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NOTES


Production of documents


To comply with this Notice to prepare a document or statement, please consult the 
Commission’s Practice Direction 3 – Production of Documents and Document Management 
Protocol published on its website: https://www.commissionofinquiry.tas.gov.au/home.


Confidentiality and legal professional privilege


The Commission has published (and may continue to publish) practice guidelines on its 
website relevant to claims of confidentiality and legal professional privilege: https://
www.commissionofinquiry.tas.gov.au/home.
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SCHEDULE


DEFINITIONS


Any terms defined in the Order of Her Excellency Professor the Honourable Kate Warner AC 
under section 4 of the Act dated 15 March 2021 (the Order) have the same meaning in this 
Notice.


child sexual abuse includes, in addition to those things set out in the definition in the Order, 
allegations or incidents of inappropriate behaviour or misconduct which may constitute child 
sexual abuse, boundary breaches by an adult, and harmful sexual behaviour displayed by a 
child.


Detention Offence means an offence committed by a detainee as defined by sections 139 
and 143 of the Youth Justice Act 1997 (Tas).


harmful sexual behaviours includes sexual behaviour in children which can range from 
behaviours that are developmentally inappropriate or problematic in terms of a child's own 
development to those that are coercive or sexually aggressive towards other children or 
adults.


including means including without limitation.


Official has the same meaning as in the Order and includes members, officers, employees, 
associates, contractors or volunteers (however described).


Royal Commission means the Royal Commission into Institutional Reponses to Child 
Sexual Abuse established on 11 January 2013.


National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse means the scheme given 
effect by the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth 
Powers) Act 2018 (Tas).


A. REQUEST FOR A STATEMENT


You should answer these questions based on your own knowledge. In answering the 
questions, you may refresh your memory by checking any document in your possession or 
which you can access.


If you have no knowledge to be able to answer a question, you are not required to seek out 
and obtain that knowledge. In that case, you can respond to the question with a statement 
that you do not know about the matter and cannot answer.


The questions are to be answered in the order in which they are asked. You can provide 
any additional information at the end of your statement.


The Background information contained in Annexure C is provided to assist you to 
understand why the questions are being asked. If you do not agree with any part of the 
background section then you should identify the area of disagreement in your statement. 
However, you are not required to respond to the Background section unless you have 
knowledge of a matter which makes you think that the Background section is incorrect or 
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incomplete.
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I am trained in a number of child development focused/ attachment 
informed behavior management approaches, and experienced using 
these in practice to support young people in their development. As well, 
as a CFHN I have participated in professional supervision of my practice 
when working with adolescents to ensure my practice approach is 
trauma informed and based on meeting the needs of the young person. 


14. Did you complete any further educational qualifications during your time 
working at Ashley Youth Detention Centre? If yes, provide details.


Yes. 


I commenced a Master of Social Work in 2019 (UTAS) whilst working at AYDC. 
I have since completed this qualification in 2020. 


15. Did you receive any induction or training when you began working at 
Ashley Youth Detention Centre?


I received some basic induction training regarding security in the Centre from 
the security manager. There was no formal induction training given to me 
related to my role, policies and procedures or how the Centre operated. 


I was provided a folder of information which contained information on a 
change program that was in place at the time. I sought out further induction as 
required from the training officer at the time, and participated in relevant 
induction training when new youth worker staff were inducted. 


I also attended education on Foetal alcohol spectrum disorder.  


16. Did you receive any further training in the course of your work at Ashley 
Youth Detention Centre? If yes, provide details.


I attended training that I arranged for myself: 


Holding Firm- Australian Childhood Foundation – Trauma informed 
approaches to working with young people in Juvenile Justice. 


LGBTQI training


Manager Essentials training


Staff training and support


17. At any time during the course of your work at the Ashley Youth Detention 
Centre, did you receive training in any of the following:


(a) record keeping and reporting, including with regard to mandatory 
reporting as well as incidents of violence or other inappropriate 
behaviour by detainees or Officials;


No


(b) behavioural management techniques for detainees, including 
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No


If yes, provide details.


Policies and procedures


18. As far as you were or are aware, during the course of your work at Ashley 
Youth Detention Centre:


(a) What was the policy or procedure which governed the use of isolation 
facilities?


I am aware of the existence of the policy that detailed the procedure that 
governed the use of Isolation, and I referred to this policy on occasion, if 
required. However, my role was not directly involved in the use of 
isolation, nor were the staff I supervised responsible or involved in 
decisions regarding use of Isolation, for this reason I am knowledgeable 
that the policy existed, but did not directly use this policy/ procedure in 
my work in the Centre. 


(b) What was the policy or procedure which governed the use of unit 
bound practices?


I am not aware of a specific policy/ procedure related to unit bound 
practices. These decisions were made based on the colour level of young 
people based on the Behavioural Development System (BDS). My 
Understanding is this decision was made by the Operations Manager/ 
CST group based on a young person was on Red colour, and determined 
that there was a security risk with them being in the general Centre. My 
understanding is this was made on a case-by-case basis, by the 
Operations Manager/ Centre Manager/ Operations Coordinator or CST 
group. 


(c) What was the policy or procedure which governed personal searching 
of detainees?


I am aware of the existence of the policy that detailed the procedure for 
personal searches of detainees, and could locate this policy if required. 
However, my role was not directly involved in personal searches of 
detainees, and no staff in my team or that reported to me conducted 
personal searches of detainees, so this was not a policy I directly used in 
my time in the Centre. Also, as my role was a shared management role, 
and oversight of management policy work was allocated to Mr Terry 
Whiteley, I did not have any management role or oversight of this policy. 


(d) What was the policy or procedure which governed the use of force 
towards detainees?


I am aware of the existence of the policy that detailed the procedure that 
governed the use of force. However, my role was not directly involved in 
the use of force, nor were the staff I supervised responsible or involved 
in decisions regarding use of force. For this reason, I am knowledgeable 
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Yes there was an AYDC incident reporting procedure that I was familiar 
with as far as it related to my role (attachment 4). This procedure was 
the process for recording incidents involving detainees and detainees’ 
behaviour. 


I did not have any direct role in this procedure, however as member of 
the CST group I was aware of how and when incidents must be 
recorded. As well, in my role supervising the Conference Convener 
position I was aware of incident reporting required for the Conferencing 
process. 


Incidents classification was determined by the seriousness, as either a 
Recorded Incident, Minor Incident or Detention Centre offence. 
Detention Centre Offences are defined by the Youth Justice Act (1997). 


The Behavioural Development System (BDS) (attachment 2) described 
the classification of incident types.   


I was also aware in my role as manager PS&P of incidents that required 
reporting related to workplace health and safety in the Safety Reporting 
and Learning System. (SRLS).    


(i) Was there any policy or procedure in place requiring the reporting of 
misconduct or potential misconduct by Officials, including in relation 
to mandatory reporting obligations? If yes, what was that policy or 
procedure?


Not that I was aware of. 


(j) Was there any policy or procedure in place regarding mandatory 
reporting requirements in relation to conduct by Officials, detainees 
or others? If yes, what was that policy or procedure?


I was not aware of any specific policy/ procedure regarding mandatory 
reporting by staff in the Centre. My understanding is that all state service 
employees are bound by mandatory reporting requirements according to the 
Children, Young Persons and their Families Act (1997). 


(k) Were there any other policies or procedures which were known to you 
and that you consider particularly relevant to Ashley Youth Detention 
Centre?


In your answer, please identify where standard practice did not align 
with these policies.


19. How were Officials made aware of and trained in those policies?


The Training Officer ran an induction program, where staff were orientated to 
relevant policies in the workplace. However, I did not have oversight of this 
induction process, so I am unaware of the extent to which staff were orientated 
to these policies/ procedures. 
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20. How was compliance with those policies monitored?


Compliance with policies is the responsibility of each staff member, and their 
direct manager to ensure they are aware of the policy and comply with this. I am 
aware that at times, when a new policy was implemented, staff were required to 
read/ familiarise themselves with the policy. I am unsure how this was 
recorded, as I did not have oversight/ management of policy compliance. 


Clinical Practice at Ashley Youth Detention Centre


21. What did you see as the respective roles to be played by:


(a) the Professional Services team;


(b) the Health team;


(c) the Operations team; and


(d) the team working in the Ashley Youth Detention Centre school?


22. In your answer, please identify to which department these roles reported.


a) The Professional Services team - provided Case management and 
rehabilitation support to young people, through assessment, professional 
support, coaching and mentoring, identification of rehabilitation 
pathways and programs, programs of recreation and wellbeing, as well 
as conferencing (conflict resolution, mediation and conferencing for 
Detention Offences under the YJ Act) as well as exit planning to 
reconnect with the community supports when returning to the 
community. As well, the Case management team prepared pre- 
sentencing reports.  The Manager of PS&P chaired the Multi-disciplinary 
Team (MDT) meeting. According to the Statement of Duties, the Manager 
of PS&P was responsible for providing advice on complex case 
management. For this reason, it would be expected that the PS&P team 
would be involved in consultations on assessing and responding to 
complex issues regarding young people in the Centre. 


Staff in the PS&P team reported to the PS&P Manager (Myself), The 
PS&P Manger reported to the AYDC Centre Manager.


b) The Health Team: Were nursing staff- Registered Nurses, who provided 
health assessment, advice and care planning and coordination and 
delivery of health care for young people in the Centre. 


The health staff reported to the Nurse Unit Manager, who reported to the 
Forensic Health service in the THS.


c) The Operations Team- were the Youth workers who worked directly with 
the detainees/ young people in the Centre on a day to day basis, 
supervising their behavior, participation in rehabilitation programs and 
the school education. The youth workers reported to the Operations 
Coordinator they reported to on each shift. 
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The Operations coordinator reported to the Operations Manager, who 
reports to the AYDC Centre manager. 


d) The staff in the AYDC school were teachers and teachers’ aides who 
provided education and learning for detainees according to the school 
curriculum. School staff reported to the Ashely school principal, who 
reported to Learning Services North, Department of Education. 


23. What was the role of the Multi-Disciplinary Team (MDT)? What 
was the extent of your role/interactions with the MDT? Do you 
consider that the MDT operated in an effective manner?


The MDT meeting met weekly on Thursday afternoon for 90 minutes. My 
understanding of the role of MDT was to provide a forum for multi-
disciplinary  assessment,  case discussion, planning of care, and review of care 
for the young people in the Centre. This would include plans and programs to 
support rehabilitation, address health and education needs, address any 
challenges as far as behaviour, identify risks to the safety and wellbeing of 
young people, and make therapeutic recommendations and plans of care to 
address these. 


As Manager of PS&P my role was to Chair the MDT meeting.


When I commenced as PS&P Manager, I did not believe the MDT functioned 
effectively. Some observations I had were: 


• the meeting did not start on time, and often went 1-2 hrs over the allotted 
time. 


• There was no clear facilitation/ chairing of the meeting, some 
participants dominated the discussion. 


• Member would contribute input based on personal opinions, and outside 
of the scope of their role/ expertise. The meetings rarely made any 
therapeutic recommendations. 


A review of MDT was done in 2018 by a Senior Quality Practice Advisor within 
the Quality Improvement and Workforce Development team of Children and 
Youth Services, and as a result new Terms of Reference were created. 
(attachment 5). With the New ToR, the meeting was chaired using a strict 
agenda, time keeping and meeting group facilitation and chairing process was 
established. As well, I introduced the Children and Youth Wellbeing framework 
(attachment 6) as an evidence informed framework to guide the MDT 
discussion focused on the needs of the young person. This was also used as a 
template for minutes recording. This had some success in keeping the meeting 
discussion focused on the wellbeing needs of young people. 


Using this approach I noticed an improvement in the recommendations and 
outcome of the meetings for care of young people, but I am not sure if this 
actually translated in changes in practice or improvements in care of young 
people in the Centre, as this would require the Operations team to action the 
recommendations. I received feedback that the recommendations of the 
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meeting was not always successfully communicated to the Youth workers 
working with the young people. This was further complicated by the culture of 
the teams in the Centre.


24. What was the role of the Centre Support Team (CST)? What was the extent 
of your role/interactions with the CST? Do you consider that the CST 
operated in an effective manner?


The CST Team met every Monday morning and reviewed the behaviour and 
incidents of detainees over the past week. The CST was responsible for 
determining the colour level a young person was on in the Behaviour 
Development System (BDS) as well as approve or not approve the programs 
young people participated in, identify safety and security needs of young 
people and the Centre, approve or not approve the requests of detainees, as 
well as identify any changes to unit placements of young people. 


In my role as Manager of PS&P I was required to attended CST as a standing 
member. If there was no Operations Manager available, and no Acting 
Operations manager, according to the ToR for CST I was required to Chair CST.


At times CST operated effectively as a decision making forum. CST was 
definitely driven by the agenda of the Operational Team, such as Youth 
workers, Operations Coordinators and the Operations Manager.  I do not 
believe CST was safe place to discuss alternative views by other teams in the 
Centre, as the membership was very heavily comprised of Operational staff.  


25. How would you respond to the suggestion that the CST operated in a 
manner that was punitive and which did not pay appropriate regard to the 
views expressed by the MDT?


I would agree with this opinion. I agree with this because the CST is based on 
the BDS- and the BDS is a behaviour management system that uses punishment 
and rewards, so can essentially be punitive if used without context to the 
therapeutic needs of young people. CST did not consider or incorporate the 
views of the MDT group. 


26. Describe the relationship as you perceived it between Operations Officials 
and Professional Services Officials at the Ashley Youth Detention Centre.


The relationship between these officials when I commenced as manager was 
described by both teams as conflictual.  There was a Change Manager in 2018 
who  conducted some relationship building exercises to bring together different 
teams. When this position stopped there was no focused effort to build 
relationship across the teams. At times I believe I built respectful relationship 
with other Operations staff, however, I noticed significant conflict continued 
between staff across the two different areas, and this never improved. I was 
told by another manager in the Centre that “Operations run the Centre”. I 
disagreed that this should be how the Centre runs, as collaboration across the 
teams would be best practice, but this was disagreed with.  


27. Describe the relationship as you perceived it between Operations Officials 
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from a leadership perspective, this cultural change was not maintained. 


Over the course of the 2019 year, the Centre had some detainees that created 
challenges to the safety and security of the Centre. At times this put the staff in 
conflict or difference of opinion to how best this could be managed. This 
conflict was not effectively managed by the senior management team. The 
senior management team, led by the Centre Manager did not function 
effectively as a team. For example, in the second half of 2019 I became aware of 
meetings and discussions that were held that excluded some managers (myself, 
the training officer), as well as decisions that were made by members of the 
Senior management group that did not consult other member of the group.   
Over this time, I noticed an increasing divide between operational managers 
and other areas of the Centre, and subsequent change in culture in the Centre. 


35. How did you view and experience the workplace culture at Ashley Youth 
Detention Centre? Do you think all Officials experienced that culture in the 
same way or were there differences depending on the specific roles fulfilled 
by the Officials working there?


When I commenced working at AYDC in 2018, my experience of the workplace 
culture at AYDC initially, as described above, was of an appetite for change and 
working together, this was in the first 6-10 months of my employment there. 
This I attribute to the Change Manager and change program that was 
facilitated, that ended in June 2018. Throughout 2019 I noticed a change in 
workplace culture, and this was possibly a shift to the past culture- there was 
an increasing divide between the operational staff and the professional services 
staff. This was seen by differences in professional opinion on the way detainees 
should be managed and this resulted in conflict that was not addressed or 
resolved across the PS&P team and the Operational team. At all times when I 
worked at AYDC I did get a sense that the Operational team did not respect the 
input or roles of the PS&P team, and that the decisions in the Centre were 
ultimately made by the Operational team. Towards the end of my work in the 
Centre I noticed significantly less involvement by the PS&P team in decision 
making in the Centre. This culture was communicated to me by the staff in my 
team. 


I think the culture was experienced differently depending on the roles people 
fulfilled, and also the relationships they had with others in the Centre. 


Behaviour management


36. Describe the behaviour management system in place at Ashley Youth 
Detention Centre and the role you played (if any) in its establishment, 
maintenance and review.


The behavior management system was a colour based system called the BDS 
(Behavior Development System). It was designed to provide incentives to move 
up colours and reward good behavior through increased privileges/ and to 
discourage poor behavior by removing privileges. The colour represented the 
level of points a detainee obtained, and this described the type of privileges 
they received, in order of highest to lowest was green, yellow, orange and red. 
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	 I advised Patrick Ryan in conversation a number of times of this 
opinion, and that I was aware of a South Australian Model of 
behaviour management that I had seen a presentation on at the 
AJJA conference in May 2019. The South Australian model is 
much more aligned to Trauma informed practice, and increases 
support when behaviour deteriorates, does not impose 
punishment or removal of privileges, rather it provides increased 
individualised support when young people need this. I received a 
verbal response that this would be considered by Patrick Ryan, 
however this was never progressed in my time working at AYDC.  


b) The BDS was often well followed by officials, but it was also 
open to much interpretation of behaviour, and differences in staff 
tolerances of behaviour by detainees. This is where young people 
often reported unfair practices due to staff personal 
interpretation of behaviour and consequences, and I was aware 
that young people felt that some staff were harsher or more 
lenient on some detainees than others. 


40. What was the Behaviour Development System Review Committee?


(a) What was its membership?


This is described in section 3, page 5 the BDS protocol. (attachment 2) 
that states the Behavioural Development System review Committee 
membership “is to  include at least the following standing 
representatives”;


• Operations Manager


• Operations Supervisor 


• Manager Professional Services and Policy


• Case Management Coordinator


• Operations Coordinator (on duty)


• Youth Workers/s Representative


• Project Officer (Chairperson)


• Programs Coordinator


• Fire Safety & Security Coordinator


• AYDC School Principal


Other stakeholders may be invited to attend BDSRC meetings by the 
Chairperson if they are able to assist in the on-going review of the BDS.


(b) What was its function?
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A committee designed to review the BDS and make suggestions for 
changes/ improvement based on feedback from staff and detainees. 


Section 3, page 5 of the BDS guide (attachment 2) states the purpose is:


The Behaviour Development System Review Committee (BDSRC) will monitor 
the operation of the Incentive Scheme and the Incident Management Scheme 
and modify practices as necessary. This group is to meet bi-monthly.


(c) What role (if any) did you play in the work of the Committee?


I attended meetings in my role as Manager PS&P. I provided 
professional opinion, offered suggestions for improvement and provided 
information as requested to committee members. My Professional 
opinions and suggestions were informed by my education and training 
in a number of contemporary approaches to understanding children and 
young people’s behaviour. As mentioned at point 36, suggestions of 
considering more contemporary, evidence informed approaches to 
manage or respond to young people’s behaviour was not well received 
by some members. Differences of opinion and conflict that arose was not 
well managed by the Chair, and as a result I did not consider it a well-
functioning committee. 


(d) How was the work of the Committee regarded by Centre 
management?


I am unsure. The meeting often seemed to not get enough membership 
to provide a quorum for the meeting to go ahead, and often seemed to be 
postponed or cancelled. 


Detainee behaviour


41. In what circumstances were Officials required to make a formal record of or 
report an incident involving detainee behaviour?


According to the Incident reporting policy (attachment 4) and as further 
detailed in the BDS guide (attachment 2).


Also I understood that Youth workers in unit recorded a shift record of 
behaviour of the young people they were supervising. 


42. How were such records and reports made? Where were they stored?


I did not supervise staff making records of detainees behaviour. But my 
understanding is they were made by:


• The Shift record – was a hard copy diary entry that was kept in the office of 
the unit, and Youth workers recorded any relevant behaviour in this.


• The Daily point sheet was completed by Unit staff on morning, afternoon 
and night shifts to record behaviour for the BDS.
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Incident report forms were completed in hard copy for any incident that a staff 
member identified met the criteria as a “recorded Incident” a “Minor Incident” or 
a “Detention Centre Offence”. I am not sure where these were stored. But I am 
aware a register of Detention Centre Offences was required to be kept. I 
understood this was maintained by administration staff. 


43. What training did Officials receive in how to assess, make, receive and act 
upon such records and reports?


My understanding is this was delivered by the Training Coordinator. I was not 
involved in this training, I was not trained in this, and I did not have any 
oversight of this training. 


44. What role did you have, if any in supervising the making of records and 
reports by Officials or in training those who were under the obligation to 
make incident reports?


I did not have any role in this. 


45. Do you think that Officials understood how to make incident reports?


I am unsure. I cannot comment as I was not trained in this myself, and I did not 
supervise any operational staff who were responsible for making incident 
reports. 


46. Do you consider that the system of making and assessing incident reports 
worked to ensure that detainee behaviour was appropriately monitored and 
responded to? 


I observed the system served a function for reporting to the CST regarding 
incidents of detainee behaviour. I cannot comment on how accurate this was or 
effective in reporting incidents. The system was open to personal interpretation 
of incidents. It was a paper-based system, so has issues of being less transparent 
as an online reporting system, as paper based reporting can be altered without 
record.  


47. How would you respond to the suggestion that some detainees received 
favourable or unfavourable treatment from Officials depending on whether 
Officials liked or disliked them?


Yes, I would agree with this. 


48. How would you respond to the suggestion that some detainees were singled 
out by Officials for unfavourable treatment because the detainee was 
disliked?


I would agree with this. There was an appeal system in pace in the BDS, and a 
detainee could lodge an appeal to the CST group if they believed they had been 
unfairly treated. I observed many appeals by young people related to perceptions 
of unfair treatment. I also heard young people speak about this at times.  As 
mentioned in point 39 (b), the BDS was open to individual interpretation by staff. 
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based on the safety and security of the detainees as well as considering the 
personality of detainees, and any conflicts that may exists between detainees that 
could contribute to safety or wellbeing issues for detainees (the factors are 
included in the relevant policy in attachment 11). The policy states that male 
detainees must be placed in separate units to female detainees. 


(d) What does it mean for a detainee to be ‘unit bound’? Is it the same as 
being on the ‘blue’ system? Were there policies or procedures dealing 
with, and/or guiding the application of, a detainee being unit bound?


I was not part of  the design of “unit bound” or the design of the “blue program” 
when they were introduced. There was no formal consultation on how this was 
introduced or used with myself, and I am not aware of any other formal 
consultation occurring with other senior managers at AYDC. My understanding 
is that ‘Unit Bound’ and being on colour ‘Blue’ on the BDS was the same, which I 
learnt from an email from Patrick Ryan on 4.9.2019 (attachment 12) that was a 
response to the Commissioner for Children explaining that for a young person to 
be ‘Unit Bound’ was part of the Blue colour of the Behaviour Development 
System (BDS). This definition of Blue and “Unit Bound” was never 
communicated clearly to myself until this time. My understanding and 
observation of the “Unit bound” or “Blue color” was that a young person was 
not in isolation but was confined to the unit for parts of the day, they did not 
participate in the general activities of the Centre, and they received individual 
timetabling of activities.  I understood that the young person was escorted to use 
the gym or other areas of the Centre, when it was possible to do this, to ensure 
the safety of the Centre was not compromised.  I am not completely clear on the 
parameters of ‘Unit bound’ practices, as there was no policy/ procedure at the 
time regarding a detainee being ‘Unit Bound’ and as can be seen in the response 
to the Commissioner for Children, this practice was used at the discretion of the 
Centre Manager, to maintain safety and security of the Centre.  


(e) Who was responsible for making decisions about detainees being 
unit bound?


My understanding is that this was made by the CST or Operations coordinator/ 
Operations Manager with approval required from the Centre Manager. When the 
decision was made at CST, it was heavily influenced by the opinion of 
Operational staff to maintain safety and security of the Centre.


(f) What factors were taken into consideration when making a decision 
to unit bound detainees?


My Understanding is this decision was only made when it was required under 
the discretion of the Centre manager under the Youth Justice Act (1997), to ensure 
the safety and security of the Centre. 


(g) Were decisions about detainees being unit bound reviewed and, if so, 
how often were such decisions reviewed?


This was reviewed at the CST meeting (Mondays) and the MDT meeting 
(Thursdays)  and any Interim CST meeting that may be held between these 
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My understanding of use of Isolation was informed by the Youth 
Justice Act (1997) that is used as a last resort, when all other 
approaches have failed, to ensure the safety and security of the 
detainee, other detainees, and the Centre. It is used for the shortest 
time possible, and the person in isolation must be observed every 15 
minutes, and the period of isolation recorded, and a register kept on 
the use of isolation. The Isolation is to confine a detainee to one room 
with no other people in the room. This is different to “unit bound” as 
Unit bound was not confined to a room, but rather was about limiting 
the movement of a young person to be within the unit area, to ensure 
the safety of the Centre. The detainee still can have contact with other 
staff, residents, as well as access other areas of the Centre in a 
supervised manner but they are not participating in the usual full 
routine of the Centre and would have school programs and other 
programs delivered in the unit.  


(b) Did you have any concerns or were you made aware of any concerns 
about the use of isolation or detainees being unit bound?


Yes, at times


(c) If so, what were those concerns and how did you act on them?


At one time I was made aware by a staff member in my team that a 
young person was put in isolation, and the staff member considered it 
inappropriate and that it did not follow the approved procedure. I 
spoke to the manager of the staff member responsible and asked them 
to look into this. I checked in with the detainee and advised them of 
how they can lodge a formal complaint. 


I was often concerned at the use of “unit bound” when this practice 
extended beyond a few days, as this was not good for the wellbeing of 
a detainee. On every occasion that this occurred, I advocated at CST or 
MDT for programming to consider how the young person could be 
supported to participate in the full Centre activities. Actions I took 
would also include having the young person on the MDT agenda for 
the MDT team to identify programming and strategies to support a 
young person to reintegrate to the usual Centre activities. 


Another action I took was to complete a referral to QIWD unit in CYS 
for a SQPA consultation. This referral was for the purpose of staff 
learning about the likely cause of the behaviour/ challenges, and to 
identify strategies and skills to work with the detainees to support 
them to integrate into usual programming. The SQPA used a “Signs of 
Safety” and “appreciate Inquiry” approach to do this. This is a practice 
used for facilitating complex case discussion and work. I leant to 
facilitate these sessions myself, and so at other times I chaired and 
facilitated meetings of “Signs of Safety” mappings, to identify with a 
multidisciplinary group what the concerns for safety were, and what 
strengths of the detainees, and what actions would support them to 
rejoin Centre programming. This was often very successful to support 
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a detainee? If yes, provide details.


No


63. Have you ever been engaged in, or injured by, a physical confrontation with 
another Official? If yes, provide details.


No


64. Did you ever witness an incident in which an Official was engaged in, or 
injured by, a physical confrontation with another Official? If yes, provide 
details.


No


Contacting Police


65. In your view did a determination that a detainee had engaged in conduct 
which amounted to a Detention Offence require that police be notified? 
Please explain your answer and in particular the characteristics of detainee 
conduct (whether constituting a Detention Offence or not) that would, in 
your view, require police to be notified.


• It is not a requirement under the Youth Justice Act,  but when a 
Detention Offence is also defined under the Criminal Code, in 
retrospect, perhaps they should be notified to Police.


• Any assault behaviour should be notified to police (e.g. physical or 
sexual assault, as well as serious verbal abuse or threats that could 
indicate threat to harm someone.  


• I think an MOU with police on this matter and a policy should be 
developed to guide staff. 


66. Was there a policy or procedure that guided decisions as to whether police 
should be notified in response to conduct by Officials or detainees?


Not that I am aware of


67. Where a decision was made to notify police, who was responsible for 
making the notification and coordinating or facilitating any investigation or 
attendance at Ashley Youth Detention Centre by police?


This was not clear and left to the determination of the individual. Certainly, 
the Centre Manager never advised me to contact Police or the Child Safety 
Service. When I advised the Centre Manager that notifications should be 
made, he did not support this, and having a policing background, I assumed 
he would hold this knowledge and authority on the responsibility of this. 


68. Did you ever notify police yourself of any concern or allegation arising 
from the conduct of a detainee? If so, what was the outcome of your 
notification?
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first started working at AYDC I was made aware of a young person making 
threats about how they would treat their partner in the community. I advised 
the Operations coordinator and Operations manager that the police need to be 
notified and the Child Safety Service. I advised the senior management group 
that all staff need to be educated/ trained in their obligations as mandatory 
reporters. I was told that staff were already trained in this.   


Conduct of other Officials: Other forms of misconduct


75. Did you ever witness behaviour by an Official towards detainees which you 
thought was inappropriate, either because it was in breach of a policy or 
because you, personally, felt that it was unfair, unjust, uncalled for or 
otherwise inappropriate, in circumstances involving the:


(a) use of isolation facilities by an Official in relation to a detainee;


No


(b) personal search of a detainee by the Official;


No


(c) use of force by the Official against a detainee;


No


(d) nature of an interaction between an Official with a detainee more 
generally; 


Yes, on occasion I witnessed some staff speak with disrespect to a 
detainee; On each occasion I spoke with the staff members manager to 
ask them to follow this up. I also would pass this observation on to the 
Centre manager, of any staff behaviour I observed to be not appropriate.  


(e) control by an Official of a detainee’s access to visitors (for example, 
family, friends, legal representatives, external oversight)?


I did not witness this, but I was made aware on instances of this, and 
responded as per point 77(e) 


76. Did you take any action in response to what you witnessed? If yes, provide 
details of the action you took. If no, explain why you took no action.


As mentioned in point 76(d) on occasion I witnessed some staff speak with 
disrespect to a detainee and on each occasion I spoke with the staff members 
manager to ask them to follow this up. I also would pass any observation of 
staff behaviour I observed to be not appropriate to the Centre manager, When 
necessary, I would advise a detainee of their rights to make complaints about 
how they were treated to the Centre manager, the Ombudsman, and/or the 
Commissioner for Children. 


77. Did you ever receive reports or information from detainees or other 
Officials about behaviour by an Official towards detainees which they or 
you thought was inappropriate, either because it was in breach of a policy 
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or because they or you, personally, felt that it was unfair, unjust, uncalled 
for or otherwise inappropriate, in circumstances involving the:


(a) use of isolation facilities by an Official in relation to a detainee;


No


(b) personal search of a detainee by the Official;


No


(c) use of force by the Official against a detainee;


No


(d) nature of an interaction between an Official with a detainee more 
generally, or;


Yes- on occasion I had reports from staff in my team about interactions 
they observed that could be described as disrespectful to a detainee.  I 
would always follow this up by speaking to the staff members manager 
and the Centre Manager. 


(e) control by an Official of a detainee’s access to visitors (for example, 
family, friends, legal representatives, external oversight)?


Yes. I observed and was made aware of young people being denied 
access to visitors from family members, as well as from service/ support 
organisations. In particular I noted this on two occasions for aboriginal 
young people. On both occasions I raised this with the Centre Manager 
that this is a breach or the rights of the young people. 


On the first occasion it was a decision made by the CST group to refuse 
a visit of the brother of an aboriginal young person in detention. No 
valid rationale was given, and the decision did not align with any policy 
(see attachment 18).  I appealed this decision and explained the visitor 
policy does not support the decision that was made (see attachment 19) 


The second occasion a visit was refused by Tasmanian Aboriginal 
Centre Staff to an aboriginal young person. The visit was particularly 
important as the purpose was for a young person to view the funeral 
video of their recently deceased father with a respected aboriginal 
mentor from the Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre  (TAC). The decision was 
made by an Operations Coordinator to refuse the visit at the time of the 
visit. The TAC staff was refused entry at the gate, despite the visit being 
an approved visit and organised by the PS&P team. The PS&P team also 
offered the operational coordinator to provide staff to supervise the 
visit, to ensure the operational safety needs of the Centre could be met.  
However, the visit was refused by the Operational Coordinator, in 
consultation with the Centre Manager,  with no valid reason provided. I 
communicated this with Centre Manager Patrick Ryan by email asking 
this be addressed. (see attachment 20)  


If yes, provide details.
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they or you thought was inappropriate, either because it was in breach of 
policies on appropriate behaviour in the workplace or because they or you, 
personally, felt that it was unfair, unjust, uncalled for or otherwise 
inappropriate? If yes, provide details.


Yes- I was on occasional advised of disrespectful behaviour by a member of 
my team- I spoke to the staff member about this.


On another occasion I was advised by a staff member in my team of 
disrespectful / bullying type and passive aggressive behaviour towards them 
by another manager- I spoke to the manager about this and explained what I 
expected in the future. The manager was remorseful, apologized to my staff, 
and it did not occur again. 


82. Did you take any action in response to what was reported to you? If yes, 
provide details of the actions you took. If no, explain why you took no 
action.


Yes- as described above.  I believe most staff working at AYDC at the time 
were motivated to do the right thing, but that the leadership did not always 
set the expectations of behaviour, nor follow up with staff on issues as 
required to ensure issues were resolved and standards of behaviour were 
enforced and maintained.  


Management of concerning behaviour by detainees


83. In your experience, did Officials at the Ashley Youth Detention Centre have 
sufficient training, skills and resources to respond to and manage the full 
spectrum of behaviours exhibited by detainees, including concerning or 
harmful sexual behaviours?


• No, absolutely not. When sexaulised behaviour was discussed at the 
CST related to the incident described in Annexure I, the staff in the CST 
meeting described this a “locker room” behaviour and dismissed it as 
not a serious issue.  


• Leadership staff of the Operations team and the Centre Manager and 
many youth workers appeared to have no knowledge of what 
constitutes problem sexual behaviour, or how to respond. Nor did staff 
appear to know what is normal sexual behaviour for adolescent young 
people.  


• Some operational staff appeared to have very little ability to apply the 
training they have done regarding trauma and trauma behaviour to the 
practice setting.


• Some operational staff appeared to have very little knowledge or 
understanding of the effect cognitive disability has on a young person’s 
behaviour, and little knowledge or skills in working with people with 
cognitive disabilities.  


• However, I did observe some staff (youth workers) to have excellent 
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this Notice (including any document which you used to refresh your 
memory referred to in your answer to paragraph 98 above).


102. Please also produce an up to date copy of your CV.
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