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31 March 2023 

To whom it may concern, 

Re: Legislative Council Inquiry into Tasmanian Adult Imprisonment and Youth 
Detention Matters 

I am submitting the attached documents in my roles as professional criminologist (Emeritus 
Distinguished Professor of Criminology, UTAS), Deputy Chair of Just Desserts (a drug court 
community support group) and a Tasmanian Patron of the national Justice Reform Initiative 
(a non-partisan advocacy group).  

Substantial reforms are needed to improve Tasmanian criminal justice system and the 
juvenile justice system, particularly in regard to adult imprisonment and youth detention. 
There needs to be a strong link between criminal justice philosophies and concepts, and their 
concrete application in policies, programs, and practices.  

This is fundamentally important and achievable in Tasmania, given two features of the 
current state of play. First, we are a relatively small jurisdiction, which means we can pivot 
toward rapid change quickly once the direction has been set. Second, we are a state that is 
asset rich in regards people and places, but money poor with respect to income and 
expenditure. We need to think seriously and carefully about how to implement ‘smart 
justice’, one that is both effective and cheaper to operate.  

I believe that Tasmania would benefit from, and achieve much, if the government adopted 
eight key measures. This are presented below. 

GAB/CSJS 30
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Eight Measures to Improve Justice 
 

1. Justice Reinvestment – invest in the community rather than in prisons.  
 

This has at least two aspects to it. First, invest in communities that need more housing, 
welfare assistance, educational support, and employment opportunities. Second, put money 
into helping specific individuals and groups of individuals who could use this support.  
 

2. Restorative Justice – put repairing harm at the centre of justice processes. 
 
A criminal justice system that puts repairing harm at its centre translates into activities and 
programs that treat offenders as active, not passive. Such an approach also opens the door to 
responses to harm/crime that advantage victims and communities.  
 

3. Therapeutic Jurisprudence – address underlying problems and co-morbidities. 
 
Courts and community corrections, in conjunction with community partners and 
collaborators, can make a difference by changing the conditions that underpin much repeat 
offending, especially in regard to substance use and mental illness.  
 

4. Trauma-Informed Approaches – recognise and respond to grief and pain. 
 
Most offenders are victims of physical and sexual assault, and many also suffer from 
intergenerational grief related to government policies and practices (e.g., Indigenous 
communities and stolen generations). Interventions to incorporate trauma-informed care. 
 

5. Mentoring – link people to those they respect and will emulate. 
 
For juvenile and adults, individual change often comes from being with someone you respect, 
whether this is an elder, friend, sportsperson, or teacher. Mentors can provide support and be 
excellent role-models. 

 
6. Raise the Age of Criminal Responsibility – keep people out of criminal justice. 

 
One of the biggest predictors of future imprisonment is age of first imprisonment. To keep 
prison numbers down, keep children and young people out of prison in the first place – 
alternatives are possible and desirable. 
 

7. Systems of Accountability – monitoring standard operating procedures & practices. 
 
Resources need to be put into the monitoring of and responses to system operations, whether 
this be through official visitor programs, OPCAT and/or the Ombudsman. There needs to be a 
Human Rights Act as well as robust whistle-blower protection legislation and policy.  
 

8. Victim Engagement – mechanisms for active participation and meeting needs. 
 
Victim voices need to be heard in the criminal justice system, not just in relation to direct 
court proceedings but with respect to increasing offender understanding and empathy. Victim 
participation need not contradict or undermine offender rights and future pathways.  
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Executive Summary 
 
The particular difficulties experienced by ex-prisoners in accessing suitable housing has been 
acknowledged in parliamentary reports, policy statements and dedicated housing action plans. 
In Tasmania, people leave prison under several different circumstances. They leave: 

• From prison at the expiration of their sentence 
• From prison on parole to complete their sentence in the community 
• From court after being remanded in custody and having charges dropped or receiving 

a non-custodial sentence.  
• From prison to engage in a court mandated diversion program. 

The interrelationship between complex needs and homelessness is well established in the 
literature and is likewise reflected in the present Tasmanian research. A significant number of 
those preparing to leave prison face homelessness, rough sleeping, emergency 
accommodation and great uncertainty regarding where they will stay.  
 
The present study originated with an Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute project 
that aimed to provide new theoretical and policy-relevant understandings of the role of post-
release housing assistance for persons with complex support needs (in particular, mental 
health disorders and/or cognitive disorders) and its impact on housing pathways, reoffending 
and re-integration. For present purposes the focus is on findings related to the research 
question What do CJS workers, housing workers and ex-prisoners say about the coordination 
and delivery of housing assistance? 
 
The framework of housing provision for ex-prisoners is Housing Connect (HC), usually 
described as a ‘Front Door’ model where all public and social housing applications are 
processed and involving an agency which provides housing related support. Housing Connect 
is meant to be a one-stop shop for all housing and support needs, involving one assessment 
for everything from emergency accommodation to a long-term home. It processes housing 
applications but does not do any of the allocation of property as such. It refers clients to 
housing support workers.  
 
A component of HC is the Prisoner Rapid Rehousing Initiative (PRRH) designed specifically 
to assist people exiting prison in Tasmania. The Prisoner Rapid Rehousing scheme is 
designed so that tenants will be provided with support to transition back into the community, 
to access and maintain stable accommodation, and to address issues which may contribute to 
reoffending. It is operated through the Beyond the Wire Salvation Army. The program 
emerged from collaboration between a number of non-government organisations which 
sought to provide a state-wide service, with the Salvation Army acting as the lead agency. Its 
goals are to provide access to a broad range of services provided by each organisation 
(Anglicare Tasmania; CatholicCare; Colony 47; Hobart City Mission; Salvation Army 
Tasmania). The term of the agreement is from January 2018 until 31 December 2021. 
Each contributing organisation to the strategy has specified roles and responsibilities which 
are detailed later.  

A. Quantitative Data 

The system of use and referral in regards housing provision involves interactions between  
Tasmania Prison Service, Housing Connect and Beyond the Wire. Referrals from the prison 
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to HC and BTW for the 12 months; 1 September 2019 and 2 September 2020 included the 
following : Housing Connect – 216; Beyond the Wire,  – 47. 

Data were provided by BTW that provided profiles of their clientele and their 
interaction with the service between August 2019 and 2020. In the year up to August 
2012, BTW engaged 80 clients most of whom have been recently released from 
prison. This number included 67 men (83.8%) and 13 women (16.3%). The age 
profile of those within the system included 20 clients between 20-29; 29 clients 
between 30-39; 19 clients between 40-49; 7 clients between 50-59; and 4 clients 
over 60 years of age. 70 of the 80 clients were non-Indigenous, with 10 identifying 
as Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander. All of the clients were born in Australia.  
 
In regards to whether the clients had previously been diagnosed with a mental health 
condition by a health professional, the responses were ‘yes’ (17 = 20%), ‘no’ (8 = 
9.5%), ‘don’t know’ (58 = 69%) and one ‘not applicable’. It was reported that about 
a third of clients had no difficulty with self-care, mobility and communication – but 
little was known about the other two-thirds of the clients and their relevant needs. 
Data on diagnostic information and client needs appears to be less than adequate. A 
wide range of service assistance is provided.  

B. Qualitative Data 

The Tasmanian study involved interviews with 22 respondents across the prisoner-housing-
complex needs spectrum of service provision and included government and non-government 
service providers as well as ex-prisoners. The issues raised by respondents included: Housing 
and Support Issues; Assistance with Finding Housing; Housing Availability and Utility; Non-
Housing Agencies and Services; Parole and Supply; Inter-Agency Coordination and 
Cooperation; Front Door Concept and Practice; Housing Waiting Lists; Housing Debt; and 
Persons with Complex Support Needs. Additional matters raised included the impact of 
Covid-19 on housing provision and services, and the impact of competitive tendering on 
service providers.   
 
Highlights 
 
Ex-prisoners in Tasmania are competing for secure accommodation that is already in short 
supply, and without family and other support, the situation for many is bleak.   

 
There are a range of agencies and personnel who assist with housing and accommodation. 
While the prison service ostensibly assists individuals with planning for release and post-
release settlement, for people leaving prison the perception is that it is up to them to chart 
their own course. Structured, well-resourced throughcare is still an aspiration for most.  
 
The interviews exposed the paradox that while they were often the most appropriate places 
for individuals to be released to, in terms of availability of housing and family support, 
families may not present a pro-social environment conducive to successful re-entry. Nor is 
this support always unconditional, as some may be experienced as a transactional relationship 
based upon ‘scratching each other’s back’.  
 
Factors that are relevant to housing assistance, availability and utility include pre-release 
planning, corrections-related accommodation, crisis accommodation, transitional housing, 
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social housing, Commonwealth Rent Assistance, bond loans/grant, brokerage services, case 
work and legal information and advice.  
 
A number of issues emerged in relation to housing and parole. One of the most significant, in 
addition to matters of supply, was the question of timing. Perhaps the most significant barrier 
to successful parole applications is the requirement to have an approved address prior to 
securing release on parole. There is no doubt that there is a direct relationship between a 
tighter housing market and chances of securing parole. People are being held in custody 
having satisfied all of the parole criteria, simply due to the unavailability of suitable housing. 
Even when an approved housing option is found, there is often the added complication of 
how long the housing provider can hold that option while the parole process and release from 
prison is actioned.  
 
Many opportunities exist for inter-agency contact, cooperation and coordination, including 
areas such as initiating plans for post-release housing, planning processes, referrals, 
information sharing, and follow up. Information sharing was interpreted variously. Some 
respondents spoke of making client information available to collaborating agencies. Others 
made mention of the reciprocal sharing of information between agencies as it related to their 
respective programs and service offerings; and one made the point that access to shared 
databases was restricted to agencies which relied on data to do their work effectively. 
 
Trying to elicit consensus on just whose responsibility it is to provide navigable pathways to 
accommodation was difficult. The interviews revealed structural anomalies and systemic 
deficiencies in many areas, as well as difficulties stemming from the ex-prisoner’s aptitude, 
attitude, resolve and/or capability.  
 
The concept of a ‘front door’ via the Housing Connect was a major departure to the way 
homeless people accessed housing previously. Before HC there was degree of autonomy 
within community housing agencies, crisis shelters and others working with the homeless, 
including government agencies. It was built on their ability to achieve good housing 
outcomes based on their individual knowledge and experience of the local housing sector. 
This was underpinned by networking, collaborating with other housing agencies and through 
an ability to place certain individuals in places to reduce their vulnerability or having them 
influenced by undesirable persons or circumstances. This model, while not perfect, has 
effectively been replaced by a HC, yet there is little evidence so far to suggest that outcomes 
for people exiting prison into homelessness, have been enhanced.  
 
Housing wait lists were variously described:  
• Numerically - the number of people on the public housing wait list. 
• Descriptively - generally ‘huge’. 
• Categorically - public and social housing, crisis shelters, rehabilitation programs. 
• Time related - such as how someone might spend on a waiting list 
Whatever the description or categorisation, ex-prisoners were substantially disadvantaged and 
vulnerable to extended wait times for whatever housing is on offer.  
 
There were many references to ex-prisoners having a housing debt and how this is a limiting 
factor when they reapply for public housing. The circumstances around incurring debts need 
to be examined as these varied.  
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This report demonstrates that housing and accommodation for individuals needing complex 
needs support is inadequate, and while processes and procedures are in place to assist this 
cohort, the structure of the housing market itself severely restricts the placement of ex-
prisoners in suitable accommodation. Nonetheless, there are a range of measures that could 
be adopted to improve existing systems of support and enhance service provision. Specific 
issues, such as the advent of the Covid-19 pandemic and the funding framework of 
competitive tendering, are also impinging upon service provision as well.   
 
Housing options for ex-prisoners in Tasmania are limited, as are service providers both in the 
first instance and with respect to specialist services for people with complex needs.  
 
In undertaking this research, there were important commonalities with other states. For 
example, considering the unanimous views in regards the importance of providing timely 
planning, too many people end up in crisis style accommodation, which all agree is 
unsuitable. 
 
In Tasmania specifically, the introduction of a specialist housing worker in the prison was 
raised. Also, the planning officers, whose job it is to coordinate the support needs, are very 
much under resourced. Moreover, it appears that most facilities do not have pro-active mental 
health nurses, which points once again to a general problem of lack of staff resources. The 
evidence in Tasmania is that the resources in this area have not changed since the prison 
population was around 400. It is now approaching 700. 
 
A common theme of the research and scholarship is that where infrastructure is established, 
resources are expended with no real expectation of outcomes simply due to the lack of 
housing. In a similar vein, the expectation that people who have never managed a tenancy 
before will succeed, is misplaced. The end result is that people cycle or churn through the 
systems – both emergency housing and the prison.  
 

 On the basis of the interviews and the background research, a number of recommendations 
pertaining to service provision and housing and prison issues were suggested. Key messages 
revolved around matters such as communication and inter-agency collaboration; addressing 
criminogenic need; financial resources; adopting a housing first approach; maximising the 
utility of current resources; examining parole processes; ensuring greater policy input by 
practitioners and those are the coal face of the issues including ex-prisoners; reduce prison 
demand; support further research and education; address issues pertaining to the impact of 
stigmatisation of ex-prisoners; and implement throughcare strategies and practices. 
 
One bottom line is that there simply needs to be more housing, in a variety of forms, to meet 
the widespread social demand for accommodation in Tasmania. Another is that suitable 
professional throughcare support and service provision is essential if ex-prisoners are to be 
settled back into the community in ways that will genuinely reduce or eliminate recidivism. 
Each of these are systemic issues and fiscal matters that ultimately go to the heart of the 
problem – and thus each is inherently about political choices and actions.  
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Introduction 
 
This report stems from a project funded by Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute 
(AHURI) as part of a joint New South Wales, Victoria and Tasmania research initiative. The 
overarching research aim of the AHURI project is to provide new theoretical and policy-
relevant understandings of the role of post-release housing assistance for persons with 
complex support needs (in particular, mental health disorders and/or cognitive disorders) and 
its impact on housing pathways, reoffending and re-integration. The study involved 
documentation and interviews with professionals and ex-prisoners about re-integration 
services and/or post-release housing assistance for ex-prisoners.  
 
Our intent in this report is to provide an extended discussion of the issues in the hope that the 
materials and insights herein will be a resource for those people and agencies working to 
enhance accommodation and resettlement outcomes for ex-prisoners in Tasmania. 
 
The report makes extensive use of quotations from respondents – who include people with 
extensive experience working in the sector especially where access to housing is a significant 
factor, newer workers experiencing the day-to-day challenges of engaging with these issues, 
and ex-prisoners whose stories and comments present a unique perspective. 
 
Housing provision is considered an important government objective and intervention focus. 
This is reflected in “Tasmania’s Affordable Housing Strategy 2015-2025”, which includes 
reference to the Prisoner Rapid Rehousing Initiative. Strategic interventions to address 
housing assistance and supply across Tasmania include: 

1. Preventing housing stress of low-income earners by increasing the supply of 
affordable homes. 

2. Targeted Early Intervention to assist Tasmanians in need who are at risk of 
housing stress or homelessness. 

3. Rapid Response and Recovery aimed at people who are at immediate risk or 
experiencing homelessness to find safe and secure housing. 

The particular difficulties experienced by ex-prisoners in accessing suitable housing has been 
acknowledged in parliamentary reports, policy statements and dedicated housing action plans.   
 
This report provides a brief summary and analysis of prisoner-related housing research 
carried out in Tasmania by Pat Burton and Rob White. The interviews took place under 
Covid-19 restrictive conditions (consisting mainly of telephone interviews - in addition, there 
were three live ‘Zoom’ calls and three face to face interviews) over the months of July-
September 2020. For present purposes our focus is on findings related to the research 
question What do CJS workers, housing workers and ex-prisoners say about the coordination 
and delivery of housing assistance? 
   
As with the other states, the Tasmanian contribution to this project was conducted during a 
time of huge social and economic uncertainty, as this country and the world dealt with the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The pandemic, and its bearing on the research process and outcomes, 
was an unplanned component of the research, and could not be uncoupled from the process 
itself. It will also be dealt with as an additional consideration affecting housing for ex-
prisoners.   
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Background 
 
For many years in Tasmania housing pathways for people exiting prison have been 
problematic. The lack of affordable accommodation and associated issues such as stigma, 
poor health, psychological difficulties and addiction have inevitably contributed to this 
‘perfect storm’, creating major barriers for people exiting prison. 
 
Describing the cohort and their ability to ‘compete’ for housing stock with others, one 
respondent to the present study, Phoebe, stated: 
 

…prisoners would probably be one of the most disadvantaged because not 
only do they maybe have - as you’ve noted, different complex mental 
intellectual issues; a whole range of issues. But on top of that, they are not 
seen as easy to house - particularly in the private rental market because 
that’s a very competitive market where people need to compete with other 
prospective tenants uhm, and those with different ranges of income…. 

 
These observations are by no means new in the Tasmanian context. For example, in the mid-
2000s, the Post Release Options Project began as an initiative of Bethlehem House, in 
association with the then School of Sociology and Social Work, University of Tasmania, 
funded by the ANZ Trustees (Charitable Works). The objectives of the project were to: 
 
• assess current issues and problems in relation to prisoner post-release needs, and 
• develop strategies and protocols for greater co-ordination between relevant government 

and non-government agencies and a more collaborative approach to service issues in this 
area 

Key issues considered by the project team at that time included: 
 
• the lack of a maintaining and co-ordinating structure with recurrent funding 
• potential duplication of post-release services 
• developing a more formal collaborative framework involving key stakeholders 
• identifying the opportunities and barriers to collaborative service delivery 
• recognising that failure to co-ordinate services adequately is linked to higher recidivism 

rates 

These issues were discussed at a roundtable forum on 4 September 2006 organised by the 
authors of the present report. It was attended by key government and non-government 
representatives. The forum was addressed by the Hon Steve Kons, then Minister for Justice, 
who participated in a series of workshops to identify critical post-release issues for prisoners 
and opportunities and barriers to collaborative service delivery. 
 
Post-release needs were framed in terms of ‘relationships’, in the context of spatial, financial, 
emotional and social needs, and the issues identified included stable accommodation, 
employment, financial planning, education and training, sport and recreation, transport, life 
skills, legal aid, family support and so on. Opportunities and barriers to service collaboration 
were separately grouped under several broad headings (Table 1).  
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Table 1:  
Opportunities and Barriers to Agency Collaboration 
 
Opportunities for collaboration Barriers to collaboration 

 
 Leadership and accountability 
 Shared vision and resources 
 Diversity in decision-making 
 Levels of Commitment 
 Relationship & Information Sharing 
 Improved Service Delivery 
 Evaluation and monitoring 

 

 
      Locality 
      Funding and resources 
      Governance, Leadership &   accountability 
      Relationships, Information Sharing &  
      Communication 
      Conflicting culture 
      Processes 

         Workplace dynamics 
 

Issues surrounding post-release service delivery 
 

 Pre-release preparation 
 Communication/Relationships 
 Resources 
 Organisational/Cultural issues 
 Community perception 
 Political will 

 
(Source: PROP Workshop, 2006) 
 
Not much has changed in the intervening years between the 2006 workshop and the present 
study carried out in 2020. 
 
The Tasmanian Prison Context 
 
Tasmania has just the one adult prison, with multiple sections. This is located in Hobart in the 
south of the island. It is comprised of: 
 
Risdon Prison Complex 

• Male inmates in maximum and medium security 

Ron Barwick Minimum Security Prison 
• Male inmates in minimum security and independent living units 

Mary Hutchinson Women’s Prison 
• Female inmates of all security classifications 

Hobart Reception Prison 
• People new to system, at-risk, requiring protection or attending court 

There is also the Launceston Reception Prison, which caters for people new to system, at-
risk, requiring protection or attending court. 
 
Parole Board 
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The Board recognises that stable housing is one factor conducive to successful reintegration 
from custody to the community, and also for succeeding for the duration of any parole period. 
Despite non-government stakeholders assisting prisoners to find accommodation on release 
from custody, including the Salvation Army’s Beyond the Wire program, the lack of 
affordable accommodation across all sectors of the community remains ongoing.  
 
The Parole Board records statistics of applications for parole that have either been refused or 
had their matters adjourned due to a lack of suitable approved accommodation being 
available. There are often multiple reasons why a prisoner might be refused parole, with 
accommodation not being the sole one. For 2018-19, these figures included 9 prisoners 
refused parole due to not having access to suitable housing; and 32 prisoner’s cases adjourned 
due to not having access to suitable housing (Tasmanian Parole Board Annual Report, 2020).  
 
To put these figures into context, Tasmania now has over 600 persons in prison at any one 
time, and prisoner numbers have been steadily increasing in recent years (ABS, 2020). Parole 
is an important mechanism for reducing existing pressures on an already over-crowded 
system. Central to this, however, is housing provision.  
 
The Custodial Inspector 
In November 2018, the Tasmanian Government received the ‘Custodial Inspector of Adult 
Custodial Services in Tasmania, 2017 Care and Wellbeing Inspection Report.’ The report 
highlighted a number of deficiencies within the state’s prison system which, if not redressed, 
would impact negatively on the delivery of rehabilitative programs. The report prioritised the 
issue of overcrowding in the following terms: “at present the prison service is over-stretched 
at almost every point due to the continual increase in prisoner numbers and existing 
infrastructure constraints, and this is creating system pressures in many areas” (Connock, 
2018: 3).  
 
Prior to the 2018 report, the Tasmanian Government had committed to a wholesale increase 
in the state’s prison capacity. As present, there is a new prison being built in the north of the 
State, designed to accommodate several hundred more prisoners. Yet, the 2020 Custodial 
Inspector report highlighted that Tasmanian prison staff are already working excessive hours 
and shifts, and that chronic understaffing means that Tasmanian rehabilitation programs have 
become almost non-existent (Connock, 2020). This has serious implications for both 
preparation for release and in regards potential throughcare provision, both of which hinge to 
some extent on housing and allied service provision. 
 
Housing Service Provision 
 
The 2017 Breaking the Cycle Report noted that the Department of Justice was working with 
non-government organisations to finalise the scope of arrangements for a new program to 
provide assistance to prisoners in securing transitional accommodation.  
 
In January 2018, the Department of Justice and the Salvation Army finalised an agreement 
for the delivery of a Specialist Throughcare Reintegration Program – Beyond the Wire.  
The purpose of this program is to offer a multi-partner throughcare service for high and 
complex needs prisoners who are exiting prison and who have chronic accommodation and 
support needs. This cohort of offenders have a history of prior convictions and relapse, often 
returning to prison following release into the community without appropriate accommodation 
and specialist support.  
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The program provides prisoners exiting prison with access to case management, service 
coordination and planning, with an initial pre-release focus meant to be part of seamless 
throughcare to post release and ‘graduation’ from the service. The program emerged from 
collaboration between a number of non-government organisations which sought to provide a 
state-wide service, with the Salvation Army acting as the lead agency. Its goals are to provide 
access to a broad range of services provided by each organisation (Anglicare Tasmania; 
CatholicCare; Colony 47; Hobart City Mission; Salvation Army Tasmania). The term of the 
agreement is from January 2018 until 31 December 2021. 
 
The Transitional Housing Provision Context 
 
As indicated a number of agencies, government and non-government, are involved in housing 
matters relevant to offenders and ex-prisoners. Table 2 provides a snapshot of key agencies. 
Their activities are guided by the “Housing Connect” framework, with specific 
implementation taking the form of the Prisoner Rapid Rehousing Initiative (PRRH). We 
should add that there are other agencies involved in this area (for example, Magnolia House, 
a women’s shelter), however the ones listed are representative of those involved in the 
current project.  
 
Table 2:  
Key Stakeholders and Initiatives 

 
Agency/program(s)  Type of service  
Housing Connect Non-government one stop ‘front door’ housing agency 
Tasmania Prison Service 
(TPS) 

Government custodial correctional facility 

Community Corrections Government probation and parole agency 
Anglicare  Financial counselling and chaplaincy 
Salvation Army - Beyond the 
Wire 

Non-government ex-prisoner community rehabilitation  

The Parole Board Early release 
The Salvation Army Bridge 
Program 

Therapeutic drug and alcohol recovery program  

Prisoner Rapid Rehousing 
Initiative (PRRH) 

Specialist prisoner housing program. 

Onesimus Foundation Support for prisoners and their families 
St Vincent de Paul -
Bethlehem House 

Crisis accommodation  

Dudley House Accommodation and support  
Nation Disability Support 
Scheme 

Australian government disability  

Court Mandated Drug 
Diversion (CMD) 

Diversion from prison for treatment in the community 
 

Missiondale Therapeutic drug and alcohol recovery program 
 
Housing Connect  
The framework of housing provision for ex-prisoners is Housing Connect (HC), usually 
described as a ‘Front Door’ model where all public and social housing applications are 
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processed and involving an agency which provides housing related support. Housing Connect 
is meant to be a one-stop shop for all housing and support needs, involving one assessment 
for everything from emergency accommodation to a long-term home. It processes housing 
applications but does not do any of the allocation of property as such. It refers clients to 
housing support workers.  
 
A component of HC is the Prisoner Rapid Rehousing Initiative (PRRH) designed specifically 
to assist people exiting prison in Tasmania. The Prisoner Rapid Rehousing scheme is 
designed so that tenants will be provided with support to transition back into the community, 
to access and maintain stable accommodation, and to address issues which may contribute to 
reoffending. It is operated through the Beyond the Wire Salvation Army Throughcare Service 
(DHHS, 2018). Each contributing organisation to the strategy has specified roles and 
responsibilities.  
 
Housing Tasmania will: 

• Have oversight of the administration of the initiative including authorisation of 
Suitable Properties, monitoring and reporting on this initiative 

• Provide Community Housing Providers with a tenancy management payment for 
approved Suitable Properties 

The Tasmania Prison Service will: 
• Identify Suitable Prisoners for the initiative 
• Through the Prisoner Rapid Rehousing Panel (the Panel) facilitate the matching of 

Suitable Prisoners with Suitable Properties 

Community Corrections Tasmania will: 
• Supervise parolees and work with the community and other stakeholders to provide 

opportunities for reintegration 

The Salvation Army will: 
• Provide support to prisoners through the Beyond the Wire Salvation Army Throughcare 

Service 
• Collaborate and liaise with the Tasmania Prison Service, Community Corrections and the 

Parole Board to assist prisoners meet their conditions 
• Work with the Housing Connect Front Door to support exit planning out of Prisoner 

Rapid Rehousing into stable accommodation, social housing or affordable private rentals 
 
Community Housing Providers will: 
• Either find private rental properties or nominate properties from their portfolio that are 

suitable for the initiative 
• Ensure private property owners provide evidence of current insurance documentation for 

their property (including tenant damage cover) 
• Ensure properties are furnished, secure and suitable for occupancy 
• Allocate properties to Suitable Prisoners in collaboration with the Tasmania Prison 

Service 
• Receive $12 000 per approved property per annum to assist with tenancy management 

costs 
• Enter into a residential tenancy agreement with Suitable Prisoners to a maximum term of 

12 months 
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• Provide tenancy management services in accordance with the Residential Tenancy Act 
1997 

• Manage vacancies and meet the costs of any rental arrears 
• Recover costs associated with tenant damage 
 
Private property owners (or their agents) will: 
• Ensure their property is clean, tidy and fit for initial occupancy 
• Provide evidence of current insurance for their property (including landlord and tenant 

damage cover) 
• Enter into a head lease with a Community Housing Provider for a one- or two-year term 

that takes effect from the date that the Community Housing Provider enters into a 
residential tenancy agreement with the tenant 

• Prescribe and receive rent from the Community Housing Provider 
• Be responsible for the payment of council rates, maintenance repairs (excluding fair wear 

and tear) or improvements and all other property owner obligations as per the Residential 
Tenancy Act 1997 

• Liaise with Community Housing Providers regarding tenancy and property management 
 
The Housing Connect Front Door will: 
• Provide advice and information on the initiative 
• Provide intake and assessment services 
• Work with the Salvation Army to support exit planning 
 
This is the key policy and practice context within which ex-prisoner housing matters are dealt 
with and responded to. It comes on the back of significant ‘program churn’ occurring over a 
number of years in Tasmania.  
 
For instance, recent research carried out at UTAS sought to develop an understanding of the 
consequences of removing a transitional support and accommodation program and the pattern 
of ‘program churn’ within the Tasmanian context (Herrlander Birgerson, 2019). It focussed 
on the dissolution of the Reintegration for Ex-Offenders’ (REO) program, which was part of 
a period of program churn that had seen close to thirteen years of different programs, from 
XCELL, to the Parolees Transitional Accommodation Project, to the Post-Release Options 
Program, to the Transitional Support Model for ex-Prisoners, the REO program, and lastly 
the Intensive Tenancy Support Services (ITSS) program.  
 
The study identified four overarching themes:  
 

• that transitional support programs are ineffective without ongoing funding and 
continuity, due to the relationship breakdown and diminished trust between returning 
citizens and service providers, and further disconnect from the community due to 
perpetuated system failure.  
 

• the lack of commitment towards reintegration programs has consequences for inmates 
and returning citizens, such as remaining in the system for longer than necessary, and 
increased risk of reoffending upon release. 
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• specific program dissolution and ongoing program churn lead to negative 
consequences for service providers, such as loss of professional relationships, 
frustration and health implications; and 

 
• the consequences of program churn and further reincarceration have larger 

implications for the community, such as ongoing and increased social costs of 
imprisonment, that include monetary as well as intangible emotional costs, such as 
suffering experienced by victims, victims’ families, and offenders’ families. 

These themes, too, are relevant to this research project.  
 
Indeed, we begin the report basically with how we end it. Namely, that there is lack of a long-
term commitment by governments to properly resourced, targeted, best practice and needs-
based programs proportionate to the prison population. This is undoubtedly a significant 
factor contributing to the maintenance of current imprisonment levels but also to the rising 
prison population. Specifically, there is compelling evidence that links recidivism to the lack 
of post release housing and support and extended prison sentences due to the lack of housing 
for parolees.    
 
Moreover, the lack of intervention with and the availability of programs for people with short 
sentences is tantamount to nothing more than warehousing offenders and does nothing to 
enhance their prospects of successful housing pathways post release. Likewise, stigma 
continues to emerge as a significant factor in determining the housing outcomes of ex-
prisoners – especially those with complex needs. The problems and the solutions are both 
well known. This report summarises where we are placed in regards to each at this moment in 
time.   
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The Present Study 

A. Quantitative Data 

The system of use and referral in regards housing provision involves interactions between the 
Tasmania Prison Service, Housing Connect and Beyond the Wire. Referrals from the prison 
to HC and BTW for the 12 months from 1 September 2019 to 2 September 2020 included the 
following: Housing Connect – 216; Beyond the Wire – 47. 

SHIP: Specialist Homelessness Information Platform 
 
As discussed above, BTW is currently the only specialist supported accommodation provider 
for ex-prisoners in Tasmania. It uses the SHIP: Specialist Homelessness Information 
Platform to electronically record client data. The features and benefits of this data base are 
described as follows:  
   

SHIP is free for any SHS agency to use and allows agency workers to 
record client information, case notes, case plans and client goals. Data files 
and reports can also be generated to help manage your agency, your clients 
and your clients’ needs. SHIP will ensure that your client data continues to 
be secure and confidential. 

 
SHIP will: 
 

• help eliminate duplicate client records through its search functions 

• allow unlimited space for client case notes 

• produce standard and customised reports for agencies 

• provide functionality to copy relevant information and case notes from the 
presenting unit head to other family members 

• accept documents <2MB each to be scanned an attached to a client record 

Data security and privacy 
 

SHIP is a web-based system provided and hosted by Infoxchange 
Australia. The Infoxchange SHIP platform provides a secure web session for 
SHS agencies. This secure connection protects the data and information within 
SHIP from being accessed or hacked by external threats. 

 
Note: The AIHW and state/territory departments do not have access to 
individual agency databases. The SHS extracts submitted to the AIHW by 
agencies only contain de-identified data and state/territory departments 
receive reports generated from these extracts (Australian Government, 
2020). 

 
The following de-identified data were provided by BTW and have been extracted 
from the SHIP Data base. They provide profiles of their clientele and their 
interaction with the service between August 2019 and 2020.  
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Two housing providers failed to respond to invitations to take part and one agency, the Parole 
Board, thanked us for the invitation but declined to participate. State Community Corrections 
agencies were supportive and cooperative, making suitable candidates available to be 
interviewed. To supplement this data, an extensive review of the literature was conducted.  
 
Table 5: 
Interview Participants 
 Participant Background Position 
 Ex-Prisoners  
1 Ex-prisoner Unemployed (male) 
2 Ex prisoner Unemployed (female) 
3 Ex-prisoner Unemployed (male) 
 Non-Government Organisations  
4 Colony 47- Housing Connect Acting Front Door Coordinator 
5 Anglicare Financial Counselor 
6 Salvation Army BTW Team Leader 
7 Salvation Army  Manager Alcohol and Other Drug 

and Corrections (retired) 
8 Salvation Army BTW  Case Worker 
9 Salvation Army BTW Case worker 
10 Onesimus Foundation Executive Officer and Pastor 
11 Anglican Health and Welfare Prison Chaplain and Chaplaincy 

Coordinator 
12 Bethlehem House Senior Case Worker 
13 Shelter TAS Chief Executive Officer 
14 Dudley House Manager 
 Government Organisations  
15 Dept of Communities – Housing Policy Advisor/Program Manager 
16 Tasmania Prison Service Planning Officer 
17 Tasmania Prison Service Planning Officer  
18 Community Corrections  Court Diversion Officer 
19 Community Corrections Probation and Parole Officer 
20 Community Corrections Probation and Parole Officer 
21 Community Corrections Probation and Parole Officer 
22 Community Corrections Team Leader 

 
 
A wide range of issues were canvassed, most of which followed from the project interview 
schedule but others, like Covid-19, emerged organically due to the circumstances of the day. 
The following sections present highlights and summaries of key concerns and issues that 
were raised in the course of the interviews. 
 
Complex Needs: Housing and Support Issues  
 
In Tasmania, people leave prison under several different circumstances. They leave: 

• From prison at the expiration of their sentence 
• From prison on parole to complete their sentence in the community 
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• From court after being remanded in custody and having charges dropped or receiving 
a non-custodial sentence.  

• From prison to engage in a court mandated diversion program. 

The interrelationship between complex needs and homelessness is well established in the 
literature and is likewise reflected in the present Tasmanian research. A significant number of 
those preparing to leave prison face homelessness, rough sleeping, emergency 
accommodation and great uncertainty regarding where they will stay.  
 
Ex-prisoners in Tasmania are competing for secure accommodation that is already in short 
supply, and without family and other support, the situation for many is bleak.   

 
Generally, the housing pathways are limited at the moment. In my opinion 
the prisoners that I see that don’t have either family of friends that are able 
to provide accommodation on exit or don’t already have their own 
accommodation, perhaps a partner and a house already that they can go 
to, they all have to go through the HC model and there’s benefits in having 
just the one-stop shop but there seems to me that inmates are frustrated 
that when they go down that pathway, they don’t have much success 
( ).   

 
Finding somewhere to stay is both contingent upon personal circumstance and 
where in the State a person lives.  
 

Obviously, it’s just really dependent on the individual so, obviously some 
people do have some family support or some good support networks in the 
community so that’s always a good thing if we know that they’re not 
leaving prison and have absolutely no one. There’s a lot of people that 
leave and don’t have that, yet they might be able to couch surf or 
something. There’s a lot of people who are just released to homelessness 
and obviously shelters and the sort of crisis accommodation, things like 
that, is so limited. In Tasmania, Hobart is okay sometimes, but the further 
north they go, and north-west, it’s just; we don’t have enough of those 
types of places I don’t think. So then, people want to come back to custody 
because they’ve then got a roof over their head. They don’t have to worry; 
they’re getting fed, they can stay warm; those types of things ( ). 

 
Existing pressures and constraints related to housing have been exacerbated by 
release into homelessness during the Covid-19 pandemic.  

   
I mean there’s one here you haven’t included; which is interesting, we’ve 
recently quite a few requests for people that get released on bail, after 
hours that can’t travel up north, because they’ve missed the bus. So, we put 
people up overnight in the house that I’ve got in Risdon Vale still and we 
accommodate them simply because they can’t get to the bus even to go to 
the place where they’re supposed to go -where they’ve been released to and 
so the courts… and this has happens quite a bit, and just doesn’t matter 
whether it goes into the recording or not, but one of the things this has led 
to is actually; taking up with Justice and the Attorney about people being 
released during the COVID situation into society after hours without a 
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house, without money and their place of release is essentially up at Burnie 
but that the courts have let them loose here, so what does that do? ( ).  

 
Practitioners also spoke about how COVID restrictions meant that some major shelters in 
Hobart were not being able to accept further clients. Specific agencies and particular 
population groups are especially vulnerable to rising waiting lists. 
  

For the females exiting into homelessness and trying to get into the shelters. Just last 
week at a Shelter meeting, it was announced by one of the housing, ah, Hobart 
Women’s Shelter, that they are turning away 350-400 cases per month. Now that 
might be people ringing up every day, uhm, but that is indicative of the numbers that 
are actually happening …… that’s changed. That was interesting to hear that last 
week whereas, three months ago, we were talking those numbers of 200-250; was 
indicative across three female shelters in Southern Tasmania. Hobart Women’s 
Shelter announced those figures and Jirah House gave the nod to say that that’s 
indicative of what they are seeing as well ( ). 

 
Assistance with Finding Housing 
 
As previously indicated, there are a range of agencies and personnel who assist with housing 
and accommodation. To these stakeholders, we can also add private sector actors such as 
landlords, real estate agents, boarding house proprietors and caravan park operators. While 
the prison service ostensibly assists individuals with planning for release and post-release 
settlement, for people leaving prison the perception is that it is up to them to chart their own 
course. Structured, well-resourced throughcare is still an aspiration for most.  
 
The Tasmanian interviews exposed the paradox that while they were often the most 
appropriate places for individuals to be released to, in terms of availability of housing and 
family support, families may not present a pro-social environment conducive to successful re-
entry. Nor is this support always unconditional, as some may be experienced as a 
transactional relationship based upon ‘scratching each other’s back’.  
 
 
Case study 1: Returning Home 
 

There was one young fella who; all he needed to do was ring his mum and 
accept her support, financial support, to get into Beth House. I sat with him 
and I said, this is all you need to do, you need to call this number. I had 
talked to his mum she seemed quite pro-social, quite healthy and had for 
many years supported this young person through all of the issues that he 
had. So even when it’s a positive, pro-social relationship, there’s still often 
a difficulty in inmates... 
 
Interviewer- They’re hesitant? 
 
Yeah, pride comes in and that debt feeling; being in someone’s debt. So, 
that guy ended up doing another twelve months of imprisonment just 
because he wasn’t going to call his mum that one time. Yep, it blew my 
mind - It was the frustration as well because I’d been with him to Beth 
House and helped with the interview and the support network that he 
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take their pets and sometimes, you know, they would rather couch surf or 
be homeless than be separated from their animals. Yes, I have seen that a 
lot, yeah. And these are situations where they’ve actually accepted a call to 
say there is a property available, but no, you won’t be able to take your pet. 
So, it’s actually ready there to go, but the pet is a barrier. Definitely, seen 
that ( ). 
 
Yeah, I guess some of the one’s we haven’t talked about would be pets. 
Now a large percentage of our clients have a close affinity with their dogs 
and it is almost universally a barrier to getting a housing property -having 
a dog. And often, they are really, really unwilling to, ah that pet has been a 
companion through some of their hardest times and has probably slept on 
the streets with them and protected them and stayed by their side when 
everybody else has abandoned them and they’re unwilling to separate 
themselves from the pet even if it means finding accommodation ( ). 
 
…in the case of pets, putting them into care which, has been incredibly 
expensive for some people. More expensive than renting. I did research; it 
was cheaper to rent a three-bedroom house in Burnie than it was to put two 
dogs into care. You could have rented the house and put your dogs into it 
[laughs]. It’s mad ( ). 

 
The private housing market in Tasmania, particularly in Hobart but also in the north, has been 
very tight for renters for several years now. There is indication that, although not strictly 
speaking legal, some real estate agents are now asking for police checks and credit checks 
before candidates are even considered for a private rental property.  
  
Tasmania has no corrections related accommodation in the community, although it does have 
purpose-built cottages within the prison precinct. The O’Hara units are designed as a step-
down facility for minimum security classified male inmates approaching the end of their 
sentences.  
 
State housing agencies tend to be stretched to the limit, given the restrictive nature of the 
housing market generally, and the low stock of public and community housing relative to 
need. From a management perspective, it is also easier to deal with those tenants who do not 
exhibit mental illness and/or engage in anti-social behaviour (or who have a track record of 
doing so).  
 
Housing Availability and Utility 
 
Factors that are relevant to housing assistance, availability and utility include pre-release 
planning, corrections-related accommodation, crisis accommodation, transitional housing, 
social housing, Commonwealth Rent Assistance, bond loans/grant, brokerage services, case 
work and legal information and advice.  
 
Responses to questions about availability and assistance were telling. Much depends upon 
who is talking and who has actually gained the requisite assistance. One ex-prisoner said: 
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Nothing, nothing from the prison. You basically get kicked out the door and 
kicked in the guts and say; go do whatever you need to do. See ya 
( ).  

 
On the other hand, if you are a repeat prisoner, assistance may well be easier to obtain due to 
previous experience in and with ‘the system’.  
 

I think this is a numbers game. I used to work at the prison years ago and 
the total population at the prison was about 400 at the time and I don’t 
know what it is, easily doubled and the amount of reintegration officers has 
not grown with that. And unfortunately, we have a situation where known 
offenders come in - the squeakiest wheel will get a bit more attention - 
yeah, there’s just not enough to go around so there’s not any planning and 
it was standard for us to release people from prison knowing that they had 
nowhere to go to. It was not a concern of the prison. We had to push them 
out the gate; by that time on that day, and they’re on their own. I don’t feel 
that a lot has changed unfortunately ( ).  
 
But when people come into our service, and they’ve actually had some time 
spent on them in prison, worked with a planning officer, done these 
referrals already.  They’re aware of time limits and constraints, it’s so 
much easier to work with someone who knows the way this all works so, 
pre-release planning is good for us as well ( ). 

 
If individuals are released into homelessness with no pre-release planning, the 
challenges can be significant. Conversely, when the resources are available and 
utilised, the process can often go well, as the following describes: 
 

It can depend on the person. Housing do book phone calls with people to, 
you know, go through all of their paperwork and let them know what the 
next steps will be, so they’re  good at informing clients (I’ll just use the 
word clients) about what they need to do post-release and they will also 
email me if it’s my client as well, mutual client, and let me know that 
they’ve had this discussion, this is what they’ve informed them, so, I always 
repeat that message just before the person gets out, remind them, especially 
if someone has an ABI or something where memory loss maybe a problem 
for them or retention of information, so I always try and have that 
discussion with them before they get out. 
 
Housing will also if we’ve requested that they’re linked with a support 
worker. That support worker will usually make contact with the individual 
before they’re released and talk through what their options might be. So, 
from a HC perspective, they do a really good job of informing both the 
client and the worker within the prison of what’s happening. So, when it 
comes to planning processes internally for someone before they go out, 
obviously we want to make sure that we have all of those little things sorted 
like their Medicare card, do they need to see health before they go? Do 
they need to be connected to a GP in the community for whatever reason? 
Their follow ups or, are there medications they need to get new 
prescriptions for - things like that ( ).  
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The general opinion is that crisis accommodation is under resourced and in very 
high demand, although not always seen as appropriate. However, it is often the only 
option and named up as such in pre-release assessments. In some regions and with 
respect to some population groups, its use is essential, but overall, there is a clear 
shortfall in needed places.  
 

In terms of crisis accommodation, on the North West there seems to be 
catering to females in that we have some family violence related emergency 
housing opportunities such as Warrawee and Oakleigh. In terms of males, 
we tend to find there’s no specific emergency facility and there instead 
have funds allocated to them by way of housing for perhaps hotel 
accommodation in emergency situations. That tends to be the difference 
between males and females in the north- west coast. We don’t have 
anything formal up on the north-west in terms of transitional housing 
( ).  

 
Transitional housing is linked to the Beyond the Wire program run by the Salvation 
Army. It seems to offer positive possibilities.  

 
Well what BTW has, and we call transitional housing, because it is 
furnished and it is for people up to 12 months but that’s the limit. I’m 
hoping we can use that as a base to grow it. And hoping that, I guess we’ve 
had a situation where somebody has gone into one of those properties who 
has a housing debt. So, they don’t have access to Housing Tas but they’ve 
gone into one of the BTW properties and paying their debt slowly - little by 
little - but because they’ve done so well in their accommodation and 
they’ve fitted into the complex world, they’ve now been offered that they 
can stay there permanently; which is a first.  
 
And, what I would like to see happen, and I think it could be something that 
could work across the board is that that should free up, if that person can 
be classed as long term housed, that then could free up another property 
somewhere to be handed over to us so we’ve got our four properties back 
again, and we do the same thing again.  
 
I know a lot or people talk about when people are exiting prison; they don’t 
deserve anything, they shouldn’t be given housing, there are people on that 
housing list that haven’t been to jail, they should be housed first! 
 
So, I think, in doing it this way with transitional and putting somebody in 
and seeing how they go and then if they’re doing the right thing, they’re 
paying their rent, they’re paying their debt or not, if they don’t have it. But, 
if that seems to work for them and it fills that need and it’s the right 
location, why move them? Why say your 12 months is up and you have to 
go through all that stress of moving again. Why not just move the support 
and gain another property? I think that could work really well, if it’s done 
properly ( ). 
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However, the BTW program is limited by its relatively small scale. For example, the current 
situation provides one funded program catering to a prison population of approximately 600 
that is growing in size. Compare this to 2007, when there was a prison population of 
approximately 450, and when there were three funded reintegration programs operating with 
a combined workforce of seven people. Even then, the demand on those services outstripped 
their capacity and many people left prison with nothing. According to one respondent who 
was commenting on service provision in the Launceston area: 
 

I guess the only specific service for people coming out of prison is BTW. 
That’s only staffed by one case worker and, I mean she does an absolutely 
fantastic job and she goes above and beyond in supporting people. She 
roams across the north of the state and works out of her car effectively 
supporting people. Aside from that were back with Housing Connect and 
Catholic Care and they don’t really have any specific programs for people 
coming out of custody from my understanding ( ). 

 
The Tasmanian interviews also provided insight into why the PRRH initiative is not 
working in some instances. They also helped to explain why brokerage funds have 
been exhausted by some operators only halfway through the financial year. 
Basically, the difficulty stems from the fact that potential accommodation providers, 
rather than drawing funds from the PRRH initiative, are not taking up this option. 
This means that brokerage tends towards putting people up in motels and hotels 
instead of social housing.    

 
Now, we have people who provide accommodation who say, oh, I don’t 
want to be part of the Rapid Rehousing for Prisoners program because it’s 
a cohort that we don’t want to work with or it’s a cohort that we’re not 
used to working with and I say to them ‘You are already working with these 
people, but you don’t know it because they haven’t ticked the box through 
Housing Connect to say that they were once incarcerated. So, you don’t 
know that but you’re actually missing out on the potential of getting $13K 
cash injection to be able to support that tenancy to, you know provide 
establishment costs, to be able to look at lost rent and a number of different 
things such as security upgrades. So what we’re saying to these people is 
‘this is an absolute benefit to you – not only in a monetary sense, but you’re 
actually providing a tenancy to somebody that comes with case 
management and a linkage into a wholistic version of case management 
that brings a whole heap of responses to this person’s particular needs to 
play. So, it makes the chances of your person maintaining their tenancy 
much much higher; exponentially higher as a result.  
 
So, brokerage services, uhm, we’ve got three out of the five Housing 
Connect Services that have worked through their annual brokerage by 
December last year. So, half way through the cycle, three of the five, had 
run out of brokerage dollars ( ).  

 
There is no evidence that that the PRRH initiative is being utilised in the Launceston 
area. Again, the main problem is not necessarily related to the amount of funding 
available. As one practitioner from the North commented:  
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Yeah, so what we often find with brokerage from HC and CatholicCare who 
both have the ability to provide brokerage, they often aren’t able to provide 
brokerage to certain accommodation options for example a number of the 
hotels and boarding houses and accommodation services in the area refuse 
to take brokerage from either of those services because they don’t want the 
clients referred from those services in their accommodation. So, even though 
the funds are available, if the funds come from those agencies, the 
accommodation doesn’t eventuate ( ). 

 
Non-Housing Agencies and Services 
 
Non-housing agencies and programs, such as Commonwealth provided employment services, 
local alcohol and other drug services, and legal aid and advice were all considered valuable 
and of positive influence, albeit somewhat limited in scope and reach when it comes to ex-
prisoners. Agencies such as Community Corrections are stretched to their limits and officers 
do not always have the time to devote to practices over and above compliance and the 
preparation of reports for the courts and parole board.  
 
Successful housing pathways may sometimes need to incorporate detours via appropriate 
alcohol and other drug treatment services. The reason for this is the very high prevalence of 
alcohol and other drug use prior to imprisonment, the lack of treatment during incarceration, 
drug use in prison and therefore, a need to re-engage post release. Comment was also made 
about huge wait lists for dedicated drug and alcohol rehabilitation services and detox units.  
  
The National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) featured prominently in the discussions, 
however. The NDIS is seen as an option for people with disabilities exiting prison.  However, 
barriers exist which make referrals difficult.  
 

I think the really tricky thing, especially when we’re identifying complex 
needs as we work with a person, once things like disability come into it, 
possible NDIS. I was literally talking to someone as you called me before 
about, you know, this person definitely has an ABI; there’s a diagnosis 
there for it back in the day. Again, that’s really hard for me to access that 
information. I’m trying to work with therapeutics in here about doing some 
sort of assessment to help guide whether we can do an application but you 
know we don’t officially diagnose people when they’re in custody. So, it 
makes it very hard to, if you know someone would benefit from having 
certain support, you can’t link them in because the service needs evidence 
of them it. In the end, they need NDIS and it’s really hard for them to get 
that while they’re in custody So, DSP, the Disability Support Pension as 
well; it expires in two years. So, if they’re not out in the community they 
can’t claim the DSP any more so housing obviously can be affected by that 
as well ( ). 

 
In recent times NDIS packages have been approved for ex-prisoners. The current status of 
prisoner access to the scheme is, however, unclear. Despite this, a number of respondents 
have cited instances where clients have been assisted through the NDIS where resources are 
being utilised to assist with housing and post-release support. This is, by all accounts, a fairly 
new phenomenon.  
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For people with complex support needs, something that is new of late that I 
have noticed, is that I’ve been able to refer a few people to the NDIS into 
housing accommodation for agencies that may be able to assist. So, given 
the NDIS funding is new, I’ve had some people who have had some 
ongoing disabilities that have never really been recognised and managed 
and that’s been a new pathway that we’ve been able to refer to NDIS and 
have a little bit of success for people being eligible for packages which has 
helped them secure housing but the traditional pathway for people with 
complex support needs is still just straight through HC and that’s just the 
central agency that we refer everybody through. 
 
I have to say, the NDIS funding has been like another door that’s opened 
for us that. It can be a delicate topic to bring up but a lot of our clients may 
be eligible for NDIS funding because it’s quite broad. It might help people 
who have trauma and complex histories. People can be eligible for some 
funding. 
 
…there are so many new agencies opened up to work with people with 
NDIS funding, and they all have access to little pots of money here and 
there and help to secure housing. So, NDIS has opened up a few more 
options for us and it’s also we work with people with acquired brain 
injuries which is reasonably common for our client group as well ( ). 
 

And 
Look, say for instance, something that not many clients fall into this, but 
something like NDIS, if I had connected someone to NDIS and they’d gone 
through, you know, their little assessment and been accepted, I would have 
an expectation that NDIS would assist and support to find long term 
accommodation. I’ve seen that happen before. But I think it can vary 
between the sort of agencies and local area coordinators that work with 
people. There seems to be a bit of a variance in how they work. NDIS 
clients are sort of new to me so, I don’t have a lot to add. I’m still kind of 
learning about how NDIS works, but I am seeing that it seems to differ 
( ). 

 
There is also the Disability Support Pension (DSP), but this has certain limitations. For 
example, the DSP currently allows for a recipient to resume the pension if they are released 
from prison within two years of being incarcerated (as previously pointed out by a 
respondent). After two years, people then need to reapply for the DSP, and this can be a 
lengthy and very complicated process, even more so for those with an illness or disability and 
who have recently been released from custody. Whether they are successful or not, it still 
leaves people disadvantaged. 
 
Parole and Supply 
 
A number of issues emerged in relation to housing and parole. One of the most significant, in 
addition to matters of supply, was the question of timing. Perhaps the most significant barrier 
to successful parole applications is the requirement to have an approved address prior to 
securing release on parole. There is no doubt that there is a direct relationship between a 
tighter housing market and chances of securing parole. People are needlessly being held in 
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custody having satisfied all of the parole criteria, simply due to the unavailability of suitable 
housing. Even when an approved housing option is found, there is often the added 
complication of how long the housing provider can hold that option while the parole process 
and release from prison is actioned.  
 

Look, I think that it can have an impact. It could be very difficult if 
someone wants to apply for parole and use Beth House as their parole 
address. That can be such a difficult process. It can happen but Beth House 
have to have a place, parole board have to approve it, like the timing just 
has to be so spot on ( ). 
 
…because obviously for them to obtain parole they need to have that 
accommodation secured before the parole board would grant release 
( ). 

 
The availability of housing thus undoubtedly comes in to play when a sentenced 
inmate decides whether or not to apply for parole. This is one of the issues driving 
the increased prison population in Tasmania today: that is, not having 
accommodation for prisoners applying for parole. It works in other directions as 
well.  
   

Not having accommodation is of course one of the biggest obstacles for 
inmates applying for parole.  Many give up and say they will serve their 
sentence out, even though they would likely be granted parole if it weren’t 
for their lack of accommodation to go to after release.  Inmates often tell 
me that their return to prison at a later date is almost inevitable due to lack 
of accommodation options ( ).  

 
The lack of accommodation options in general places pressure on all of those trying to access 
an approved address. As there are very few bail options in Tasmania and this impacts directly 
on the number of people remanded in custody who might otherwise secure bail, we have a 
situation where people exiting prison on parole and people requiring a bail address may be 
competing for the same properties and brokerage.  
 
Inter-Agency Coordination and Cooperation 
 
Many opportunities exist for inter-agency contact, cooperation and coordination, including 
areas such as initiating plans for post-release housing, planning processes, referrals, 
information sharing, and follow up. The Tasmanian research found that there is evidence of 
good coordination between agencies: 
 

Okay, so [name] from BTW; he does a lot of liaising with say, most of my 
supports, uhm - Red Cross, CatholicCare and Housing and Mission 
Australia - all of these places, they liaise with each other on my behalf and 
it usually works pretty well with all of them. He really advocates for me 
but, ah, most of them; they do pretty well at communicating with each other 
and keeping each other in the loop ( ). 

 
Information sharing was interpreted variously. Some respondents spoke of making client 
information available to collaborating agencies. Others made mention of the reciprocal 



 36 

sharing of information between agencies as it related to their respective programs and service 
offerings; and one made the point that access to shared databases was restricted to agencies 
which relied on data to do their work effectively. They commented:  

 
Information sharing is good. With the sector, I would say, but with BTW 
it’s difficult, it’s challenging. We all sit across the sector through Housing 
Connect and the ancillary services, through the shelters and BTW, we sit 
on the SHIP Database - the info exchange SHIP database. The difficulty is 
that BTW sits out in an excluded group outside the other activities of all the 
other services. 
 
So, what we don’t get access to, is we don’t get access to Housing Tas 
applications to see if someone’s in priority or what they need to do if 
they’re not. We don’t get reports to say that this person’s dropped off the 
list because they failed to respond to their audit letter. So, we don’t get to 
see all of that of that sort of stuff. We don’t get to see the notes where 
they’ve been into Housing Connect because it sits in a different cluster.  
Now that’s one of the bugbears that we’ve got and if it wasn’t for me being 
able to come across BTW and SHIP, then I wouldn’t be able to provide that 
information and our workers throughout BTW would be totally oblivious to 
actually getting that information ( ). 

 
It was largely agreed that information sharing is critical to effective case 
management:  
 

a lot of them misunderstand that and think, not allowed to share personal 
information or even sensitive information and they are allowed and in some 
instances, they have to get the person’s consent but in many others they 
don’t because the sort of things you would expect agencies to share in 
order to make the best plans and forward programs for the particular 
individual; otherwise their likely to miss the pressure point for certain 
individuals ( ). 
 
I guess my experience has been really positive working with the planning 
officers in the prison. There’s usually some phone calls and toing and 
froing about what the client needs and putting together a post release plan 
and it sort of for the most; seems to be a bit of a combination of what has 
come out in our assessment as well as what the planning officer has been 
working with the client on. So, in my experience, that’s been a positive 
thing. If they’ve missed something then I’m able to let them know and in the 
same way. They are certainly really good at passing on information to 
people in prison about things like doctors’ appointments and mental health 
appointments so they can be aware of that before they get out ( ).  
 

Where agencies have specialist coordinators whose role encompasses stakeholder 
engagement and information sharing, there is greater communication across 
agencies and coordination of service provision. 
 
Trying to elicit consensus on just whose responsibility it is to provide navigable pathways to 
accommodation was difficult. Ex-prisoners who have been able to take control and overcome 
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the barriers are highly unlikely to be subjects of this discussion. It is those who struggled or 
failed that have found themselves under this particular spotlight. Perhaps, for some 
commentators, it is easier to blame someone for making poor choices, rather that identifying 
the barriers that many of these people face. The interviews revealed structural anomalies and 
systemic deficiencies in many areas, as well as difficulties stemming from the ex-prisoner’s 
aptitude, attitude, resolve and/or capability.  
 

So, really unless we go through a very intensive interrogation of all of the 
different services, there’s a lot of barriers that keep people out even if there 
are existing services. So, existing services may be quite small scaled; they 
can’t meet the need. So that means in the end, a lot of the responsibility 
does fall back onto the individual person when they’re exiting prison to 
know how to negotiate it and the if they have a supportive family /friends 
then that’s very important to them … We’ll have different expectations, but 
everyone’s expecting someone else is doing the work. So, what you really 
need is a real clear strategy where all of those people connect up and 
there’s case management if a person needs it ( ). 
 
…it’s a positive thing for me to see the number of clients that I have in the 
community now that are doing well and I’d have to say they’re doing well 
because of their attitude, but their attitude is met with housing and that’s 
where we can hopefully have engagement with people prior to release, 
some time prior to release, so we can see where they are, assess where they 
are as far as ready to sort of take a different path and a better path and 
encourage them in that way to do that so they are ready for some 
accommodation and they are appreciative of it. But, I mean, you don’t -
always get that right - that’s for sure ( ).  

 
Blurred lines of responsibility were evident especially in whose job it was to actually secure 
housing. This can and often does result in duplication of services. There is ample evidence to 
suggest that practitioners whose primary role is to work within their area of expertise, in this 
case community supervision, were called upon to take on the task of finding suitable 
accommodation.  
 

In case work, we discuss housing options all of the time with our clients; 
they’re very limited. Everybody knows it’s straight to HC and people get 
very frustrated by that. You know, there’s probably a more efficient way of 
doing things rather than a referral here and there. I feel that it really 
frustrates our clients because they feel that nothing is happening - but it’s 
something we do all of the time; discuss housing options ( ). 

 
Front Door Concept and Practice 
 
The concept of a ‘front door’ via the Housing Connect was a major departure to the way 
homeless people accessed housing previously. Before HC there was degree of autonomy 
within community housing agencies, crisis shelters and others working with the homeless; 
including government agencies. It was built on their ability to achieve good housing 
outcomes based on their individual knowledge and experience of the local housing sector. 
This was underpinned by networking, collaborating with other housing agencies and through 
an ability to place certain individuals in places to reduce their vulnerability or having them 
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influenced by undesirable persons or circumstances. This model, while not perfect, has 
effectively been replaced by a HC, yet there is little evidence so far to suggest that outcomes 
for people exiting prison into homelessness, have been enhanced.  
 
There is today, as there was back then, a reluctance by many ex-prisoners to disclose their 
status when applying for accommodation, especially crisis accommodation. This adds another 
layer of difficulty which often precludes them from specialist support and may further impact 
their chances of obtaining accommodation post release.   
 
The efficacy of the HC gateway model has been questioned and the need for 
clarification in the sector has been raised:  
 

There still seems to be, even though we’re looking at maybe nearly six or so 
years since we’ve gone to the gateway model, there still seems to be lots of 
confusion in the community about how it is structured now and uhm, you 
know a lot will think that they will still need to directly go to the individual 
services as opposed to knowing that there’s that that centralised point. So, 
there might be some benefit from some further education in that regard 
( ).  

 
Here it is in action! Recently, I’ve had a parolee that moved out of his house 
over a weekend without permission - because we’re not available on a 
weekend - due to neighbours who were causing him significant anxiety - and 
he’s very aware of his temper and his anger management, I suppose, so his 
choice was to leave and to go to his Dad’s house, which I previously 
assessed as not suitable due to their relationship being very difficult. But, in 
that scenario, it was a better option and I think he made a good choice, but 
then I had some serious concerns with him being at his father’s so, there was 
a lot of run around and some telephone calls made by myself and another 
colleague who was helping me because she seemed to have contacts that I 
didn’t have, so she made a few phone calls; uhm, someone at Bilton Lodge, I 
think she might have contacted; like an actual direct contact and someone at 
Beth House. So, we basically, within the space of an hour and a half of an 
afternoon, had emergency options for him to go to that night or the next day. 
But that was purely due to having just contacts from previous experience, 
whereas normally things need to go through the HC hotline number which 
can be a wait and they just basically take information and then perhaps sit 
and wait for a phone call. So, we had, the lady at Bilton Lodge said we have 
a spot he can have, but not until tomorrow, and what he needs to do is he 
needs to call HC and get a referral from them to us and they will basically 
take him the next day. And so, I called HC because I couldn’t get hold of this 
offender, and asked if they could do that for us and he they said ‘he really 
needs to call, we can’t really do this without him, so, I got hold of him, he 
called and they said ‘there’s no space at Bilton Lodge’. So, their record had; 
no space at Beth House, no space at Bilton Lodge - we can’t do that, we 
can’t do that, but we had direct contact with both of those that said that they 
would take him. So, it is a ridiculous process and things… and there’s just so 
many gaps and holes and we’re only limited to nine to five timeframes that 
we can work with this, and this was at four ‘o’clock in the afternoon. So, I 
guess, post release we have a lot of constant barriers. I find that’s the worst 
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phone call you can get when someone say’s I have nowhere to go tonight 
( ).  

 
Standardisation of work practices within and across agencies was not always evident. Some 
practitioners even suggested that they lacked direction and were left to work things out for 
themselves. The notion that their work practices are determined at an individual level on a 
‘what works best for me’ basis was evident. The effective delivery of services often depends 
on who happens to be working on the day, rather than agency standards. 
  
This calls into question the ability of an agency – whether it be community or government – 
as to how they are able to develop a strategic approach to housing pathways based on such an 
ad-hoc approach. Despite the nuances of practitioners’ interaction across the sector, basic 
procedures are important. If someone is seen to departing from an acceptable standard of 
work practices, how is it that we can steer them back toward something that was not there in 
the first instance? Human service delivery should be based on a high level of conformity to 
acceptable practice standards and not necessarily on who happens to be on duty at the time. It 
is apparent that there is still a way to go before a semblance of consistency emerges. 
 
However, it needs to be acknowledged that the major barrier to successful housing pathways 
is a lack of housing stock and no matter how committed somebody is, and how much effort 
they and the client put in; if there are no housing options available, then that needs to be 
accepted.   
 
 
Case study 2: A Collaborative Process 
  

I’ve had an application for a parolee where he applied - his application 
was actually to go to Missiondale, at Evandale in Launceston - and so the 
planning officer that he had at the time was very pro-active and really 
good. So for me to be able to assess that, we had the appropriate 
conversations that needed to happen during that short six week period that 
I had to do the report, and my collateral contact with Missiondale, I guess 
cemented that, you know, because the prison aren’t able to speak to these 
kinds of organisations about what we do and what we expect them to do 
while they’re there. So, the conversations that I was able to have with 
Missiondale that clearly outlined what our expectations are going to be 
whilst they’re on parole, I guess that assisted that application process for 
the parolee and he was expected in that. So, there are times when; we do 
play an important role, but it’s normally just us gathering information 
about what they can offer; whether he’s going to be able to come straight 
from prison and how that will all look and providing them with information 
as to what it looks like or what are the conditions of parole might be - that 
sort of thing. 
So, that referral comes from the planning officer whilst they’re in prison 
and the offender plays a big role in what approach they take and where 
they go. So, they make the decisions, the offender themselves. It all sort of 
comes with them and as much as there’s been times when we’ve been able 
to support their plan to go into The Bridge and Missiondale and those sorts 
of things. If that’s what they really want to do, it can work very well, if we 
work with the prison’s planning officers. But, as I said, we can only do so 
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Whatever the description or categorisation, ex-prisoners were substantially 
disadvantaged and vulnerable to extended wait times for whatever housing is on 
offer.  
 
There is a general perception among respondents that differentiating between people with and 
without complex support needs is difficult, although the distinction between ex-prisoner and 
other housing assistance applicants does seem to make a difference. However, when it comes 
to accessing housing – individuals with complex needs are not necessarily viewed as 
significantly more disadvantaged than others.  
 

An overall view is that they’ve all got complex needs, when compared to 
Freddie Average in the community, or when Freddy Average in the 
community looks at people leaving prison - whether that be someone with a 
mental disability, a cognitive disability or other disability and so forth or 
indigenous or women.  Freddie Average in the community who’s me; I’m 
pretty average, would suggest they’ve all got complex needs.   
Housing pathways for those people are certainly more complex because of 
those needs, but with the availability of services as they are, all you are 
going to get out of that is a little bit of extra time from the agencies 
delivering those housing services. But that I mean, that once you’re out in 
the community, after having left prison, the way you are going to get 
treated is the same as everyone else. To have the complex needs criteria is 
going to help a little bit, but not much. It might rank you up the queue a 
little bit but, housing pathway is not going to be much different from 
anybody else seeking that sort of accommodation ( ).  

 
On the other hand, their circumstances have a direct impact on their housing futures.   
 

So, I think one of the major barriers is that a lot of those options that you 
and I and others in the community have, in terms of having a social 
network; a stable social network, aren’t available to these clients and that 
encompasses all sorts of issues. The family are aware of offenses in 
relation to past drug use, mental health issues and so on which combine. 
And then obviously, on the other hand in terms of offenders coming out, the 
priority is not always putting their income towards accommodation. For 
many of them the primary objective is to score perhaps prohibited 
substances or alcohol and having stable accommodation where they’re 
required to apportion a percentage of their income every week or fortnight, 
is not something that they’re wanting to commit to and they then get into 
that pattern of catch up and so on ( ). 

 
 
Case study 3: Complexities of Dealing with Complex Needs 
 
This case study tells the story of an ex-prisoner with very complex needs and how a 
number of agencies have worked around the issues to have him resettled in the 
community. The subject was also interviewed for this research: 

 
Just working off an example, a guy with complex needs, very low IQ, 
alcohol dependent, sex offender and he was in for probably, I think, ten to 





 43 

issues, family and children, and employment. If we throw trauma into the mix (including 
being traumatised by the system), and being diagnosed with PTSD, it puts them at a further 
disadvantage, and in need of specialist support.  
 
Respondents were asked to reflect on work-arounds to overcome the barriers. The 
overarching barrier is that this cohort has been effectively locked out of a very tight housing 
market. Consequently, there is an acute need of “work-arounds” and creative thinking to keep 
these people out of primary homelessness in the hope that suitable accommodation might 
come along eventually. For example, one agency is providing housing where people are not 
able to access public housing:  
   

So, with Community Housing Limited, they run a similar model to a real 
estate agent where there’s not necessarily a waiting list as such but people 
apply to them. They have properties in some of the suburbs which have 
lower socioeconomic populations and they’re not always places that people 
want to live but they are able to find people accommodation there and if a 
property becomes available it’s offered to somebody who’s actively 
working with that agency and if they can match somebody up with a 
property, then they can get a property much quicker than they would if they 
were going through Housing Tasmania.  
 
One of my co-workers had a crazy situation recently where she had a long 
term homeless person who; they finally found a property for with CHL but 
because the bond loan wasn’t available for those properties, he had to 
come up with two weeks rent and a bond for the property obviously on very 
limited income and so that wasn’t available and it looked like it was going 
to be a huge barrier to him; being able to get into that property, even 
though the property was available to him. Luckily a lot of phone calls and a 
lot of pressure put on various community agencies and there was a 
combined response with some agencies providing some funding and others 
providing the gaps and eventually they found enough money to cover that 
expense. But that’s not available in every circumstance unfortunately 
( ).  

 
Housing Debt  
 
There have been many references to ex-prisoners having a housing debt and how this is a 
limiting factor when they reapply for public housing. The circumstances around incurring 
debts need to be examined; for example, with reference to people being sent to prison straight 
from court and having no opportunity to secure their house or possessions which are often 
subject to loss and/or damage as a result. Quite often those people left residing at the address 
are not on the lease and are therefore not accountable - in terms of compliance with the terms 
of the lease (especially in regard to the care and maintenance of the property). There is also 
the issue of the payment of utilities as well. So, quite apart from coming up with a bond and 
paying the rent, previous debts were often cited as a financial barrier. Some, when alerted, 
managed to pay off the required debt while in prison, thus alleviating this barrier post release; 
others entered into a payment plan post release.  
 
Planning officer: 
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When it comes to borrowing money and things like that I guess, it’s really 
good we have a guy from Anglicare come in and he will see people and talk 
a little bit more specifically about loans and if people need to claim for 
bankruptcy or things like that and to do with their housing.  
Some people have housing debt. They can chip away at it with the money 
that they get in here but you know it’s often thousands of dollars and they 
might not actually be considered to be put back on the list or through a 
service they’ve used before because of things not working out and they 
have said no, we won’t deal with them again or support them in any way 
so, that’s a massive barrier ( ). 

 
The  – the financial counsellor: 
 

Re-integration services within the prison have the most significant role. 
Many inmates who have leased Housing Department properties have debt 
associated with those properties - the Housing Department has a rule that 
a former tenant must pay off 80% of the debt before they are eligible for re-
entry to their waiting list.  This does not preclude former inmates being 
eligible for accommodation with other providers through the Housing 
Connect gateway. 
 
In my financial counselling role, I have assisted inmates with re-connecting 
with former housing providers to address debt.  Some providers are willing 
to accept former tenants back even where there is some residual debt from 
previous leases.  Others such as Housing Tasmania require all or a large 
proportion of the debt to be paid off before an application for housing will 
be considered  
 
The very nature of becoming a prisoner quite often involves additional 
costs - the inmate often is taken into custody and cannot clean up the 
property and the landlord imposes costs to do the cleaning.  Often the 
property is left unattended and the property is prone to vandalism.  The 
costs of repairing the damage reverts to the inmate ( ).  

 
Planning officer:  
 

I’ll really just talk as a whole if that’s okay. People who have housing 
debts; they need to have repaid 80% of that debt before their social 
housing application with Housing Tasmania is active. They can still get 
other social housing but that’s limited, but they could still get a property 
through somewhere like Anglicare or CatholicCare, but they only have so 
many properties available. So, I think housing debt is a real barrier.  
 
A lot of people have housing debts. Some of the debts that I’ve seen have 
been for quite serious things like someone burning a house down; but I 
totally get that but then I’ve seen debt from them having to remove property 
from someone’s old house.  
 
The amount they charge to do stuff like that is actually quite disgusting, I’m 
going to use that word. Yeah, thousands of dollars to remove a few 
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belongings. So, I’ve seen itemised invoices because I usually will get copies 
once I’ve got a person’s consent and a Housing Tasmania consent form, I 
can get copies of that stuff, cause I like to be able to give it to my clients 
and double check with them they understand where the debt has come from. 
And just some of the costings I’ve seen on these invoices; I’ve never said 
anything to clients about it because that would be unprofessional, but just 
in my own mind I’ve actually been horrified at some of the charges that 
Housing Tasmania have put on these involves. So that’s a barrier ( ). 

 
To assist with the need to come up with the full amount for bond, legislation now 
enables people to pay it off in instalments: 
 

Well, again we’ve changed the law working with Justice so that people can 
pay their bond in instalments, but that’s available now for the community 
but that’s not available in the private market. It’s a pity because with a bit 
more law reform we could get that. That would be really good. Because 
people often can’t come up with the full whack, which is about $800.00 or 
something. Uhm, and so if they could pay it in instalments that would be 
really good ( ). 

 
Persons with Complex Support Needs 
 
This section features comments that highlight the complex support needs of the ex-prisoner 
population seeking housing and accommodation.  
 
Multiple Interacting Issues 
 

Yeah, these people do have a lot of complex issues. Usually, mental 
health’s a big one for people who become homeless. Also, a lot of these 
people also have problems because of the fact that their relationships have 
been ruined. Be it with their marriages, be it their family; because a lot of 
these people have mucked all that up. Uhm, sex offenders. Often the family 
totally pushes them away. Recently we had a gentleman in here who had a 
long history of sex offenses against younger people, and he was caught 
again doing it after release and so therefore went back and did some more 
time, but that person had very, ah lots of issues with lots of things. He was 
having fits, he had diabetes, mental health troubles, health troubles, joint 
problems, hearing issues. It was just very complex for that particular 
person ( ).  

And  
Now mental health issues, other disabilities and certainly multiple 
diagnoses accounts for a significant chunk of the prison population. As well 
as all of the people engaged with the justice system.  Comorbidities become 
multi morbidities if you like. You don’t just have a drug an alcohol 
problem, you have other problems, be they mental health issues or a 
physical disability of where there’s always more than one reason. And 
working as I did for the SA for over 20 years, I could honestly say that 
there was never one person, never one client who came to us with just one 
specific need. There were always multiple diagnoses, multi morbidities that 
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brought someone to that point of needing the sort of support we could offer 
( ).  

 
Women with Complex Support Needs 
 
Women generally receive shorter sentences than men and under Tasmania Prison Service 
protocols, do not qualify for support if their sentence is less than six months. 
   

Women, so generally, for me, I’ve definitely had a few women on my case 
load because them getting a sentence over six months isn’t as likely as the 
male population, so to speak. But in saying that, I’ve had a few under six 
months and due to their needs and complexities, and having contact with 
outside services, it’s been very beneficial so they’re sort of the ones like fell 
off the side of your desk unofficially but officially when it comes to women, 
a lot of complexity with the housing is; a lot of the services and shelters 
won’t take people as a bail address or for parole and the wait lists are so 
huge, it’s not even really an option for them as well so, they’re going back 
out couch surfing or doing whatever else and when they’ve got kids that’s a 
whole other complexity as well to be able to have housing options that will 
have children looked after as well ( ). 

 
For women especially, there is a need to recognise the importance of trauma and 
addiction within this cohort and seeing ‘recovery’ and provision of safe and secure 
housing as going hand in hand. 
 

So, regarding complex support needs for women significantly will relate to 
issues of childcare and issues of family violence. Now while males can 
experience family violence as well, if we look at a cross section of those 
engaged with justice, as far as we are concerned, you’d have to rate family 
violence as being one of those key drivers and any housing pathway would 
need to take that into account big time. I suggest that while those 
opportunities exist in the system, there are not nearly enough of them. The 
ability to stay safe would certainly affect woman’s’ recovery by being in a 
safer community – a safer environment. I think this is critical about 
recovering ( ). 
 

Indigenous People 
 

Reflecting specifically on those three groups, first nations people certainly 
have overrepresentation in our prison system, actually in Tasmania as well. 
My personal view being that if there were different housing arrangements, 
some of those people would [if housed] effectively reduce the percentage of 
First Nations people in prison. If there were much more emphasis on 
community control, on community development within first nations 
communities, I think we could reduce the number of people in prison and 
therefore reduce the need for complex support needs for first nations 
people. Let’s work on the First Nations communities first ( ). 
 
The TAC [Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre] are obviously the main contact 
we use. They’re a really great service for the indigenous persons with 
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complex support needs and they’re a really all-round service. So, they have 
counselling that can assist them in many ways and also housing. They will 
support - they’re a sort of support for someone who’s looking for housing. 
I’ve haven’t specifically referred someone to that whilst they’ve been in 
prison and I’m not sure whether planning officers do very often but, that 
definitely, while they’re on an order with us, is someone I would want to 
work closely with if they identify as aboriginal and indigenous and so, 
yeah, a fair bit in the past, but it’s usually; once they’re on an order with 
us, my approach is they sort of lead where their case management goes. 
It’s sort of their own focusses and things. So, if they identify the TAC as a 
major support for them or someone they’d like to link with, then that’s 
encouraged from our perspective and I do understand that they do assist 
with housing and things like that. But it would be in the same way that we 
would referrals and phone calls and just sort of waiting. There’s not a 
whole lot that we can do ( ). 

And 
Well, funnily enough, the clients I can talk about recently, the indigenous 
ones definitely had, from my perspective - more support than a lot of the 
other regular prisoners who were released.  Which is great, and some of 
them, because of the fact that you’ve got the Aboriginal Health Service 
nearby and you’ve got other Aboriginal Organisations like Karadi. So, 
yeah, at the moment we do have quite a few clients who are being well 
looked after, after exiting prison by the services. So yeah, I think that’s a 
positive more than a negative. They certainly are receiving great support 
( ). 

 
General Observations 
 
This section begins with a few general comments about issues raised in the course of the 
interviews before zeroing in on several key areas that emerged that require further scrutiny 
and critical reflection.  
 
The research questions did not mention “throughcare” and the researchers did not emphasise 
it, except to name it up occasionally when the concept came up in conversation, and on a few 
occasions, respondents were asked whether they were aware of the term. Despite this, it 
featured consistently throughout the interviews. The need for continuity of service across the 
prison-community divide was frequently highlighted.  
 
The context of a tight housing market has implications for the perception of the PRRH and its 
operation. For example, if scarce public/social housing is provided to ex-prisoners while 
others are being denied, this would not be particularly well received politically and in the 
general media. In such circumstances it may be more advantageous for individuals to apply 
for housing separate to the PRRH without disclosing their corrections record. This, in turn, 
raises a number of contradictory and problematic issues.   
 
The notion of institutionalisation perhaps needs reconsideration. This particularly applies to 
problems associated with existing boarding houses in the sense that poorly staffed and poorly 
funded housing alternatives do not provide the services required to attend to people with 
complex needs. Currently, individuals are put at risk for substance abuse, crime and anti-
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social behaviour insofar as support systems are not adequate and living conditions generally 
poor. 
 
Related to the issue of “institutionalisation” is the fact that offending simply to go back to 
prison is undoubtedly more than an urban myth. It was referred to as a common occurrence 
with recidivists and was described by some respondents as a significant issue. Prison, at least, 
provides a roof overhead and three meals a day. 
 

And even for people that do have accommodation it’s often the pressures of life in the 
community are such that the structured lifestyle in custody is far less stressful for them 
and it is a preferable option for them to go back into custody even in that situation. So, 
if they’re sleeping rough it’s yeah, I think it’s often an option for some people to get a 
roof over their head ( ). 

 
The Covid-19 Pandemic 
 
The timing of this research was interesting as early field work began at a time when the full 
impact in Australia of lockdowns, border closures and other social distancing regulations 
were beginning to become a reality. Ironically, the term ‘lockdown’, prior to Covid-19 in 
Tasmania, would have been far more relatable to people in this state, following media reports 
of prison lockdowns due to industrial issues, staff shortages and the rising prison population.  
Later, as Covid-19 restrictions were being lifted in Tasmania, a report released by the 
Tasmanian Custodial Inspector once again put prison lockdowns and other issues back on the 
agenda and the question of whether prisoners should be released in an effort to reduce their 
susceptibility to infection became a state issue.  
 
The initial public reactions to the pandemic, such as the rush on toilet paper and hand 
sanitizer, also had implications for the subjects of this research, that is, people released from 
prison trying to secure accommodation. All of a sudden, they had another challenge to face. 
They too had to ensure they had somewhere to stay, enough to eat and adequate provisions 
(including toilet paper). 
 
For practitioners, reference was made to how it had affected service delivery through the lack 
of face-to-face contact with clients in the community, and in the case of the prison, the 
withdrawal of contact visits. Until the pandemic, outreach visits, incorporating face to face 
contact with clients, has been an accepted part of service delivery models. Covid-19 has 
changed that virtually overnight. Workers have had to make huge adjustments to their work 
practices. Most face-to-face contacts went on-line either by phone or video streaming. Some 
comments reflected the changing work practices and the effect on their work and roles. The 
pandemic would almost certainly have made practitioners reassess their work practices. 
 
The following comment refers to the pandemic bringing extra pressure to bear on an already 
challenging situation where a client is in crisis - on a Friday afternoon: 
  

Yep, and it always falls late in the afternoon or on a Friday and it’s just awful, because we 
can’t - we try - we ring these places - we make these calls - but then they say so, we have 
to call us. And particularly at the moment, when we’re not having face to face contact. 
Now, I would normally have the offender sitting here opposite me and I’m like, well 
they’re here with me, but you know, we can’t do that. They don’t have the capacity to have 
these conversations and understand what’s going on. It’s incredibly difficult ( ).  
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The current Covid-19 restrictions, added to parole conditions, orders and curfews, have added 
yet another layer to an already tight housing situation. 
 

Transitional housing; I know at the moment, a lot of the services that I’ve worked with 
and the team - you know it’s meant to be short term but nobody’s really moving at the 
moment because of Covid, so there’s extra backlog in having that transitional housing 
for people and again, it depends on whether they’re on an order. It’s harder to get 
into emergency accommodation with an order than not, because of the conditions 
around it and what they look at ( ).  

 
On the other hand, despite the general negativity, there were some positive outcomes. One 
respondent commenting on access to accommodation during the pandemic stated: 
 

Yeah, we’ve seen a dramatic change in people’s ability to access accommodation and 
so a lot of the hotels and hostels in the area have now opened up to people who would 
normally be marginalised and not have access to accommodation and not be able to 
afford that accommodation so, the two things that have changed that is that all those 
people who are normally catering to tourism and industry had to seek other forms of 
income. So, they’ve been more willing to take people that normally they wouldn’t 
accommodate and those people looking for accommodation have had a general 
increase in their income on benefits and that’s enabled them to access 
accommodation a bit better as well ( ). 

 
Another respondent spoke about the extra funding for the homeless sector:  
 

It came up recently, because of the Covid -19 and because of the extra funds that were 
released for brokerage and I was told at one stage our service wouldn’t be included 
in that. That people that were being supported by our service wouldn’t be able to 
access any assistance that way. I made further enquiries and found out that they 
could. If you’re homeless, you’re homeless; whether you’ve come out of prison or 
whether you haven’t. And that’s what those services were there for. So, I have had 
people access that for a night here or there but I find they’re less likely access that 
than the general public. Whether that’s that they don’t feel worthy or they don’t have 
the confidence; I’m not really sure but I find that they’re less likely to access the 
brokerage services ( ). 

 
Another mentioned that Centrelink had reviewed its practices: 
 

We can definitely connect them with Centrelink before they are released. That’s 
probably one of the easiest things to do. At the moment Centrelink are not coming into 
the prison anymore. I think we are one of the only states where Centrelink actually 
come into the prison - when it’s not a pandemic obviously, but Centrelink are just 
doing phone stuff and they will leave paperwork and EBT cards if people need those, 
so if people don’t have bank accounts which is quite common, Centrelink will leave 
that EBT card and paperwork at the Visitor Reception Centre on site ( ).  

 
The North West of Tasmania was impacted heavily by the Covid-19 pandemic, but despite 
this, it did not seem to have a huge impact from the perspective of this worker in the region:   
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Covid-19 is obviously having a huge impact on us in the North West. Generally, in 
respect of our offenders, accommodation hasn’t been one of those sort of, one’s I guess 
other [challenges] have perhaps overtaken that, yeah ( ). 

 
The pandemic is placing more pressure on a backlog of court cases leading to further 
complications and time delays for those on remand: 
 

I’m noticing that some of the court dates are, you know, being stretched right out. So 
they usually have to appear around every for weeks just to be re-remanded in custody, 
but things like; if someone’s pleading not guilty and has to go to a trial I’m seeing 
stuff that’s not going to start till until August, and people have already been here 
since, you know, January and February and so, the length of time that people will be 
on remand is likely to be longer than usual at the moment. So again, that’s just going 
to make it even more difficult because by the time they get around to being sentenced, 
they will have been here for a long stretch and that’s taken off their sentence. So, it 
really cuts down on the time we have to work with them. Sometimes we will have 
people that have a couple of months, yeah, it’s time to do the referrals and connect 
them but it doesn’t give you time to actually do any decent work with them. You know, 
it doesn’t give you the time to build rapport with someone and talk about what was 
really happening for them and so it’s getting down to the really important stuff. And 
that get be quite frustrating. Surface work stuff is good, you know your tick and flick, 
your referrals, yeah, it’s good to get that done, but doing actual decent quality work 
with people is when you start to see things actually happening. So, I get quite 
frustrated sometimes, if you can’t already tell. But anyway ( ). 

 
The effect of COVID on the pace of processing people through the court system is 
significant.  
 
Competitive Tendering 
 
The research revealed a need to critically examine competitive tendering in Tasmania. 
Further, the implications for metrics driven outcomes which determine the viability and 
ongoing funding of the present competitive tendering funding model also needs to be 
discussed in greater depth. An evaluation of the PRRH initiative and its relationship with 
BTW and how the de-funding of post release programs has impacted on the outcomes of ex-
prisoners would be an ideal case study.   

 
While working for the Salvation Army, I can remember having a discussion 
with some government officials at one stage. They said “Oh, people come 
to us when they’re in real trouble, when they’re absolutely desperate, 
they’ll come to us”. This was the state health service and I said “yeah, 
that’s great, between nine to five Monday to Friday, they might come to 
you, but after nine to five Monday to Friday, or on the weekends, or on the 
public holidays of when they do not meet criteria required by the state 
housing or health or other service centre. When people don’t satisfy those 
criteria, where do they go? And my argument was, they came and banged 
on the door of people like the SA. There are many many instances of people 
being turned away from health agencies because it was five to five on 
Friday or that they didn’t meet the criteria or that they were just not in the 
right zone to be helped by state services and they end up in the hands of 
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community organisations. Those community organisations had to cover the 
overtime costs, cover the crisis intervention costs - all those sorts of things 
while, to some degree community agencies are funded for that, there’s too 
big of a gap between what the state can offer and what the community 
services can provide. Community services are underrated significantly in 
their capacity, in their professional capability. There should be more 
interaction at high level between those organisations with high level skills 
and state organisations with more of an organisational overview rather 
than a competitive services overview. Let’s not compete to deal with the 
same clients.  
 
Interviewer - So, would you argue that the outsourcing philosophy that’s 
crept in isn’t working particularly well?  
 
Yeah, if you’re going to outsource, outsource. Give people the capacity to 
service those needs. Don’t mess about with it, don’t compete with it. For 
instance, working in Alcohol and Other Drugs, we found ourselves 
competing with the state who funded us; to meet the needs of the clients. If 
the clients didn’t like the answers they were getting from us, they’d go to 
the state or if they didn’t like the answers they were getting from the state, 
they’d come to us. You know, it’s double doing staff, it’s not effective and I 
think the state can learn an awful lot from the experiences of people 
working at that level and the state needs to give community services credit 
for working with the very, very hardest in that community sector bracket. I 
don’t believe that many senior officials in the state service understand the 
depths to which some people can sink, before they reach out for help. 
Statistics can drive discussion apart when you look down at individual 
cases. I think we can do a lot better. So, outsourcing, yep, it’s certainly got 
great commercial benefit, but if you’re going to outsource it -outsource it! 
Don’t hinder it. Hindering drives people’s capacity to do good work to the 
bottom of the barrel. By tendering and taking the least value service 
because of cost, reduces in the end the capacity of the service to provide 
what the clients need. If for instance, services were to be offered on more of 
a negotiated level or expression of interest level and monitored over many 
years by a state authority, that’s a little different, so that if, for instance, I 
was working at Drug and Alcohol sector service and my capacity to 
perform was questioned, then would the state step in and say, look you’re 
not doing a good enough job, we’ll help you to perform better and give you 
guidance to perform better, that’s still way cheaper than re-tendering or if 
for instance, on monitored review your found to be delivering some really 
fantastic innovative cutting edge services, would the state not then say, this 
is fabulous, let’s fund you to do some more. You know, if there were 
opportunities like that rather than just taking the best price for the job. 
Without fundamental shifts that resolve some of the questions arising in 
state housing agencies, state corrections services and community 
organisations and issues and accepting responsibility to deliver services 
doesn’t mean that you’ve got to micromanage the guys. Just fund the 
service, fund it direct and negotiate it and give it a surprise every so often 
and give it five years to run at least.  
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Interviewer - So, given that programs would be funded over longer periods, 
would you agree that you are going to attract a better more dedicated 
workforce? 
 
High quality workforce given decent career paths, less start up, shut down 
time lost. It’s a Blind Freddie argument you know. Blind Freddie could see 
it. I don’t know why we don’t do it more regularly and routinely? Just 
negotiate contracts don’t tender them – simple ( ). 
 

The interviews produced various discussions on this subject, including the following 
by a prison chaplain. 
 

Keep on encouraging charities to collaborate and make the tender process 
- not necessarily competitive - So, if people are doing the right thing, don’t 
feel that you need to necessarily go out to tender. If they’ve got good staff 
and they’re meeting results, perhaps make it easier for some charities to 
continue on for at least one more three year process rather than chuck 
everything up in the air and so the same staff get chucked up in the air and 
they end up in a different charity and you’ll all have to start again and 
there’s so much cost involved in that. Cut that down, let the tender process 
go from three years and another three years if they’ve done everything 
right. Most charities would be happy with that. Most that would have gone 
for that tender would be like, yeah, that makes sense, go for it, give them 
another three years, you know, yeah ( ). 

 
The above exchanges clearly consider the need to take a pragmatic approach based 
on the best possible use of taxpayers’ money given the track record of organisations’ 
service delivery and outcomes. The following observation, however, comes from a 
housing agency well positioned to comment as it does not receive government 
funding. 
 

Now, I’m in between all of the agencies and that’s how I know that they 
don’t really talk to each other. Some of them do, but they’ve all got their 
own funding streams and the bottom line is they’re all businesses too. So, 
they all sort of, need to look after their own nest before anyone else’s. 
 
But, if someone turns up to say, HC and HC can’t help, they’ll probably 
say look, you’ll probably need to go to Anglicare or Anglicare will say, 
they’ll probably need to go to CatholicCare and stuff like that. They’ll 
certainly move them on to an agency that they think might be able to help 
them, but they certainly won’t have a meeting with Anglicare and 
CatholicCare in my office at the same time. Because they are different 
entities and some of them provide different levels of service but, I deal with 
all of them but I can only deal with one at a time but I swap and change 
between all of them because I’m not obligated to sort of stick with one 
particular service so, I’m in a good position because I get to access 
everything. 
 
But I know of workers that do get a bit hamstrung because if their service 
can’t provide something, then they can’t really send them anywhere else or 
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access another one. They’ve actually got to take them off the books and 
send them over the road to somewhere else ( ). 

 
There are some instances where, reading between the lines, there is evidence of 
point scoring, discrediting other services and not acknowledging the good work that 
others are currently doing in the sector or indeed those initiatives which have 
actually existed within agencies before the time of current practitioners but have 
been discontinued for one reason or another.  
 
Returning to the metric driven performance indicators, the following draws the distinction 
between outputs and outcomes or doing stuff and achieving results: the output in question is 
recording the clients’ contact and giving them a list of phone numbers. It relates to the agency 
achieving performance indicators which are tied to funding. 
 

…most of the time they rock up and they’re given a piece of paper with a number of 
phone numbers on it and then that’s it. So, you can go now. You’ve got your list of 
phone numbers. You call them. So, the expectation, working down the list here from 
state housing agencies is; that I think we don’t have the resources to sit down and 
help everybody. They have to say something before we will do that and if a person 
comes to the front and we give them the information that’s required and they walk 
away, then the assumption there is that, they’ll be okay. They’ll know what to do. The 
truth is; a lot of those guys are illiterate or unable to -some of them- are unable to 
follow up, make phone calls. A lot of them don’t have mobiles when they get released 
and there’s a reduced motivation to follow up as well ( ). 

 
A key message of the Tasmania research is that for any real change to occur the voice of the 
frontline workers and ex-prisoners is needed. These are missing a lot of the time and what 
you see on paper and in reports does not actually give an accurate picture of what it actually 
looks like and means on the ground. Particularly valuable is the views of those individuals 
who have got out and haven’t gone back, as well as those that do go back.  
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Conclusion 
 
The purpose of this report has been to summarise the Tasmanian interview materials 
associated with the exiting prisons research project. As demonstrated, housing and 
accommodation for individuals needing complex needs support is inadequate, and while 
processes and procedures are in place to assist this cohort, the structure of the housing market 
itself severely restricts the placement of ex-prisoners in suitable accommodation. 
Nonetheless, there are a range of measures that could be adopted to improve existing systems 
of support and enhance service provision. Specific issues, such as the advent of the Covid-19 
pandemic and the funding framework of competitive tendering, are also impinging upon 
service provision as well.   
 
Housing options for ex-prisoners in Tasmania are limited (see Table 6), as are service 
providers both in the first instance and with respect to specialist services for people with 
complex needs. This table provides examples of the types of short-term, medium-term and 
long-term housing options available to ex-prisoners. For a more comprehensive overview of 
current Tasmanian offerings, please go to specific agency websites or generalist websites 
such as:  
 
 
Find Help Tas website, Housing, 
https://www.findhelptas.org.au/programs/?p_cat=housing&p_loc= ; and  
 
 
Shelter TAS, Looking for Emergency Accommodation,  
https://sheltertas.org.au/housing-in-tasmania/homelessness/are-you-looking-for-emergency-
accommodation/. 
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Table 6: 
The Housing Options Landscape 
Time   Type of  
Period             Accommodation   Example    Location 
Short-
term 

Crisis/Emergency Safe Space North, South, 
North-West 

 Temporary Orana House North 
  Bethlehem House South 
  Hobart Women’s Shelter South 
  Dudley House North 
  Oakleigh House North-West 
    
Medium-
term 

Transitional Brokered Accommodation Statewide 

  Boarding House Statewide 
  Caravan Park Statewide 
  Bethlehem House South 
  Orana House North 
    
Long-
term 

Social Housing CentaCare Evolve Housing South 

 Private Sector Boarding House Statewide 
  Caravan Park Statewide 
  Private Rental Statewide 
 Not For Profit SAHT Campbell Street South 
  Dudley House North 
  Bilton Lodge South 
  Bayview Lodge South 
  Indigo Lodge North 
  Aboriginal Housing Service 

Tasmania 
Statewide 
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Table 7: 
Specific Housing and Accommodation Services 
 
Safe Space The program launched in December 2019 in partnership with The Salvation Army 

and has already changed the lives of people living on the streets of Hobart. 
It is a safe and secure place for people to find shelter from the elements, rest and 
link with support services such as Housing Connect, Mental Health and Alcohol 
and Other Drug doctors. The program is run out of the YouthARC space on 
Collins St, which is provided free of charge by the Hobart City Council. 

Orana House 24-hour crisis accommodation service for single men over 21 years of age. 
They offer supportive and professional service where clients are encouraged to 
make their own decisions in regards to their future. 
This facility includes crisis and sobering up services. 

Bethlehem 
House 

Crisis support service for single men over 20 yrs. Offers a range of services 
including crisis accommodation, referrals for housing, information and referrals, 
social and recreation activities, financial support, meals, laundry and showers. 
24hr service. Services Southern Tasmania only. 

Hobart Women’s 
Shelter 

Crisis accommodation for women & children. Hobart Women's Shelter core 
business is providing safe, emergency accommodation and support to women and 
children who are affected by family violence and those who are homeless. 

Indigo Lodge, 
Bilton Lodge,  
Bayview Lodge  

Anglicare also provide communal, long term accommodation in 4 supported 
residential facilities across the State. Eligibility is the same as for public housing, 
targeting people on low incomes. Facilities cater for singles and couples over 18 
years of age who wish to live in a communal setting. Rent/board is calculated at 
85% of people’s income (excluding CRA); this covers 3 meals a day, electricity, 
weekly linen service for sheets and towels and some recreational activities. The 
facilities are staffed by a Lodge Manager who lives on site. 

SAHT Campbell 
Street 

Crisis support service for single men over 20 yrs. Offers a range of services 
including crisis accommodation, referrals for housing, information and referrals, 
social and recreation activities, financial support, meals, laundry and showers. 
24hr service. Services Southern Tasmania only. 

Dudley House Private supportive short or long term accommodation house catering for 30 
residents. Catering for men and women with various health needs eg mental 
illness, disability and ageing. 

Oakleigh House  Emergency accommodation run by the Salvation Army, to men and women with 
or without accompanying children 
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In undertaking this research, we have also been struck by commonalities with other states. 
For example, considering the unanimous views in regards the importance of providing timely 
planning, too many people end up in crisis style accommodation, which all agree is 
unsuitable. 
 
Yet it is crisis accommodation that is taking the present spotlight. For example, to cater to the 
needs of rough sleepers in Hobart, The Salvation Army recently partnered with Hobart City 
Mission to pilot a program, initially called Safe Night Space. It is now called Safe Space - 
Night Program (South) and this and similar operations have received government funding and 
have commenced in the North and North West of the State. In the State’s south, this 
intervention has the following features: 
 

Safe Space – Night Program (South) 
 
Safe Space Night Program (South) is a place to shelter overnight, rest and 
connect to support such as mental health services, drug and alcohol 
services, doctors and more permanent housing solutions. 
 
The Safe Night Space is: 
 
• Located at the YouthArc building - 44 Collins Street, Hobart. 
• Offering a place to sleep overnight (8pm – 7am) for people experiencing 
homelessness 
• Supplying all beds and bedding 
• Providing meals 
• Providing GP services by the Moreton Group (roughly once a week) 
• Providing clothes washing through Orange Sky Laundry (roughly once a 
week) 
• Accommodating males and females; and has some capacity to 
accommodate families. Up to 20 people per night 
• Staffed by two support workers on site each night 
• Connecting clients to Housing Connect and other services as required 
• Usually on a night-by-night basis but can negotiate an extended stay if a 
person is discharged from hospital into homelessness to allow for some 
recovery process. 
 

The Safe Space program is also available in Launceston and Burnie where it is operated by 
the Launceston City Mission and The Salvation Army repectively. Access to all Safe Space 
services is through Housing Connect. 
 
Other issues pertaining to the nature of service provision also persist. For instance, in 
Tasmania specifically, the introduction of a specialist housing worker in the prison was 
raised. Also, the planning officers, whose job it is to coordinate the support needs, are very 
much under resourced. Moreover, it appears that most facilities do not have pro-active mental 
health nurses, which points once again to a general problem of lack of staff resources. The 
evidence in Tasmania is that the resources in this area have not changed since the prison 
population was around 400. It is now approaching 700. 
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A common theme of the research and scholarship is that where infrastructure is established, 
resources are expended with no real expectation of outcomes simply due to the lack of 
housing. In a similar vein, the expectation that people who have never managed a tenancy 
before will succeed, is misplaced. The end result is that people cycle or churn through the 
systems – both emergency housing and the prison.  
 
Sector-based Recommendations 

 
 On the basis of the interviews and the background research, a number of recommendations 

pertaining to service provision and housing and prison issues are suggested. Specifically, all 
respondents were given the opportunity to sum up and provide some ‘key messages’ at the 
conclusion of the interviews. It is principally from this data that the following 
recommendations have been drawn.   

  
Communication and interagency collaboration 

• Incorporate a flag in the Corrections’ shared information system which will notify key 
stakeholders of significant dates (e.g., parole application dates). Incorporate 
throughcare into these data bases and streamline housing application processes. 

• Maintain the current communication and information sharing practices which foster 
good collaborative practices (it may be useful to have a cross sector review of these 
practices so as to inform innovative work going forward).    

• Provide living skills for people who will be living independently post-release. 
• Consider ways of reducing the barriers to housing which a criminal record attracts.  
• Highlight the benefits of being released on parole with supervision and support. 
• Explore an option for people to be able to refer to a post release program after they 

have been released if they are experiencing difficulties.  
• Clarify the process for securing housing support workers for clients deemed in need 

of such support. 
• Incorporate perspective on the positive outcomes in the system as well as the deficits. 
• Reward NGO service providers with extensions of funding based on performance 

rather than putting programs out to tender, and re-evaluate the competitive tendering 
environment to bring some flexibility into funding guidelines.  

• Ensure there is a strong focus on cross sector collaboration and support, especially 
where agencies are working under stressful conditions. 

 
Criminogenic need 
• Understand the special needs of the clients. 
• Emphasise trauma-informed practice.  
• Consider employment opportunities. 
• Address criminogenic need through adequate provision of prison programs. 
• Ensure equitable access to programs, especially literacy, across the prison. 
• Improve access across the prison to programs and education. 
• Revisit the concept of the prison farms to enhance employment opportunities. 
• Examine the prevalence of the view expressed by many inmates that it is inevitable 

they will return to prison because of being unable to find housing. 
• Assess peoples’ basic living skills to assess the need for independent living support. 
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• Consider the implications of institutionalisation on housing pathways post release and 
how they could be mitigated via pre-release programs.  

• Identify and cater to the special support needs of clients. 
 
Financial resources 
• Ensure people exiting prison have sufficient financial resources to transition into the 

community. 
• Ensure ex-prisoners have the financial means to cover housing and other needs upon 

release. 
• Tackle the issues surrounding “housing debt” both pre and post-release. 
 
Housing specific 
• Adopt a housing first approach - crisis shelters are not the answer for people exiting 

prison. 
• Build low cost housing that is integrated across the community. 
• Evaluate the efficacy of a public housing system which effectively does little else but 

maintains applications and advises people they will be put on the public housing wait 
list which has been variously estimated to comprise between three and four thousand 
people and the wait up to 18 months.  

• Create a ‘housing planning officer’ position within the prison. 
• Provide more accessible housing. 
• Streamline the housing process, as it can be complicated and confusing and hard to 

navigate. 
• Provide more access to housing support workers and provide clarity around the 

process of engaging one. 
• Provide transitional housing to ensure people are not released into crisis shelters or 

homelessness.  
• Ensure housing needs are assessed early in someone’s sentence and that HC referral is 

lodged. 
• Increase the number of affordable houses across a variety of suburbs. 
 
Maximise utility of current resources 
• Fully utilise the O’Hara units (on-site transnational housing units at Risdon) as they 

were intended incorporating a programed throughcare component. 
• Ensure that corrections policy is informed by input from, and take into account, the 

experiences of front-line workers.    
• Ensure that corrections policy is informed by input from, and take into account, the 

experiences of people with lived experiences, both from those who succeed in their 
rehabilitation as well as the recidivists.    

• Ensure that corrections policy is informed by world’s best practice.  
• Ensure the front-line workers are carefully selected for their ability to relate to ex-

prisoners and their needs.  
 
Parole specific 
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• Examine the process around the parole compliance, release dates, approval of suitable 
accommodation options and the availability of housing and why it comes up 
constantly as a barrier to post release housing. 

• Recognise the importance of having a parole address, as this pertains to the 
practicalities post release but also to create some peace of mind pre-release, to assist 
with other issues and dealing with prison life.  

• Scale up post release services (including housing) to encourage successful parole 
applications and reduce recidivism.  

• Acknowledge the benefits of supervision and support on parole. 
 
Policy input 
• Ensure people who are working at the coal face are consulted when policy decisions 

and funding allocation decisions are made. Funding needs to be targeted where it is 
most effective. 

• Ensure there are adequate financial resources post release. The Centrelink payment is 
inadequate and sets people up to fail.  

• Ensure that adequate financial resources are available to cover housing expenses on 
release (crisis shelters who do not have the capacity to cover the costs themselves).  

• Revisit the process around parole decisions and actual release dates to ensure that 
crisis beds are not held which could otherwise be utilised for other clients.  

• Acknowledge the successful completion, and foster the use of education/training 
programs, especially where they might enhance employability post-release. 

• Scale up evidence-based responses. 
• Make available transitional supported housing (i.e., scale up programs such as BTW). 
• Recognise the sector wide resource deficits in housing and related services. 
• Consider an option to facilitate referrals to a program following release, where 

peoples’ plans go awry - this may overcome the need to breach parolees resulting in 
reimprisonment. 

• Advocate for policy to be informed by front line workers and service users.  
• Ensure the consultation process involves service uses and specialist workers (e.g., a 

specialist Indigenous worker). 
• Ensure resource allocation is evidence based and outcome driven.  
• Emphasise the central role that stable housing takes in relation to other needs. 
•  Employ a community led approach to corrections and community safety. 
 
Reduce prison demand 
• Utilise court mandated diversionary alternatives (for example, in areas such as 

domestic violence, mental health and substance abuse). 
• Exercise caution in moving toward or use of mandatory sentencing. 
• Advocate for bail accommodation options. 
 
Research and education 
• Further investigate the phenomenon of people committing crime to return to prison to 

escape homelessness, where they can receive three meals a day and a roof over their 
head. 
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• Educate the public on the cost implications of carceral sanctions versus community-
based alternatives.  

• Highlight the many factors driving recidivism including institutionalisation and the 
many barriers facing ex-prisoners post release.    

• Examine the prevalence of post release substance abuse and recidivism brought on 
through inadequate housing and support (especially financial) and implement 
strategies to mitigate.  

• Investigate the reasons behind illicit drug use in the prison such as boredom due to 
lack of programs. 

 
Stigma 
• Highlight how stigma plays a part in employment opportunities post release. 
• Work toward cultural change in the community where ex-prisoners are accepted and 

not stigmatised.  
• Acknowledge the despair and lack of hope in securing housing after prison. 
• Accept the norm that the rules imposed by Housing Tasmania for re-entry to the wait 

list are essentially a lifetime ban from inmates ever accessing one of those properties 
again. 

• Recognise the reality of criminal record discrimination for people applying for 
housing. 

 
Throughcare  
• Ensure adequate post release supports are in place. 
• Ensure that participants in the Apsley unit (prison-based A&OD treatment program) 

are not exposed to illicit drug use as they reenter the prison’s general population on 
competition.  

• Ensure adequate funding of post release programs. 
• Establish in the early stages of release planning, whether or not an ex-prisoner is 

welcome to return to family or into former arrangements. 
•  Address the frustration felt by sector workers that throughcare has been much talked 

about, but not much is happening on the ground.    
•  Emphasise the importance of ensuring people with complex needs have integrated 

intensive support (e.g., which might mean physically taking them to post release 
appointments - not merely expecting them to turn up). 

• Consider working with families wherever possible to encourage familial post-release 
support.  

• Ensure adequate support is in place to assist with access to and custody of children. 
• Encourage, as much as possible, the fostering of pro-social interaction and 

relationships post release. 
• Ensure ex-prisoners have the required practical skills to access services including 

medical, transport, banking and Internet. 
• Consider the creation of support groups where ex-prisoners who are susceptible to 

relapse and have thoughts of returning to prison could support each other. 
• Enquire whether the Reunification Action Plan is being utilised and is useful. 
• Mandate throughcare planning to include post release housing and support. 
• Provide a structured and supported tenancy option.  



 62 

 
Perhaps in summary the final word on housing service provision for ex-prisoners with 
complex needs ought to be from the practitioners themselves. Their views are varied but 
nonetheless consistent and represent the wealth of experience and insight amongst those 
working directly in the field. Some final take-away messages:  
 

Not only do they [the homeless population] need that ‘Housing First’ approach, they 
also need support because we find often people that come out of communal settings 
like a prison where they’ve got comradery and a whole range of different things that 
actually going into a house that’s available away from all of your networks, can be 
good and bad in some situations. It’s actually quite traumatising for people to just be 
left. But we need that first step - we need to get them housed first ( ). 

 
We know that when people come out with support their opportunities for succeeding 
and successful reintegration are massively enhanced. Housing is significant, 
employment is a huge one. We’ve always talked about therapeutic reintegration 
services are massive as well. If we make a consideration just for one particular 
iteration of people that are experiencing or have had trauma in their lives, if we don’t 
deal with that underlying cause of that trauma, then that trauma is going to manifest 
itself in so many different things; in committing crime, in relationship breakdowns, in 
drug and alcohol substance abuse, it’s going to keep manifesting itself. If we don’t 
deal with that root cause analysis, that aspect, we’re going to have no capacity to 
actually support people ( ). 

 
I suppose the key things that come up for me, assessment for housing needs to 
commence at the beginning of somebody’s sentence. When they come into custody, it’s 
a question that should be asked as soon as they get in there and see someone - “where 
were you living at the time, what are your options?” They might say “yep, going back 
to my wife, going to mums” and that’s fine, that’s done. But if not, initial planning 
needs to happen at that stage. So, the HC referral in, so it can be up to one or two 
years earlier than we’ll get to do it. Three or four years earlier so that referral can be 
ticking away while they are in custody so, initial planning needs to happen very early 
on and referrals happening at that entry point ( ). 

 
I think for most of them, they’ve worked the system out and it’s almost like a safe 
environment even though we think it’s not. But sometimes, for some of them, it’s safer 
than out here. So, the difficulty is that if they don’t have accommodation they don’t 
get released on parole, they have no monitoring in the community. So then, they are 
released at the end of their jail sentence and there’s no parole. So, they don’t have 
accommodation but who cares, they don’t need it; they’re not out on parole. They’re 
out the door, they’re homeless, they’re used to being looked after so, quite a lot of 
them don’t have the living skills to manage outside. They’ve got no support and 
they’ve got nowhere to live so, to me it doesn’t make sense to do that ( ). 

 
Probably, and I’m being honest and the biggest thing I’d like to see and I don’t know 
if policy is going to address it is just obviously more accessible housing. But even 
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before you get to that, is just making the process more streamlined. You know, the 
housing process has changed a few times whilst I’ve been a social worker and it only 
appears to get more complicated ( ). 

 
It would be nice if they actually bothered to talk to the people that work on the ground 
before they write their policies or throw money at these programs and what not, 
because we’ve got some programs that have been funded by Commonwealth 
Government and this is crap. They’re not what people want. They’ve never bothered 
to ask prisoners ‘want do you want?’  Talk to the plebs that have to do the work, you 
know the pen pushers like myself, what will work, can you actually do this? Because, 
working in a prison, you’re quite restricted in what you can do ( ).  

 
Yeah, so I think that again, going back to that last point that ‘nothing good happens 
without stable accommodation’, and people often achieve sobriety and stability and 
things like effective medication for mental health and some effective program 
involvement for criminogenic needs and things like that while they are in custody, and 
come out at a point in their lives where they want to make some changes and that can 
be very quickly undone and any positive work that was done in the prison setting 
quickly evaporates if a person finds themselves homeless or without stable 
accommodation ( ). 

 
The other key message I would say is if we can tap into the culture in Tasmania of 
caring for people who are unhoused and move that towards culture that not only 
helps those that are unhoused but helps ex-offenders as being crucial helpful members 
of our community, with no stigma attached. If we can get some of the way to that; that 
would be brilliant. And that takes leadership from policymakers. That means, 
sometimes a bit of an investment in re-education, creating possible jobs for people 
who have been released. I’m not pretending to know all of the answers but seeing how 
it’s done elsewhere around the world; I think we can… Tassie’s got a unique position 
to do that ( ). 

 
One bottom line is that there simply needs to be more housing, in a variety of forms, to meet 
the widespread social demand for accommodation in Tasmania. Another is that suitable 
professional throughcare support and service provision is essential if ex-prisoners are to be 
settled back into the community in ways that will genuinely reduce or eliminate recidivism. 
Each of these are systemic issues and fiscal matters that ultimately go to the heart of the 
problem – and thus each is inherently about political choices and actions.  
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Prison Talk 

You are what and how you speak. Words matter. 
 
When people are sentenced to prison, the initial jolt is not just deprivation of liberty. It is the 
shock of having to learn a whole new set of words and meanings that each in their own way 
are fit for purpose in the carceral environment.  
 
‘Screw’ means prison officer. ‘Dog’ refers to someone who dobs in a mate to the authorities. 
Lots of words and loads of new interpretations are part and parcel of prison acclimatisation.  
 
Prison talk shapes prison life. It determines whose side we are on. It determines what our 
future trajectories will be.  
 
Consider this. Indigenous adults only comprise 2 to 3 per cent of the total Australian 
population, Indigenous children under 18 in the order of 5 per cent. Yet the over-
representation of Indigenous people in both adult and juvenile prisons frequently translates 
into a majority population inside (for example, over 50 per cent of all young people in youth 
detention centres around the country are Indigenous – the trauma and grief for this 
community is ongoing).  
 
The language ‘inside’, however, has attraction for impressionable people on the ‘outside’. 
Hearing the previously incarcerated speak, especially to each other, can be mystifying and 
strangely exhilarating for those who personally do not know the code. Learning the lingo, by 
going to that place, is not fear inspiring, particularly when it is filled with your familiars.  
 
The language of the prison therefore has its attractions beyond the detractions of its four 
walls.  
 
It also has its own peculiar ongoing repressive legacy.  
 
I met ‘Peter’ when he was on day release from maximum security at Risdon. He was, 
somewhat ironically in the circumstances, studying criminology at the university.  
 
In his last year of university, during the exam period, Peter was granted parole and shovelled 
out into the wider community. He quickly became known to others as, and reconfirmed for 
himself, ‘ex-con’. This label came to dominate his life, a process that he himself fostered to 
his advantage.  
 
For instance, Peter continued his studies, undertaking an Honours degree and later 
commencing a PhD. He worked part-time as a tutor during this period. Imagine the response 
when mid-tutorial Peter would announce to his class that he was an ex-con and then proceed 
to tell his criminology charges the ‘real story’ about life inside. Criminological study was 
never more ‘applied’ and ‘relevant’ than when Peter supplied the insights. 
 
But the manner of the ex-con, at least in Peter’s case, is to puff up and speak lots. It is to 
pontificate and to ‘know everything’, to stretch the limits of credibility, and to lean on 
experiences outside the ken of the everyday person. Peter’s status outside the prison very 
much depended upon his former status as prisoner. It became his stock coin in trade. His self-
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image was moulded by it, his speech patterns punctuated by expressive and explicit reference 
to his periods of imprisonment.  
 
Five years after release and Peter still relied upon secret prison knowledge, squirrelled away 
slang words, and public huff and bluff to make his mark on the community around him. He 
was unable to escape his past as now the past was what constituted his most precious resource 
in the present – a unique, compelling and colourful identity. He was a ‘someone’ precisely 
because he was ‘one of a kind’ in the academic cloisters that he now inhabited.  
 
Peter was locked in a linguistic cage of his own making; his self-worth intimately constructed 
on a platform of past transgression to which he was living memorial.  
 
By one of those strange quirks of fate, Peter found a job in another city, because of his 
academic expertise. Those hiring him did not care about his recent past. They did not care 
about his former illegal exploits. They wanted to employ someone whose knowledge of a 
particular field excelled their own.  
 
For Peter, this was a slow moment of revelation. Slow, because even as newly formed 
acquaintances and employment situation diminished the social power of his ex-con persona, 
his speech patterns took literally years to change.  
 
Today, Peter speaks like a free man. Exaggeration occasionally slips through, bluster surfaces 
once in a while. But as the prison talk receded, so too did the limited mentality to which it 
made reference. Now, the words he uses are suited to a different reality. Now, his speech is 
free of old affectations. Now, Peter is oriented toward the future – instead of being mired in 
the past.  
 
Prison talk has consequences for those inside, for those outside, and for those coming outside. 
It is a divide and conquer language of survival and coping. Yet far too often it also signals the 
death of hope and shredding of horizons.  
 
Some offenders ought to be in prison but many, indeed most, should not be there. There are 
other ways to define who we are and what we might become. There are other ways to punish, 
repair the harm and make things right.  
 
Without prisons, there would be no prison talk. We need fewer prisons.           
 
 
Rob White is Professor of Criminology in the School of Social Sciences at the University of 
Tasmania.  
     
Citation: White, R. (2018) ‘Prison Talk’, blog for Chatter Matters, Hobart, Tasmania. 
 
 

 



Prisoners of a Mindset 
 

Rob White, Professor of Criminology at the University of Tasmania, explains 
the failure of current models of imprisonment and explores opportunities for 
healthier outcomes  
 
If a person is sent to prison, chances are they will return to prison. In large measure, 
imprisonment does not deter, repair harm or prevent future crime and victimisation. Because 
of their very nature, prisons basically fail. 
 
Past and Present 
 
The difference between a 19th century convict and a 21st century prisoner couldn’t be clearer. 
One works hard doing useful things and subsequently finds a place in the local community; 
the other does little (or at least little that the public knows about) while separated from the 
rest of humanity. For the latter, ‘fitting in’ again is extremely difficult.  

The British Empire shipped off its rogues and villains, its poor and vulnerable, and its 
deviants and dangerous, to Van Diemen’s Land. The criminal and perishing classes were 
transported halfway around the world to suffer for their sins. Out of sight, out of mind.   

Leaving behind the poverty, squalor and choking smoke of industrial England or 
rebellious (and starving) Ireland, the convicts were made to work, and work hard, in order to 
live. Those who did not work were punished harshly and sent off to Port Arthur or returned to 
the Female Factory.  

But, in this distant place, these same people were integral to local transformations. In 
relatively short time they, too, were to become respected and respectable members of 
Tasmanian society. Their pasts (even if at first actively covered up and ‘forgotten’ due to a 
sense of ‘convict stain’) became increasingly irrelevant over time as a new community was 
forged.  

Indigenous people were systematically dispossessed. But for non-Indigenous convicts 
who had next to nothing, colonial life offered some reward.  
 Convicts, male and female, generally had a chance to work in the community. The 
work varied greatly, as did the conditions. For many, the traumas of childhood and the 
brutalities of home and street life in the old country remained present and carried into the 
future. For some, local employers were cruel. But not for all. Many grasped with open arms 
the chance to do something in a normal context – even if under coercive threat of the lash and 
the prison. Better to be outside and working for someone, than inside and working as 
punishment only.  

The convict had a future. Education and hard work counted much, as did the hope 
provided by the availability of employment across many trades, services and professions, and 
the possibility of marriage. Making a home in Tasmania (or on mainland Australia) was 
achievable once time was served.  

However, today, ex-prisoners are not valued, nor considered members of legitimate 
society. The stigma of ‘ex-con’ sticks – and repels. The only community-building here is in 
the society of captives.  

Now, being inside ruins chances outside. Outside, however, is inevitably where most 
prisoners end up. Ultimately we have to live with those we punish, yet we ostrasise people in 
the short term in ways that penalise them in the long term. Under these circumstances there 
are no winners, just victims and more victims.  
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Soft and Hard Options 
 
Imprisonment is a soft option. An expensive soft option, but soft nonetheless. We call prison 
the ‘hard’ option because we are lazy, ignorant and rarely consider the consequences of our 
opinions, policies, and actions.  
 We throw people into prison (wishing in some cases to also ‘throw away the key’), 
ostensibly because of their bad behaviour. There are the usual provisos that deprivation of 
liberty is itself meant to be the punishment. Banishment to the bedroom has its adult 
equivalent in the prison cell.  
 According to some, prisons are meant to be horrible places. ‘Harsh treatment will 
smarten you up,’ they say. ‘Discipline is good for the soul,’ they say. In practice, this easily 
translates into over-crowded cells, deprivation of normal human rights and activities (yes, 
including sex), and lack of empathy for any suffering that arises (the hypocrisy of those who 
ostensibly follow in the footsteps of their loving and forgiving God knows no bounds). Moral 
panics erupt when stories featuring so-called extravagant lifestyles emerge: of televisions, 
computers, healthy food and recreational opportunities.  

‘Do the crime, do the time’, they say. What they really mean is to lock individuals up, 
under brutal conditions, with others who may be similarly traumatised by life experience and 
inadequate care. ‘Shut up and suck it up,’ they say.  
 The message is clear: we do not care about you, because of what you have done and 
who you are. Yet, several months or years later, the imprisoned are somehow meant to exit 
these environments enlightened and reformed. A better person is not built by being locked in 
a room and shouted at or constantly living in fear. 

It is not only the controversies over prison conditions that reinforce the otherness of 
the imprisoned. It is also the invisibility of their daily travails and the depressing nature of the 
institutional regime itself. Many people enter the prison having experienced mental instability 
and emotional turmoil, which are exacerbated by the bleak and sensation-deprived place 
within which they now live. Coping with a problem is not the same as its allieviation.   

Over time, the doing of time does, however, becomes easier. To those pontificating on 
the outside, there is system and order. To those experiencing it on the inside, there is 
regularity, routine and little choice or accountability. When to wake up, eat, exercise and 
sleep are not at the prisoner’s will; hardly a recipe for developing greater personal 
responsibility.  
 Incarceration is not about learning to be a better person, to ponder the harms in which 
one is implicated, or to envisage a better life outside. It is about survival and sides, about 
knowing the difference between ‘us’ and ‘them’ (‘screws’ are the bad guys watching over us; 
‘dogs’ are those amongst us who dob us in to the screws). This is an embodied process. It 
defines who the prisoner is and is not. And this continues well after the gates have been 
opened.  
 
Difference and Deceit  
 
Prisons are filled with ‘social junk’, those who do not have the resources to buy a good 
lawyer, compensate the victim, pay the fine, live at a fixed address, return to work, address 
their addiction, find service for their intellectual disability or brain injury, or cope with 
intergenerational grief and systemic disadvantage.  

Some inmates are imprisoned for serious offences – murder and manslaughter must be 
socially acknowledged. Lines do have to be drawn somewhere.  

Nor can child sexual assault be ignored. Herein lie the exceptions to the general rule, 
for frequently these culprits are well-educated, employed, white, male and privileged, here 
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because of the gravity of the offence and the essential need for social protection through 
offender incapacitation.  

But most offenders are not in prison for such serious offences. Most, as well, are not 
inside for their offence only, but because of who they are and where they come from.  

The most serious harms in Australian society are those perpetrated by the white-collar 
and corporate criminal. More deaths, maiming and financial loss stem from the actions of 
those at the top end of town rather than those subject to postcode bias.  

Preventable workplace homicide is just one example; bank rip-offs are another. The 
Panama and Paradise papers reveal widespread corruption (moral and direct) amongst the 
world’s elites – paying taxes an affront to their perceptions of entitlement.   

In countries that still retain it (or, such as Trump’s America, want to expand it), 
capital punishment means punishing those without capital. The same logic extends to those 
who fill our prisons today.  

The deceit lies in allowing the wealthy to hide behind the corporate veil when we 
know that wrongdoing is rampant. The deceit resides in the defence of wealthy mates by 
wealthy mates who perennially make robust contributions to the political process. The deceit 
is in the rationalisations of those who find it hard to accept even the slap-on-the-wrist fine for 
what ought to be imprisonable offences.    

The so-called pillars of society have much to answer for. But mediascape attention 
directed at the down and out, the criminal family and the weekend fisticuff deflects the focus 
from elite criminality. And it is those without who pay the price.   
 
Duality of Responsibility 
 
Good citizenship is undermined by imprisonment. Prisons do not stop offenders being 
criminals. Many prisoners end up re-offending and therefore hurting new victims. 

Given this, we need to think about what happens before prison, as well as during 
prison and after prison. Offenders enter into prison with a lot of personal baggage and leave 
with even more.  Each addition weighs down their life chances even further. This raises 
questions about society and social resources in general. 
 The duality of responsibility is lost in the usual conversations about the ‘law and 
order’ problem. On the one hand, offenders who harm others ought to be held accountable in 
some way for their actions. On this, most reasonable commentators agree. On the other hand, 
and this is the side of the equation that makes the populist demagogue less than comfortable, 
society has a responsibility to care for its most vulnerable and marginalised. It is from these 
ranks that prisoners are most likely to be drawn.  
Where and when this does occur, circumstances are radically altered. In Scandinavian 
countries, for example, high taxes for all ensure that all have the benefit of free health, 
education, and welfare and services of the highest standard. Notably, Finland was recently 
reported to be the ‘happiest’ country on the planet, followed by last year’s winner, Norway. 
These countries also have crime and imprisonment rates amongst the world’s lowest.  

There are still prisons in these countries, but not many. Those who are put inside, 
however, are provided with extensive supports and opportunities to learn new skills and 
knowledge. The programs on offer reveal an intentional mission to prevent crime after 
release. The negative consequences of imprisonment are well known. But, in this case, they  
are responded to positively and institutionally. The forms of punishment are thus consciously 
shaped to minimise their harm and to maximise offender prospects 
  In these systems, offenders are respected as human beings. Offenders are cared for, 
and given every chance to redeem themselves and contribute something back to their 
community. The link is understood between simultaneously being offender and victim. 
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Like the Tasmanian convict of old, the offender is valued for what they can contribute 
now but also what they can contribute in future. They are thus valued for the person they may 
yet become.  

To achieve better outcomes in the Australian context, the best place for the offender is 
in the community. Instead of sit-down time, they can contribute something meaningful and 
reconnect with others in healthy and constructive ways.  

Consider how prisoners who help local communities after cyclones and bushfires are 
treated differently. Locals appreciate their efforts. The offenders likewise feel satisfaction in 
actually giving something to the community and doing good. They are ‘out there’ and 
everyone can see their hard work, their sweat and toil, their collective efforts, their passion to 
perform volunteer service.  

A freely chosen opportunity to give back is instrumental in repairing harm and 
addressing community need. It also makes people feel better about themselves. Surely this is 
a better alternative to making people languish in a failed prison system.  
 
 
Rob White is Professor of Criminology at the University of Tasmania. He has published extensively in 
criminology , sociology and youth studies, and has particular interest in  social, ecological and 
innovative justice. He is a member of the Tasmanian Sentencing Advisory Council.  
 
 
Citation: White, R. (2018) ‘Prisoners of a Mindset’, Island Magazine, #153: 68-71. Hobart.  
 



<ROBERT DOUGLAS WHITE, affirmed: [2.13 pm] 
<EXAMINATION BY MS BENNETT: 
MS BENNETT: Q. Professor, could you please tell the 
Commissioners your full name and professional address? 
A. I am Robert Douglas White, I am Emeritus Distinguished 
Professor of Criminology at the University of Tasmania. 
Q. And you've made a statement to assist this Commission; 
is that right? 
A. Yes, I have. 
Q. Have you read that statement recently? 
A. Yes, I have. 
Q. And are its contents true and correct? 
A. Yes, they are. 
Q. Thank you, Professor. Could you tell the 
Commissioners about how you came to be involved with Ashley 
Youth Detention Centre? 
A. I became involved in two different capacities: as a 
Professor of Criminology, obviously I was teaching Juvenile 
Justice and so I was familiar with the institutions of 
Juvenile Justice in Tasmania. 
The specific way in which I became familiar with 
Ashley was, I was a member of a special investigation team 
at the end of 2010 and 2011, and it was to investigate the 
death of a young boy at Ashley, and that's when I became 
very familiar with aspects of Ashley Youth Detention 
Centre. 
Q. And as part of that very familiar association, you 
visited Ashley Youth Detention Centre? 
A. We visited and we interviewed, I think, 29 staff - as 
a team we interviewed 29 staff and we had multiple visits 
of Ashley, yes. 
Q. So, when was this? 
A. This was mainly in 2011. 
Q. And, who asked you to do this? 
A. This was an investigation initiated from within the 
Department of Health and Human Services. 
Q. So, it was with the full cooperation of the department 
and the staff? 
A. Yes, it was established by the department. 
Q. Can you offer some reflections based on your 
observations of the physical space at Ashley; what's it 
like? 
A. The physical infrastructure of Ashley is, to put it 
crudely, is awful. It's incredible to think that we would 
house children and young people in that kind of a place. 
It's physically unattractive, it's basically a prison and 
we need to get beyond the euphemisms of calling it a 
detention centre, it really is a prison. It looks like a 



prison, it smells like a prison, it feels like a prison, 
it's physically unattractive and very oppressive. The 
colour scheme is such that basically there is no visual 
stimulation, and it's basically one large lock up; very 
cold and imposing kind of place. 
Q. What do you mean by cold and imposing? Can you tell 
the Commissioners about what causes you to use those 
descriptors? 
A. It's basically, it's basically a prison, that's all I 
can say, but it's not a modern contemporary prison, so in 
fact it doesn't incorporate any prison design or 
architectural design of a modern contemporary prison. 
COMMISSIONER BROMFIELD: Q. I believe in your statement 
you actually say that another person on your committee who 
was an officer in adult prisons was appalled by the state 
of Ashley. 
MS BENNETT: I think the Commissioner is referring to 
paragraph 13 of your statement, you say there you worked 
with an officer who said he had visited prisons all over 
the world, especially in the United Kingdom. Can you tell 
the Commissioners about that observation? 
A. He had been an adult prison corrections officer for 
over 30 years, he had visited the United States, Canada, 
all through Europe and other places, including the UK, and 
basically the moment he walked in the door he turned to me 
as an aside and said, "This is the worst institution that I 
have seen", and it's worst of any of the adult institutions 
that he had visited on his various study tours and so on. 
So, basically physically it was particularly uninviting, 
and when you think it's meant to be the home for children, 
it becomes even worse, but it's also a place where people 
work, so as a workplace as well as a place to live, it was 
oppressive. 
Q. These are observations that you made in 2011 and 2012, 
have you had any cause to go back since? 
A. No, not since. So, these are retrospective and 
they're very much directly related to that incident, and I 
was a member of both the special investigations team. 
After we submitted our report they put together a review 
steering committee to look at the implementation of the 
recommendations, and that group that I was part of, we kept 
going out to Ashley for another 18 months and our job was 
actually to try and review and assist the implementation of 
the recommendations, particularly around standard operating 
procedures. 
Q. While we're speaking about physical infrastructure, 
you mentioned the colour scheme and it being a dull 
environment; is that fair? 



A. Yes. So, there might have been some colour, but the 
colour itself was drab, it's sort of hard to describe. So, 
it's not necessarily that it was all grey, but even if 
there was a reddish colour, it would be a drab reddish 
colour. So, the colour scheme was just visually 
unexciting. 
Q. Was there anything that reflected a cultural safety 
for First Nations or Indigenous children? 
A. In 2010, 2011, 2012, I don't recall anything like 
that. 
Q. You say in your statement, around paragraph 12, that 
the atmosphere was one of cold indifference on the part of 
those living and working there. Can you tell us why you 
say that? 
A. I need to qualify that a little bit. I'll say that, 
from the point of view of the support staff, the 
therapeutic staff, the education workers and so on, I got 
the sense that there was a - a mission and there was some 
enthusiasm about the work that was being done. That sense 
of coldness and indifference was really amongst what I 
would consider the custodial staff. Again, a misnomer, 
they were called youth workers but I think again that's a 
euphemism that describes basically people who lock people 
up, and I found that there was the sense that, "Well, this 
is a job". 
Q. You speak in your statement about social 
infrastructure, what do you mean by that concept? 
A. Well, that's what I mean in terms of the workforce, 
and obviously any institution's going to have multiple 
components to that workforce. Most of my negative comments 
and remarks have to do with the so-called youth workers. 
We interviewed 29 different people, most of whom were 
amongst the youth workers, but also included medical staff, 
the nurse, for example. But the sense I got - and later as 
part of the review team the sense we got, there's quite a 
bit of resistance to having outsiders talking to them or 
questioning how they did their job, and certainly a 
resistance to some of the implementation of new standard 
operating procedures and so on. 
Q. I think you say in your statement that there was an 
orientation towards control and a lock-up mentality; how 
did that manifest itself? 
A. Well, basically that's how the so-called youth workers 
saw their role: it was basically to provide security and, 
in their terms security meant basically to make sure that 
the kids are locked up and that there's secure movement 
through the institution. So, there's nothing particularly 
innovative or progressive about the role of the youth 



worker: again, it's a misnomer to call them youth workers 
because the usual sense of the word youth worker means it's 
a professional youth and community worker who works to 
support children and to address their immediate needs. 
This is by no means what we mean by youth worker in the 
case of Ashley. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. Could I just follow up on that? We 
know now that some of them have, I think it's a certificate 
qualification, I think it might be Certificate IV. Were 
the people that you talked to then qualified in that way? 
Is that an improvement, and do you have any views about 
that particular qualification? 
A. Well, it depends on what the qualification is and what 
it's for. 
Q. Yes. 
A. So, usually a Certificate IV is a basic qualification 
and often, but not always, it's a tick and flick exercise. 
Q. Yes, okay. 
A. So, it's substantively not particularly onerous and 
doesn't really do much more than provide minimal training, 
but it's not training as a youth worker, it's training as a 
custodial, and there's a big difference. There was 
additional training and in-service training relating to, 
say, first aid, but then the question is, how do you 
professionalise that workforce to incorporate a whole range 
of their skills and knowledge into a supportive 
rehabilitative process, and certainly that wasn't part of 
it. 
Q. And is that possible when you're taking people whose 
level of qualification is not very high at the time and not 
oriented to being a youth worker, you could take this group 
of people and bring them up to the level, or leaving aside 
the cultural issues which I think you were talking about, 
is that possible? 
A. Well, I think it is, but you have to have the proper 
training and education scheme in place, and it has to be 
both in-service and pre-service, so that you have to couple 
it, and it has to be ongoing, because issues and our 
concepts are changing, so you need continuous education of 
any workforce, but particularly when you're talking about 
Human Services, and that's how I'd construct this activity, 
it's Human Services, but it's actually in practice comes 
simply as lock-up and corrective services, but not a Human 
Service as such. 
MS BENNETT: Q. Do you have any observations you can 
offer the Commissioners about how accountability was 
perceived within the staff at Ashley at the time that you 
were involved? 



A. Okay, again, mainly concentrating on the custodial 
staff, that is the youth workers, the impression we got was 
basically a lot of people coming up with rationales and 
reasons for why the particular event happened, but nothing 
that directly squared with taking responsibility and 
accountability amongst themselves, either individually or 
as an institution. 
So, the general response tended to be along the lines 
of, "Well, this is the first time this has happened with 
us, it's never happened before", rather than saying what 
are the specific conditions, and without going into details 
of this particular death, the specific conditions were 
horrendous and for those who have looked at this case 
there's absolutely no excuse why this event should have 
happened, but beyond that, there's also that notion that, 
"Well, we've been doing this kind of stuff for a long time 
and that's just how we roll". 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. And "we haven't had any deaths 
before"? 
A. Yeah. 
Q. "This is unfortunate"? 
A. Yeah, "This is an accident". The underlying premise 
is that, "Oh well, this is an accident, this is an 
unforeseen accident", rather than, "This is something we 
could have stopped if we'd engaged in risk adverse kind of 
professional activity". 
MS BENNETT: Q. And that kind of professionalism that 
you're talking about, as I understand your statement, you 
think that was lacking as a mindset and as a cultural 
approach; is that a fair observation? 
A. Absolutely, and in fact it's not just my opinion, it's 
the opinion of the special investigation team. There are 
six of us on the team and basically the report itself, 
that's one of the key things that we point out is the lack 
of professionalism. And even in cases where people 
appeared to be well meaning, there is a demonstration of 
that lack of professionalism. 
Q. Can you give the Commissioners an example of what you 
mean by that? 
A. What I mean by that is somebody talking about this 
young boy who died and saying, "Well, as a mother I know 
that, when I deal with my kids, this is how I deal with 
them", so talking as a mother rather than as a professional 
about how they would deal with these issues and that 
manifests in certain types of practice. And the practice 
in this case was that the custodial officers were outside 
the cell asking the boy if he was okay and he was saying, 
"Yeah, I'm okay", and they're accepting that at face value, 



and this is a boy who had been vomiting and vomited all 
over himself and a few hours later was dead. 
Q. You made a number of observations -- 
COMMISSIONER BROMFIELD: Sorry, Ms Bennett, can I just? 
MS BENNETT: Please. 
COMMISSIONER BROMFIELD: Q. I appreciate the example in 
terms of a lack of professionalism, but you also speak in 
your statement about more than a lack of professionalism, 
you talk about a lack of empathy. 
A. Again, I wouldn't want to generalise across all of the 
youth workers because I think that's unfair, but there were 
some where, if you look at the transcript you're not gonna 
pick that up, right; but if you're talking face-to-face 
with somebody, then you pick up the vibe and the vibe in 
this case was that they just didn't care. The lack of 
empathy struck me, and this was by somebody who was a 
senior youth worker at the time, and I was just astonished 
and appalled actually. And, of course, as we were doing 
the interviews you can't challenge that or you can't give 
anything away, but afterwards we as an investigation team 
discussed that at length and that's reflected in some of 
our comments in the report that we submitted to the 
department. 
Q. Given it was in the context of a formal interview, did 
it strike you - I'm trying to phrase this question - I 
suppose it strikes me that that is the kind of context 
where you'd be motivated to put your best foot forward. 
So, is it more striking then to demonstrate a lack of 
empathy in the context of a formal investigation? 
A. I was astonished, and really, the sense I got was, 
that the person wasn't even being defensive, so there was 
none of that defensiveness that was coming across in their 
body language or their voice or anything, they were just 
trying to state it matter-of-factly, that "this is how we 
do stuff around here", it was presented back to us that 
this was, "Stuff happens, it's an accident". They didn't 
use the word "accident" but that's how they were sort of - 
the feel of what they were saying was along those lines. 
And the abrogation of both specific responsibility for the 
case happening and also the transfer of responsibility to 
the young person implicitly and saying, "Well, basically 
they died because they were saying they were okay". So, 
yeah, amazing stuff actually. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. So, is this to do with the fact 
that these children were regarded as "other", they weren't 
really real children, they were - is that what it's about? 
Is that why there's a custodial mentality? 
A. No, again, different youth workers present in slightly 



different ways. 
Q. Yes. 
A. So, a couple of them said, "We've known this kid, the 
kid's spent a lot of his life in Ashley and they actually 
quite like the kid, they said that explicitly, they felt 
comfortable, they felt sad that he'd died and so on, so 
there was feelings of empathy amongst these people but it 
was in a sense misplaced because it was personalised rather 
than professional. 
Q. Yes. 
A. But on the part of this particular person, the senior 
youth worker it was like, "Well, it happened, we've been 
here for 10 years, this is how we do things around here". 
Then some of the chickens came home to roost a bit later 
when we were doing the review and implementation of 
recommendations, and you could just see the resistance to 
the idea, "Well, this is extra work for us" -- 
MS BENNETT: Q. I wanted to ask you about that, if I 
could pause you there, if I could ask you to silence your 
phone for me. 
A. Sure. 
Q. How did you perceive that resistance to manifest 
itself? What did it look like? Well, perhaps we should go 
back, sorry, let's do this chronologically. You did your 
review, you spoke with these people, you made your 
observations and you did a report; is that right? 
A. Yes. 
Q. I think you've summarised the key findings and key 
observations from that report, paragraph 21 of your 
statement, and importantly there's a lack of risk-based 
decision-making, the youth workers were not professional 
and there was a lack of formal approach to the delivery of 
care, a failure to provide humanitarian conditions, and 
training provided to staff was inadequate, they were 
trained to lock kids up and perhaps they were given a bit 
of first aid training but little or inadequate training was 
provided in the area of critical incidents. That's a 
summary of your -- 
A. (Witness nods.) 
Q. You provided that report to the department? 
A. To the department, yep. 
Q. What happened next? After you provided that report 
you were provided - what happened next? 
A. There was four of us then asked to be part of a review 
committee to monitor and review the implementation of 
recommendations; most of that work involved advising on the 
introduction of new standard operating procedures and to go 
for visits, periodic visits to Ashley and talk to the 



manager, to talk to some of the workers and get a sense of, 
are new things being put into place, and for 18 months we 
did that. 
Q. And that's the standard operating procedures that you 
were just saying to the Commissioners you felt there was 
resistance to the implementation? 
A. Yes, we got the sense, by some of the youth workers, 
that it was a burden, that it was an additional workload, 
that basically, if you're doing lock-up work, why are you 
getting us to do all this other stuff? So, there was that 
sense in conversations and also, again, body language, 
stuff that sometimes is not tangible but you're picking it 
up. 
Q. So, you monitored that implementation of the new 
standard operating procedures for 18 months; is that right? 
A. My estimate was around 18 months that we were 
involved, and then it stopped. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. And, how did it stop? Sorry, I may 
have anticipated you, do you want to follow up with that, 
Ms Bennett? 
MS BENNETT: Q. Just before we get to why did it stop, I 
just wanted to ask you further about the resistance. Did 
you observe that resistance to change at all levels? 
A. Well, in fact, we discussed it with the manager 
because he was concerned about that issue as well. 
Q. What was the nature of his concern? 
A. Well, the resistance and just that, if you're trying 
to undertake cultural change, then sometimes there are 
sections of the troops who are resisting that change, and 
that was clear to senior manager as well as to us when we 
were discussing it with people. 
Q. And, among the youth workers who were resisting 
change, were they junior, were they senior, what was the 
general profile? Was there a general profile? 
A. No, it would be a mix, and it's not every - not every 
person would be resisting but there was certainly 
resistance. 
Q. I think Commissioner Neave then asked you, what 
happened towards the end of your review, you continued 
these reviews, you reported back, I take it? 
A. We reported back to another section within the 
Department of Health and Human Services, and we'd been 
doing this I think it was around eight - it might have been 
12 months but I think it was around 18 months, and then the 
communication stopped and there was no explanation, we 
just -- 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. So, you were communicating but not 
getting anything back from the department or? 



A. We were having regular meetings as a monitoring group 
and they were set up through the department and then we 
would go to Ashley and do some stuff there, but we could do 
some stuff remotely because of standard operating 
procedures and that kind of thing. Then to me it appeared 
suddenly and all of a sudden there was no more contact and 
when we were asking about it they said, "Well, the group's 
no longer in existence", and it's partly because the person 
who we were reporting to, she was moved somewhere else 
within the department, somebody else moved in to oversee 
the monitoring and review group, but that meant the end of 
the group because we never met again. 
MS BENNETT: Q. So, it was a reform steering committee, 
was that your committee as far as you know, comprised of 
oversight the implementation of recommendations from the 
CAT and SRI reports? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And that was chaired by the Deputy Secretary for 
Children, was that your recollection? 
A. Our group was chaired by the Director of Nursing, I 
think, . 
Q. And, who did you report to? 
A. We reported to -- 
Q. ? 
A. , I think, yes. Again, I'm trying to 
remember all the -- 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. And she was then moved, have I got 
that right? 
A. That's my recollection, yes. 
MS BENNETT: Q. Had your recommendations been 
implemented at the time you finished carrying out your 
monitoring function? 
A. They were being implemented, so it was a process. 
Q. What I'm asking is: did you stop doing it because the 
job was done and done properly? 
A. No. No. And, in fact, one of the clear things that - 
and we were quite keen to keep the monitoring going - one 
of the clear things was that it had to be a continuous 
process well into the future, because that was the way to 
have culture change and to make sure that - you can have a 
whole bank of new standard operating procedures, but if you 
don't do your monitoring and auditing, then they can just 
be ignored like the previous ones were. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. Can I ask you who was head of the 
department at that time, do you remember? We can find out, 
but I'd be interested to know? 
A. I know the name but I'm -- 
Q. It's gone. 



A. It's gone, yeah. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: That's all right, we can follow up on 
that, thank you. 
MS BENNETT: Q. You say in your statement that there 
were no alternatives to Ashley as a detention facility. 
Tell us about the significance of that in the context of 
remand. Was remand treated as a different category, in 
your observation? 
A. Well, in Tasmania we've had a longstanding issue with 
putting juveniles on remand and then putting them into 
detention, in part because of the lack of alternatives for 
young people, depending on which part of the state they're 
living in. So, if you're not living at home and you're in 
a vulnerable situation, you would often be put into remand 
which means that you're put into detention. And over time, 
I mean, as a criminologist we know that often it was well 
meaning police and magistrates doing this because they were 
concerned about the kids because the kids had nowhere else 
to go, but we've had series of reports from the Criminology 
Research Council from the Children's Commissioner's various 
reports and so on that I have looked at the use of remand 
and unfortunately it's mainly due to the lack of adequate 
housing or alternative places to put kids. 
Q. So there's a relationship there between out-of-home 
care and intersects with the Juvenile Justice System; is 
that fair? 
A. That's another issue. 
Q. What is it about that issue? 
A. So, you can have - there's a lot of crossover, we know 
nationally a lot of crossover between children in 
out-of-care child protection type systems who end up being 
put into the juvenile system for a variety of reasons, 
partly because of background and activities, but also, it's 
part of the movement from one silo to another, so there's a 
lot of crossover. 
Q. Then there seems to be another relationship you 
identify in your statement at around paragraph 52 about the 
relationship between Ashley and Risdon; can you tell the 
Commissioners about what the flow-through is like between 
those two? 
A. Yeah, I've reflected on this and I think the key 
question is, is there anybody who's been at Ashley who 
hasn't ended up at Risdon Prison? So, invert the question, 
because when I've looked at this in the past it was very 
hard to find any of the young people who have been at 
Ashley who haven't ended up in the adult prison system, so 
it's really an indictment of the pipeline. 
Q. Speaking as a criminologist, is that in any way 



normal, that a youth facility would have, it seems, such 
rates of recidivism? 
A. Um, no, not really. The fact is that coercive 
institutions like prisons, whether it's a youth prison or 
an adult prison, have a tendency to fail precisely in this 
way. So, if you put somebody into, say, a youth prison 
there is a whole bunch of things that accompany that, 
detachment from home, from school, a whole bunch of things, 
but also the stigma that's attached to spending time 
inside, all that then generates a track record which makes 
it more difficult for young people to succeed into the 
future and a similar process with the adult prisons as 
well. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. Just to follow up on that, would 
you say that statistically it's worse in Tasmania than in 
some of the other states? I understand the relationship 
between being in Youth Detention and ending up in an adult 
prison; is that more likely to happen here, less likely, 
about the same, do you have any feeling for that? 
A. I'd probably - okay. It's very difficult to do direct 
comparisons of Tasmania with other states and territories. 
Q. Of course, yep. 
A. Because we have, relatively speaking, a small 
population of both young people in detention and the adult 
prison compared to many other jurisdictions. 
Q. Yes. 
A. We are unique in the sense, though, that because of 
our size that, when you've only got one Youth Detention 
Centre and one adult prison in essence, or a prison system, 
then that pipeline becomes more clear. So, it's a very 
clear relationship and it's virtually 100 per cent. 
MS BENNETT: Q. Tell the Commissioners, you speak in 
your statement about green criminology, I'd like to ask you 
to explain what you mean by that and what its role might be 
in preventing that re-offending? 
A. Green criminology refers to taking into account issues 
relating to the environment. And, in the specific case of 
rehabilitation, for example, green criminologists and 
mainstream criminologists would be interested in looking at 
how young people can do meaningful, creative, energising 
activities associated with the environment: it could be 
partly about learning about the environment. So, there are 
Indigenous programs worldwide which are not simply about 
connecting the country but also doing environmental related 
activities. 
There are various programs that involved - a 
particularly good one is the skill mill based in the UK 
where they have young people engaged in a series of 



reclamation projects and cleaning up the waterways in the 
UK. People are learning about plants and botany and all 
that kind of stuff, so they're developing a whole bunch of 
different kinds of knowledge. It's physical, a lot of it, 
so the physicality of this kind of activity. 
The analogy as well, not just the environment as such, 
but would be, when we've had various kinds of natural 
disasters, whether it's cyclones in Queensland or bushfires 
here in Tassie, when prisoners have gone out and done 
volunteer work they've been regarded really differently by 
the local community because they're doing something and 
they're doing something that's physical and they feel good 
about doing that, they're outside breathing fresh air and 
basically providing something back to the community, so 
there's a whole bunch of benefits associated with 
environmental projects specifically and just giving back 
more generally. 
Q. And in the context of Indigenous children and young 
people, that involves consultation with local First Nations 
communities, I assume? 
A. Yes. 
Q. And is that something you saw any evidence of in your 
time working in the Ashley context? 
A. No, we didn't deal with that specifically, but there 
has been a longstanding program of Indigenous young people 
who spent time at Ashley going to an island and going 
through cultural education and stuff with Indigenous 
elders. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. That's the Clarke Island program? 
A. Yep. 
Q. I'm sorry, I can't remember the Aboriginal name for 
it. Is that still going, that program, do you know? 
A. I'm not sure. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Okay, thank you. 
MS BENNETT: Q. My learned friend for the state tells me 
it was defunded a little while ago. I want to ask you a 
final question which is, what would you say to the 
Commissioners about how to change Ashley? What needs to 
shift, in your view, coming from your perspective and with 
your experiences? What needs to shift? 
A. I know I've only got limited time. Okay, the negative 
is, I would raze Ashley to the ground. I would destroy the 
physical infrastructure tomorrow, I wouldn't wait, and we 
don't have three years of transition: I would get rid of it 
immediately and transfer the children to other places, 
houses, secure houses or whatever, but I would certainly 
knock it down. 
On the positive side, I think that what we need is a 



rethink of the philosophy and the mission of Juvenile 
Justice, and we know worldwide that the best Juvenile 
Justice practice is driven by about six key propositions: 
one is justice re-investment, so don't put your money in 
physical infrastructure, bricks and mortar of a prison, put 
your money into community and housing and projects at the 
community level. 
Restorative justice is about repairing the harm and 
bringing people meaningfully into the process of 
accountability, so restorative justice, but making 
restorative justice not simply at the front-end but make it 
the centre of your Juvenile Justice system, so the most 
problematic and troubled and vulnerable and marginalised 
children are often those who don't get a chance to go 
through a juvenile conferencing system because that's only 
dealing with trivial offending and first-time offenders. 
What we need is to put restorative justice at the centre. 
A third thing is a trauma-informed approach because 
many of the children that we're describing in places like 
Ashley come from extremely vulnerable backgrounds and we 
need to talk about issues such as drug and alcohol use and 
mental illness and cognitive impairment and brain injury, 
and trauma-informed care is really important as part of 
this approach. 
Another component is mentoring. Mentoring for me is 
huge for young people, and the mentor doesn't have to 
necessarily be a member of their family but somebody who 
they respect: it could be a sportsperson, it could be a 
musician, it could be other people who want to go back in 
and work with young people, but it's all about respect. 
So, that's another component. 
Two other things in passing I would say as well: the 
age of criminal responsibility, let's align ourselves to 
the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 
and make it 18. Does that mean we're not going to deal 
with children who commit crimes under 18? No, of course it 
doesn't, but it means that we approach it very differently. 
So we take it out of the punishment regime and put it into 
a rehabilitation and restorative regime. 
The sixth thing I would do is talk seriously about 
therapeutic jurisprudence, which basically is a fancy way 
of saying, many of the children that we're talking about 
need support. We have a Drug Court in Tasmania, we can 
learn from the example of the Drug Court, and deal with 
underlying issues rather than the superficial issues of the 
offending itself. So, take a deep dive into, why do people 
act out in the way they act out. 
What we need in essence is a holistic multi-pronged 



approach that puts relationships at the centre, and we have 
to always remind ourselves that we're dealing with children 
and we're dealing with the most vulnerable marginalised 
children in our society. That's the short answer to all 
this. 
And, I'll complete the answer with one final comment: 
that more than simply restorative justice as conflict 
resolution, we need to have a restorative ethos ingrained 
in our institutions. We can do it, we have examples here 
in Tasmania of some primary schools that have got a 
beautiful restorative ethos where basically it's premised 
on three ideas: respect yourself, respect others and 
respect our place. If you get everybody on-line doing 
that, so the teachers, the groundskeepers, the accountants, 
the youth workers, if we can instil that, then you have a 
restorative ethos and it works way much better. 
MS BENNETT: Please the Commissioners, those are the 
questions I had for Professor White. 
COMMISSIONER BROMFIELD: No questions, but thank you very 
much for your evidence. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Q. I just wanted to ask, there are 
always difficulties in transposing models from elsewhere 
into a particular context, but if we were to be looking at 
other models, where would we look, within Australia, let's 
say? 
A. I think that we can establish the Tasmanian model. We 
are a small jurisdiction, we are in a sense a 
self-contained island; we're not talking about a huge 
number of children, and I think that we can learn from many 
jurisdictions on the mainland and worldwide, but those 
propositions that I've just put forward, if you distil the 
essence of that, what we need is community-based, what we 
need is small institutions. 
So, if we're going to have an institution where we 
need some kind of secure accommodation, make it a house; 
and rather than isolating and segregating our children who 
are in trouble and who are troublesome, we need to surround 
them with professional support and with mentors. That's 
the way to do it. 
MS BENNETT: Please the Commissioners. 
PRESIDENT NEAVE: Thank you very much, Professor White, 
that was very helpful. 
 








































































