2012 and 28% since 2013, with 315 “double up” cells currently, i.e. 630 prisoners out of a prisoner population of 1179 were in doubled up accommodation at the time of inspection.
Centre facilities
AGCC is separated into two areas – “A” side and “B” side.  “A” side accommodates mainstream prisoners with B side accommodating a mixture of protection and mainstream prisoners.  There are 25 accommodation blocks, all of which are secure accommodation buildings.  The infrastructure has been subject to several upgrades with a mix of ‘older stock’ and ‘newer stock’ accommodation units. 
Additional facilities at AGCC include:

Main store
Two reception stores
Health centre
Multi-Cultural Centre
Gymnasium
Two ovals
Two programs buildings
Two industries buildings
Visits, and 
External visits processing area.

As a remand facility AGCC is not contracted to provide criminogenic intervention programs.  The 
centre is however required to deliver intervention and education programs. Programs and courses currently being delivered at AGCC include: 

Accredited Education Courses
Certificate III Courses
VET Short Courses 
Non-Accredited Education Courses (External Providers)
Non-Accredited Self Development Courses (AGCC)
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Non-Accredited QCS Self Development Programs (delivered by AGCC staff).
Industries providing employment for prisoners include:

Woodwork
Metalwork
Horticulture
Textiles and print shop.

A detailed program analysis is included in ss.35 and 36 of the Table of Findings following.
Areas Inspected 
Inspectors examined the following areas of the Centre –

1. Reception/Induction Unit2. Stores
3. A,B,C,D and W blocks/units (mainstream and protection)4. Detention Unit
5. Libraries (x2)6. Kitchen7. Health centre
8. Intelligence9. Offender management
10. Complaints management11. Transitions12. Programmes13. Perimeter/security system testing.

Discussions held
Inspectors –

held numerous informal discussions with the centre General Manager, and other seniormanagers and individual custodial officers 
spoke informally with prisoners in various units and centres, and
attended meetings of prisoners advisory committees (PACs) (mainstream and protection).

Inspectors also attended and observed a formal breach hearing.

   3                                         FINDINGS
Inspectors concluded that AGCC was performing well in most of the areas inspected in accordance with the TOR for this review. However, they also identified areas where improvement appears to be required, including –

prisoner-on-prisoner assault
drug/substance use, and
the amount of time prisoners spend outside their units.

The findings are outlined in more detail in the Table of Findings and Comment section of this 
Report, and are summarised in the Conclusion to the Report. 
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Prisoner 
onPrisoner

100
prisoners*

Serious -
Prisoner onPrisoner

100
prisoners*

Prisoner 
on Staff

Serious -
Prisoner on Staff

AGCC 472 40 64 5.5 2 0
BCC 131 19 41 5.9 10 3
CCC 54 10 28 5.3 3 0
LGCC 132 17 19 2.5 8 1
MCC 109 17 32 4.9 3 0
SQCC 52 13 8 2 8 0
TCC 80 12 15 2.3 5 1
WCC 70 10 26 3.5 6 1
WFDCC 163 13 41 3.3 8 0
*as per prisoner populations at 13.8.17 (see following table; assuming constant populations 
2016-17)
Similar rates are occurring in 2017:
01 January – 21 July 2017 
Centre Prisoner populatio

n as at 13.8.17

Assault -
Prisoner on
Prisoner

Rate per 100
prisoners*

Assault -Serious -
Prisoner on
Prisoner

Rate per 100
prisoners*

Assault -
Prisoner on Staff

Assault –Serious -
Prisoner on Staff

AGCC 1171 238 38 41 6.5 3 0
BCC 699 98 26 22 5.8 1 1
CCC 528 87 30 30 10.5 2 1
LGCC 772 54 13 7 1.6 1 2
MCC 658 81 23 27 7.5 6 0
SQCC 399 31 14 7 3.2 0 0
TCC 651 39 11 17 4.8 2 1
WCC 736 49 12 15 3.7 6 1
WFDCC 1233 126 19 24 3.6 6 1

*all rates annualised
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The “Assault” category includes those assaults where some physical harm has occurred but hospitalisation or ongoing medical treatment is not required. “Serious assaults” are those that 
require some form of hospitalisation or ongoing medical treatment. As can be seen, by comparison with other centres in Queensland, AGCC has recently had, by a significant margin,
the highest rate of prisoner on prisoner assault, and close to the highest rate of serious prisoner on prisoner assault, of all centres. In particular –
In 2016 –

the AGCC incidence of prisoner on prisoner – assault was 40 per 100 prisoners, 
compared to 19 at BCC (the next highest) and 138% above the average for all centres(16.8). All other centres were between 10 and 17.
the AGCC incidence of prisoner on prisoner - serious assault was 5.5 per 100 prisoners, second only to  BCC (5.9) and 41% above the average for all centres (3.9).

Between 1 January 2017 and 21 July 2017 –
the AGCC incidence of prisoner on prisoner - assault was 38 per 100 prisoners,
compared to 30 at CCC (the next highest) and 84% above the average for all centres(20.6). All other centres were between 11 and 26.
the AGCC incidence of prisoner on prisoner - serious assault was 6.5 per 100 
prisoners, third behind CCC (10.5) and MCC (7.5) and 25% above the average for all centres (5.2).

Based on current (2017) statistics and in comparison to 2016 figures, AGCC is trending toward a 7% reduction for assault (prisoner on prisoner) but a 17% increase for serious assault (prisoner 
on prisoner) by the end of 2017.
The Centre believes that the increase in sexual assaults (from 2 to 16 from 2013 to 2016) “does 
not necessarily indicate an increase in the level of violence” at the Centre. It contends that –

since the recent Royal Commission into Child Sexual Abuse, prisoners have been more willing to report historic sexual offences
all allegations are recorded regardless of validity, and
some prisoners may falsely allege sexual assault to qualify for single cell accommodation. 

In this case the alleged assaults are prisoner on prisoner, so it is debatable whether the Commission, which dealt with child abuse, would be relevant, although it could conceivably have made prisoners more prepared to complain when sexual assault happened to them during adulthood (i.e. in prison). Presumably all allegations have always been recorded regardless of 
ultimate validity, so that should not affect trend comparisons; whether prisoners are attempting to manipulate cell accommodation is difficult to assess.
While it is accepted that prisoner on prisoner assaults will inevitably occur in most centres, and each centre has a different offender profile and possibly different classification and reporting 
practices which may affect the data, strategies must be incorporated into everyday practice to reduce the mitigate the opportunity for and the  likelihood of prisoner assaults occurring.
Other violence indicators
111 incidents were recorded as threats against staff in 2016 and are trending at a higher rate for 2017 (at 106 to 21 July 2017).
5 recorded incidents of Major Disturbance–Violent Demonstration/Riot have been recorded for 2017. While there does not appear to be any direct connection between the incidents, the 
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minimal out of unit activity together with seemingly ineffective violence reduction strategies, as discussed below, may be contributing factors.
Inspectors considered a number of possible contributing factors, including the following:

(b) Violence Prevention Coordinator (VPC) position
Immediate remedial action is required in relation to the creation of a dedicated Violence Prevention Coordinator with the intended purpose of analysing high risk areas and times, 
identifying and targeting groups or individuals with propensity for violence, identifying causal links and providing management with strategies for implementation to arrest the high rate of assault.
This position is currently shared by two Supervisors. The Supervisors perform this role in addition to their regular operational duties and receive no extra remuneration. Due to rostering patterns, 
there are occasions where neither Supervisor is at the centre to fulfil the role. Violence prevention Strategies were not discussed with the VPC as both Supervisors sharing the position were off duty on the day the inspection team had scheduled to meet. QCS should consider 
options to change contract terms to fund this position which could then become more effective in reducing violence in the centre.

    

   

(c) Out of unit activity
As noted in relation to Standards 9, 35 and 36 of this Report, prisoners in almost every unit 
complained about the lack of time out of the unit. This was particularly evident in units D4 and D5 where there was a heightened level of frustration at the lack of opportunity to receive some respite from overcrowding. At the time of inspection, Units D4 and D5 had a state of 68 
prisoners. The capacity for each unit is 48.
At present each unit is scheduled to attend the gym once per week and twice per week for the oval. Access to the oval sessions has been restricted which has resulted in prisoners not receiving their full allocation of scheduled oval time. As noted, on average, some prisoners were 
spending less than 1.5 hours out of 70 hours out of cell time carrying out activity away from the unit.
This is further discussed in 3 Lack of out of unit activity following.

(d) Staffing arrangements
The Centre advises that it maintains 57.5 full time equivalent staff more than required in its Management and Operation Agreement. Although over the contract requirement, it is not clear what impact the extra staff have had in the units. According to officers, they are frequently called away to deal with external escorts or used to replace staff absences.
As noted in s.9 of this Report, officers observed one officer supervising a unit on her own due to 
her unit partner having his lunch break. Both unit officers (on his return from lunch) expressed 
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concerns for officer safety but also prisoner safety when one officer is left alone in a unit. The officers said that not having a “rover” attend a unit when one officer is away was an ideal time for 
prisoner assaults to occur as a single officer would not be able to intervene. The response to an assault would take time and therefore place prisoners’ safety at risk. 
The prisoners accommodated in the unit were elevated in behaviour and the officer’s anxiety was evident when expressing her concern about being left without any support. 
Most staff interviewed expressed no concerns in relation to personal safety and that can be evidenced to a degree by the low number of prisoner on staff assaults with no serious assault on staff recorded for 2016 and 2017 to date. In saying that, a small number of staff held the perception that the lack of extra staff on the ground made them feel exposed and fearful for their personal safety and that of the prisoners. There were 111 incidents of threats against staff in 2016 and that figure is trending higher in 2017.
Officers representing union members on site made strong representations to the OCI separately regarding what they claimed was a serious threat to officer safety due to current staffing levels 
within units. Such staffing currently involves, in the main, 2 CSOs in charge of each unit of between 35 to 70 prisoners, with a “rover” (i.e. another CSO) rotating between periodically. The union members claimed that the rover system was not working as it was supposed to, as mentioned above and in s.9 of this Report. In particular, they claimed that -

instead of assisting in the units, rovers were often unavailable because they were attending to administrative or personal matters for management
rovers were often inexperienced and not selected on merit
due to the lack of assistance from rovers unit officers were unable to conduct cell 
searches or checks on sick prisoners, or to respond to prisoner requests as quickly as they should, thus leading to anger by prisoners, and
due to the current staffing levels officers were in fear, and prisoners were appeased and effectively ran the units.

As noted, statistical data for prisoner on officer assaults at AGCC indicate as follows:
2016: 2 assaults, neither serious – fewer than any other centre
2017 to date: 3 assaults, none serious – similar to most but lower than 3 other centres 
and higher than only one. 

On the other hand, threats against officers have escalated from 19 in 2012 to 41 in 2013 and 111 in 2016. It appears however that in the main these threats have not translated into actual 
violence. 
Nonetheless, it is understandable and no surprise that staff would feel fearful for their safety, 
given the significantly high rates of prisoner on prisoner assaults compared to other centres, as well as the troublingly increasing level of threats against staff – particularly in situations where staff (especially female staff) might be left alone or with minimal additional support in some 
circumstances in a unit. The level of staff concern is also understandable given higher levels of prisoner frustration due to the impact of overcrowding and limited out of unit activities.
Union members also claimed that -

they were reluctant to use force to deal with violence by prisoners because they may be found at fault by management, whereas other officers who were “favoured” were not 
penalised for excessive use of force, and
staff had on occasions been bullied by managers.
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The OCI is aware that as required by law, the Ethical Standards Unit of the Department of Justice and Attorney-General has referred these latter allegations to the Crime and Corruption 
Commission. In light of that referral, and to avoid duplication, I have not pursued the allegations at this stage. 
Overcrowding
As noted, centre management advised Inspectors that the Centre was at near capacity, with 1180 inmates and an approved maximum capacity of 1187. They advised further that QCS had asked the centre to take more but the centre had declined to do so “because it can’t” due to the risks anticipated in increasing the centre’s population beyond current capacity, which is in the order of 155%.
Also as noted, the centre’s prisoner population has increased approximately 28% since 2013 (from 920 to 1180), and 35% since 2012, with 315 double up beds currently. Prisoners were 
doubled up in cells to varying extents in most units inspected. 
Prisoners have access to basketball, table tennis, TV (movie channel) in cells and in unit, video, Xbox, playing cards and board games.
While in unit activities are available, due to overcrowding in some units it is difficult, if not impossible, for all prisoners to equitably and comfortably utilise the activities as the units are 
noisy and there is competition for comfortable space. The exercise yard space appears dominated by the younger, fitter and stronger prisoners which confine the rest of the prisoners in the unit to the restricted space within the common area. Their only respite being oval or gym time 
which are consistently cancelled due to construction work, and the limited availability of staff to supervise.
While numerous varied courses and programs are available for prisoners, restrictions such as available classroom space limit the number of prisoners who can access the services. Due to the 
waitlists for programs and courses many prisoners will be released or transferred without being afforded the opportunity to participate. This also further limits the opportunity for prisoners to 
have some respite outside of their unit. 
Officers who are union members claim, in the words of one -

“The tensions have increased because they’ve … been doubled up.  There’s more fights.”
2. Drugs/Substance abuse
As noted in s.16 of this Report -

the prisoner population increased approximately 35% between 2012 and 2016 
positive drug tests doubled from 152 to 313 between 2012 and 2016 (176 in 2013), with 150 to date in 2017 – an average currently of 6 positive tests per week
the incidence of detected prisoner substance possession at AGCC increased from 23 in 
2012 to 196 in 2016, a sevenfold increase, and is continuing at that level
the incidence of non-prisoner supply/possession of illicit substances (presumably 
involving visitors detected trying to bring drugs into the centre) rose 200% from 539 in 2012 (537 in 2013) to 1469 in 2016. 

As further noted in s.16 of this Report, it is difficult to speculate as to what is causing this increase. The figures could indicate a greater skill or effort by AGCC in detecting and/or 
recording drug related offences. Alternatively (or as well) it could be due to a lack of employment or other out of unit activity, as discussed above, or to the need for more drug treatment 
programmes within the centre, or to some other at this stage unknown factor. 
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In the absence of any explanation as to what has changed in the centre’s drug detection techniques, and even allowing for a not insignificant increase in its prisoner population and 
doubling up, the data suggest the centre may have an increasing drug problem.
3. Lack of out of unit activity
This is discussed above in the context of a possible root cause for the apparent increase in 
assaults in recent years in excess of the increase in prisoner numbers at the centre. Even if it isn’t a root cause of the increase in assaults, it appears to be an issue in its own right. 
As noted in connection with Standards 9, 35 and 36, various factors appear to have led or contributed to the situation where prisoners can spend on average less than 1.5 hrs out of 70 hrs 
out of cell per week carrying out activity away from their unit. This appears to be causingfrustration amongst prisoners and could potentially be a risk to the safety and good order of the centre.
Some officers said that the heightened level of frustration of prisoners in their unit was largely 
due to oval and gym access being constantly restricted or cancelled.  
Management advice was that the restrictions and cancellations were due to construction work, 
the number of units at the centre, interaction with other activities, and the limited availability of staff to supervise.
More particularly the Centre advises that oval access has been restricted due to the need to “ensure an appropriate security envelope” around heavy machinery being used adjacent to the 
ovals in connection with two major infrastructure upgrades involving 70 contractors on site daily. This work commenced in May 2017 and is due to continue until May 2018.
The Centre further advises that the engagement of a full time Fitness Coordinator in February 2017 had facilitated programs for approximately 73 prisoners (in a centre holding approximately 
1180 prisoners) and it had increased rover numbers to “support prisoner activities such as attendance at the gym or oval”. 
While these measures are noted, the clear impression gained by Inspectors from speaking to staff and prisoners and reviewing unit logs, was, as noted, that access to out of unit physical 
activity can be as brief as 1.5 hours per week and is a recurring issue. While the appointment of a Fitness Coordinator is commendable, her effectiveness is impacted by the restricted use of the ovals and gymnasium. This is further compounded by the availability of custodial staff in that the 
fitness coordinator must be accompanied by a custodial officer when supervising prisoners.  
The minimal out of unit access currently available to prisoners is further exacerbated by the limited opportunity for employment. As noted, records indicate that as at 30 June 2017, 620 prisoners were unemployed (i.e. not in employment within the centre or undertaking courses). A   
considerable number of idle prisoners are being confined for lengthy periods at close quarters with nothing much to do. Even though remand prisoners cannot be required to work or to do programmes, and many choose not to do so, it would seem highly desirable, particularly in a centre at capacity where incidents are increasing markedly, that if possible more out of unit activities be offered than is currently the case.
Even prisoners undertaking courses may spend only one day each week doing so.
The recent industrial action at the centre has limited the centre to basic operational staffing and therefore limited meaningful activities for prisoners. While the industrial action may be viewed as 
an additional contributing factor, the rate of prisoner on prisoner assault has been consistently high over a substantial period of time.  Even without cancellations, and whatever the physical 
limitations, prisoners not undergoing employment or study are entitled to only 3 hours out of unit (2 hours oval, one hour gym) per week, which seems somewhat minimal. 
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