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Executive Summary

This study sought to obtain information
which would assist the NSW Department of
Corrective Services in providing appropriate
facilities for visitors who visit inmates in the
Department’s correctional centres. There-
fore the information sought pertained to the
characteristics of visitors themselves and
and their opinions on the visiting facilities
and conditions at the centre they were visit-
ing.

During May 1999 the visitors who had
visited NSW correctional centres in the
month of March 1999 were mailed a survey
with a return reply paid envelope.

Response rate

Of the 6044 surveys mailed to visitors of
NSW correctional centres 1471 were re-
turned completed. Therefore a response rate
of 24% was achieved. This response rate
varied across correctional centres from 11%
at Parramatta to 57% at the minimum secu-
rity section at the Malabar Correctional
Centre (see Table 1).

Critical comments

The results in this report need to be carefully
interpreted. Only 24% of visitors surveyed
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responded. There is no way of knowing if
the characteristics and experiences of these
respondents are representative of the general
population of visitors to NSW correctional
centres.

Additionally, some of the results presented
in this report are the collective responses of
respondents from all the correctional centres
rather than individual correctional centres.
Although this overall information provides
an indication of the level of visitor satisfac-
tion generally there are a number of qualifi-
cations regarding its usefulness:

*  the overall responses may not reflect
what is happening at an individual
correctional centre;

s the number of respondents varies
across correctional centres. Therefore
the overall responses are biased to-
wards that of the respondents who visit
correctional centres which have a large
number of respondents to the survey.

This study is not directly comparable with
the Eyland (1996) study. It is not possible
to say if either study obtained a representa-
tive samples of visitors. The respondents in
the Eyland study differed in characteristics



from the respondents in this study including
the type of relationship they had with the
inmate.

RESULTS

Below are the main findings of the study.
For results in greater detail and the number
of missing cases please refer to the main
body of the report.

Description of survey respondents:

*  68% of the respondents were female;
78% of respondents were born in Aus-
tralia;

»  the respondents ages ranged from 5
years to 86 years an average age of 44
years;

7% of the respondents considered
themselves to be Australian Aborigines
or Torres Strait Islanders, and

38% of respondents were directly car-
ing for children.

The correctional centres visited

+  28% of respondents visited maximum
security centres;

¢« 18% of respondents visited median
security centres, and

e 54% of respondents visited minimum
security centres.

The relationship between visitors and
inmates (sece Table 3)

¢  30% of respondents were visiting their
son/daughter;

«  25% of respondents were visiting a
friend;

*  14% of respondents were visiting their

husband/defacto husband;

*  13% of respondents were visiting a
brother/sister;

* 4% of respondents were visiting a
father/mother;

* 1% of respondents were visiting a

wife/defacto wife, and
. 13% other

Travelling to visits (see Table 4)

+  70% of respondents travelled to visits
in their own car/motor cycle;

¢ 15% of respondents travelled to visits
in someone else’s car;

* 8% of respondents used public trans-
port as their only means of travel;

* 4% of respondents used public trans-
port plus taxi;

s 2% used the CRC bus;, and

. 2% other

Travelling time to correctional centre one-
way

»  10% of respondents spent 20 minutes
travelling time or less;

*  30% of respondents spent 50 minutes
travelling time or less;

e 50% of respondents took one and half
hours travelling time or less, and

+  10% ofrespondents spent four hours or
more travelling time.

Travelling times to non-metropolitan centres
took an average time of 149 minutes, whilst
travelling time to metropolitan centres took
an average time of 95 minutes. This was a
statistically significant difference.

How often do you visit (see Table 5)

*  13% ofrespondents visited 2-3 times a
week;

*  23% ofrespondents visit once a week;

»  27% of respondents visit 2-3 times a
month;

. 27% of respondents visit once amonth;

« 8% of respondents visit once or twice
a year, and

e 2% of respondents visit less than once
a year.



Who brings children to visits

+ overall 43% of respondents brought
children less than 18 years of age with
them when they visited the correctional
centre;

*  75% ofrespondents directly caring for
a child in the community bring chil-
dren to visits;

*  22% ofrespondents not directly caring
for a child in the community also bring
children to visits;

*  29% of respondents bringing children
with them to visits were visiting their
son/daughter;

» there was no statistically significant
difference between the number of re-
spondents taking children to visits at
metropolitan and non-metropolitan
correctional centres; and

»  there was no statistically significant
difference in the number of respon-
dents who took children to correctional
centres of different security classifica-
tions.

See Table 8 for age groups of children
brought to visits.

Facilities for children (see Table 9)

» overall 52% of respondents who
brought children to visits rated the
facilities for children from excellent to
fair, and

»  there was great variation in how facili-
ties were rated across correctional
centres (see Table 30 which contains
ratings for all respondents by the cor-
rectional centre visited).

Problems when visiting (see Table 10)

Respondents were asked, “How often is the
Sfollowing a problem for you when visiting?”
(i.e., distance travelled, cost of visiting,
access to public transport and arranging

child care).

The following percentages of respondents
‘stated these factors were a problem often or
always.

* distancetravelled ........... 32%
e costofvisiting ............. 31%
*  access to public transport, .... 21%
* arrangingchildcare, ........ 10%

Waiting time at correctional centres as
reported by respondents

» the average waiting time, to be pro-
cessed, was 21 minutes;

= once processed, the average waiting
time before moving to the visiting area
was 14 minutes;

»  average waiting times for respondents
to be processed varied greatly across
correctional centres from 3 minutes at
Broken Hill Correctional Centre to 38
minutes at Silverwater correctional
centre (see Table 31); and

«  onceprocessed additional waiting time
before moving to the visits area varied
from 2 minutes at Glen Innes Correc-
tional Centre to 30 minutes at Goul-
burn (maximum security) (see Table
31).

Satisfaction with visiting procedures

Respondents were asked, “How satisfied
have you been with the following?” (i.e.,
waiting time, visiting hours and security
checks).



The following percentages of respondents
stated they were rarely or never satisfied
with these factors.

e waitingtime ............... 17%
e visitinghours .............. 32%
e securitychecks .............. 9%

Opinions on the visiting area

An itemised list of visiting facilities were
presented to visitors in order to obtain a
rating on the standard of those facilities. For
the items listed respondents provided ratings
of between excellent to fair in the following
proportions.

% Missing
data

Toilets 69 4
Lockers 77 6
Furniture - tables/chairs 77 2

Lighting 92 3
Temperature 80 4
Space 72 1

Disabled access 48 29
Waiting area 72 4
Drink machine 73 5
Food machine 51 10
Tea/coffee facilities 61 5
Canteen/cafeteria 32 16
Baby change area 27 35

Behaviour of officers towards visitors
Respondents were asked, “Are you treated
politely by officers when you visit this
gaol?”

+  77% of respondents reported being
treated politely ‘always’ or “usually’;

+ 16% of respondents reported being
treated politely ‘sometimes’; and

¢ 7% ofrespondents reported being treat-
ed politely ‘rarely’ or ‘never’.

Factors which discourage visitors visiting
more often

Respondents were asked, “Is there anything

which discourages you from visiting more
often?”

Almost half the respondents (45%) stated
that there were factor/s which discouraged
them from visiting more often.

The main factors which discouraged respon-
dents from visiting more often were:

*  20% of respondents reported distance,
cost problems with transport;

"¢ 7% ofrespondents reported the visiting

hours;

e 0% of respondents reported the condi-
tions within the visiting area;

« 6% of respondents reported the behav-
iour of officers; and

¢ 4% ofrespondentsreported the waiting
time.

As seen above 6 percent of respondents
reported ‘conditions within the visiting area’
as discouraging them from visiting more
often. The main concerns about conditions
were:

e lack of recreation area for children
(n=17);

¢ lack of space (n=15);

+  food or drink machines unavailable or
not operating (n=12);

e general atmosphere or conditions
(n=10);

» either cold in winter or hot in summer
(n=10);

* not being able to speak in private
(n=9); and

o dirty toilets (n=7).

Information concerning visiting rights and
conditions

More than one in five respondents (22%)



stated that they have received wriften infor-
mation on visiting times, rules and condi-
tions.

These 22% of respondents rated the written
information as follows:

*  79% as excellent to good;
*  19% as fair;
e 3% as poor.

SUMMARY FOR BIS SECTION

Of the 6044 surveys mailed to visitors 1397
surveys were mailed to visitors who visit
centres in which Biometric Identification
- System (BIS) technology is used to verify
the identity of the visitor. Of the 1397
surveys mailed to visitors at BIS centres 319
(23%) surveys were completed and returned.

BIS is in operation at the following maxi-
mum security centres for male offenders:

~o  Lithgow Correctional Centre;

s Metropolitan Medical Transit Centre
(MMTC);

»  Metropolitan Remand and Reception
Centre (MRRC), and

*  in the maximum security sections of
both Malabar Special Program Centre
MSPC) and Goulbum Correctional
Centre.

The BIS involves

Enrolment on the BIS involves an officer:

*  entering identification details provided
by the visitor into the systems com-

puter software system,

. photographing the visitor’s head and
shoulders; and

+  scanning the visitor’s thumb and/or
finger(s).
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Once visitors are enrolled on the BIS, subse-
quent visits would normally entail the enter-
ing of the visitor’s name into the computer
and the scanning of visitors thumb/finger to
match the existing analogue for that visitor.

On the experience of being photographed
visitors responded as follows: '

*  31% of respondents nominated the
experience as good;

*  54% of the respondents nominated the
experience as satisfactory; and

*  11%ofvisitors respondents nominated
the experience as unsatisfactory.

Of the 278 BIS respondents who stated the
experience was good, satisfactory or unsatis-
factory only 177 (64%) gave a reason for
feeling the way they did (i.e., good 63%,
satisfactory 59% and unsatisfactory 89%).
The main reasons given by these 177 re-
spondents for feeling the way they did are as
follows:

Positive comments

¢ understood the need for security
(27%);

e behaviour of officers good (13%);

s efficient (10%).

Negative comments

e invasion of privacy (11%);

e time consuming or inefficient (8%);

¢ the experience made them feel like an
inmate (7%).

Respondents who had their fingers scann-
ed described the ‘first’ experience as fol-
lows:

*  24% nominated the experience as

good;

*  52% nominated the experience as
satisfactory;

¢ 19% nominated the experience as un-
satisfactory.



Ofthe 247 respondents who stated the expe-
rience was good, satisfactory or unsatisfac-
tory only 155 (63%) gave a reason for feel-
ing the way they did (i.e., good 50%, satis-
factory 61% and unsatisfactory 83%). The
main reasons given by these 155 respon-
dents for feeling the way they did are as
follows :

Positive comments

« understand the need for security (23%);
»  behaviour of officers good (6%);

+ 1t was no problem (6%).

Negative comments

e time consuming or inefficient (33%);

e invasion of privacy or intrusive (8%);

» the experience made them feel like an
inmate (5%).

Respondents who had their fingers scann-
ed on more than one occasion described
the subsequent experiences as follows:

e 20%nominated the experience as good,

e 45% nominated the experience as satis-
factory; and

e 25%nominated the experience as unsat-
isfactory.

Ofthe 167 respondents who stated the expe-
rience was good, satisfactory or unsatisfac-
tory only 101 (60%) gave a reason for feel-
ing the way they did (i.e., good 51%, satis-
factory 50% and unsatisfactory 91%). The
main reasons given by these 101 respon-
dents for feeling the way they did are as
follows :

Positive comments

e understand the need for security (13%)
e it was no problem (6%)

* behaviour of officers good (4%).

Negative Comments

* time consuming or inefficient (45%)

e invasion of privacy or intrusive (5%)

» the experience made them feel like an

vii

inmate (6%)

Information for visitors on the operation of
BIS

Only a very small number of the BIS re-
spondents (approximately 3%) had received
a copy of the BIS pamphlet or the visitors
handbook.

Visitors level of knowledge on BIS
procedures

On the quiz to establish the level of know-
ledge visitors had on BIS procedures:

e only 10% of respondents correctly
stated that the BIS stored the image of
their finger as a number;

* only 7% correctly stated that the data
stored on their finger could not be rec-
reated into a finger print.

The respondents were asked, “Your privacy
is protected because?” Categories 1 2 and
3 were all correct with category 3 being the
most accurate. The following responses
were achieved:

(1) the finger scanning system is not com-
patible with other systems (3.8%);

(11) there are strict regulations to protect
your privacy (20.4%);

(1ii) both 1 and 2 above (34.0%); and
(iv) don't know (29.2%).

Note: 12.6% respondents did not respond to
this question.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the following issues
receive careful consideration in the imple-
mentation of any visits policy and operating



procedures and in the revision of the current
Visits Management Plan.

Children of visitors

*+ when new correctional centres are
planned, serious consideration be given
to incorporating indoor and outdoor
activity areas for the children of visi-
tors; and

+  asfinancial resources permit, that this
also happen in existing correctional
centres.

Conditions within visiting areas

» the Department develop minimum
acceptable hygiene standards for tea
and coffee and toilet facilities in the
visits sections; and

»  when designing or renovating visitor
sections high priority be given to in-
cluding design features and materials
which add to the amenity of the visits
section such as those which reduce
noise and those which are visually
pleasing.

Visiting procedures

»  Operations Branch should establish a
working party to investigate the value
of replacing correctional officers with
civilian clerical staff in performing
administrative tasks related to visitor
processing. This would allow correc-
tional officers to concentrate on secu-
rity matters associated with visits, and

»  Corrective Services Academy include
customer relations skills as an essential
component of the primary training of
correctional officers.

viii

Provision of information

*  Operations Branch ensure that all cor-
rectional centres have appropriate writ-
ten information in the form of a leaflet
freely available to visitors on visiting
rules, times and conditions;

*  anenlarged version of this information
be prominently displayed on a notice
board in the visits waiting area;

»  the phone number of the Inmate Place-
ment Officer should continue to be
prominently displayed on all written
material so visitors can quickly estab-
lish the whereabouts of the inmate they
wish to visit and

»  additionally, unless there are policy or
security reasons for not doing so, the
phone number of the Inmate Placement
Officer should be clearly displayed in
the Sydney Telephone Directory.

Recommendations for operation of BIS

» the standard operating procedure
should include distribution of the BIS
pamphlet to each visitor during their
initial enrolment on BIS;

+  theBIS pamphlet berevised to include:
» simpler language;

* to address the concerns visitors
have with being photographed;

* more information to increase visi-
tors understanding of the need for
strict security measures, and

»  given the level of concern by visitors
on the time involved in BIS processing
that the Operations Branch investigate
measures to improve the efficiency of
BIS.



......... Visiting the Inside

Introduction

This study, commissioned by the Operations
Branch of the NSW Department of Correc-
tive Services, sought to obtain information
which would assist the Department in pro-
viding appropriate facilities for visitors who
visit inmates in the Department’s correc-
tional centres. Therefore the information
sought pertained to the characteristics of
visitors themselves and their opinions on the
facilities and conditions of the centres they
visited.

The operation of visiting sessions which
allow inmates to receive visits from family
and friends plays a prominent part in the
routine of all correctional centres in NSW.
In the year 1997 to 1998, 289,950 individual
adult visitors participated in 187,226 visits'
(Annual Report, 1998, p.42). Visiting facili-
ties are provided at each correctional centre
in NSW.

Why correctional centre visiting is im-
portant

Accommodating visits by members of the
public places increased security, economic
and human resource demands on the Depart-
ment. However, there are considerable
benefits to be gained by the criminal justice
system and the broader community if rela-
tionships between inmates and their family
and friends can be maintained.

Whilst the value of family and friends in
assisting offenders away from crime would
depend on their personal attributes and
values there is evidence that generally fami-
lies have a positive impact on offenders. A
number of studies have found that offenders,
with close family connections, were more
likely to experience post release success as
a result of the ‘natural support system’
which flowed from those connections

(Glaser, 1964; Holt and Miller, 1972;
Schafer, 1991; Schafer, 1994).

Other benefits that emanate from inmate
visiting concerns the beneficial impact on
the morale of inmates which results in more
positive behaviour within correctional cen-
tres (Schafer, 1994, p.17; Aungles, 1994,
p.112).

Visiting in NSW Correctional Centres

In order to assist inmates to maintain family
and other personal relationships, visiting
facilities are provided at all correctional
centres in NSW. Beyond the standard re-
quirements as set down in the Regulations
under the Correctional Centres Act (1952)
and the Department’s Operations Procedures
Manual, visiting hours and length are at the
discretion of Governors at each correctional
centre.

. Inmate visitation is resource intensive be-

cause of the nature of the visiting situation
which requires the identifying, screening
and scanning of visitors as well as the locat-
ing, processing and searching of inmates and
the supervision of visits. Some correctional
centres have more than one visiting section
in order to segregate inmates of different
security classifications. The facilities for
visitors and the visiting rules and conditions
can vary markedly from centre to centre as
well as between visiting sections within the
same correctional centre.

Personal identification is required from all
visitors who attend correctional centres in
NSW. At their first attendance, all adult
visitors are recorded on the Offender Man-
agement System (OMS) and given a Visitor
Identification Number (VIN). At each visit
adult visitors must fill in a slip with their



personal details and the name of the inmate
they wish to visit. Visitors must be over 18
years of age unless accompanied by an
adult. Restrictions stipulate the type of
belongings visitors can take with them into
visits sections. Usually lockers are available
in which visitors can place their belongings
for the duration of the visit.

The Department assists visitors to non-
metropolitan correctional centres with the
cost of visiting by financially subsidising a
bus service through CRC Justice Support.
Also visitors experiencing financial hardship
can apply to the Department for financial
assistance for transport and accommodation
costs in order to visit a particular inmate.

The establishment of the Biometric Iden-
tification System (BIS)

In recent years new developments have
occurred in the processing of visitors to
NSW correctional centres. In 1996, the
Biometric Identification System (BIS)? was
introduced into a number of maximum
security centres. BIS is used to scan the
thumb or fingers of inmate visitors, correc-
tional centre staff and inmates. The BIS has
been operating at the Metropolitan Remand
and Reception Centre since the commence-
ment of operations at that centre in July

1997. The stated aims for the implementa-

tion of BIS were to improve visitor process-
ing, help prevent escapes and prevent traf-
ficking in drugs

BIS is one of a number of developments in
technology which have been used to assistin
the management and security at correctional
centres. In NSW, as well as the BIS, cam-
eras, smart cards and wrist bands are em-
ployed to enhance safety, security and effi-
ciency of inmate management.

In order to be permitted entry to maximum
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security correctional centres adult visitors
are required to be registered on BIS. When
visitors are first registered on the BIS the
process ‘involves an officer entering the
personal identification details of the visitor
into the systems computer software system.
In addition, the process involves:

¢ photographing the visitor’s head and
shoulders; and

»  scanning the visitor’s thumb and/or
finger(s).

Once a visitor is enrolled on the BIS, subse-
quent visits would normally entail the enter-
ing of the visitor’s name into the computer
and the scanning of visitor’s thumb/finger to
match the existing analogue for that visitor.
Officers can also visually match the visitor’s
physical appearance with the photographic
image which comes up on the computer
screen once the visitor has been matched
with an existing entry in the data base.

Since the implementation of BIS into NSW
correctional centres, a number of non-gov-
ernment and government bodies including
the NSW Privacy Committee, have express-
ed concern regarding the potential of BIS to
breach the privacy of visitors. It has been
claimed that requiring a visitor to be photo-
graphed or fingerprinted is treating them in
a manner which is normally associated with
criminality (Godfrey, 1998).

In November 1997 the Department intro-
duced new regulations to govern the opera-
tion of BIS in order to address these privacy
concerns. In summary, the regulations
prohibit:

»  the storing of fingerprint data once a
biometric analogue is constructed;

»  the storing of this information on any



other Departmental data base, and

+  attempting to reconstruct a finger print
pattern from the biometric analogue.

The regulations also include a requirement
that the photo image of the visitor must be
eliminated six months after their last visit or
as soon as possible after that person has
requested a deletion from the computer
system.

A pamphlet for inmate visitors explaining
the BIS system titled, Biometric Visitor
Identification System: Information for Visi-
tors, was produced after the implementation
of BIS. This pamphlet draws attention to
the intrinsic features of BIS-which prevent
its use in a manner which could compromise
privacy, that is:

. it does not store a finger print;
»  afinger print cannot be recreated, and

»  the information stored is not in a form
which would be compatible with that
of other government agencies.

To further address concerns with BIS it was
proposed to conduct a research study at a
later date which would ascertain visitors
experience with BIS. This current study
therefore, as well as investigating visiting
conditions in general, sought to gather infor-
mation on visitors’ experiences with BIS.

Previous research in NSW

In 1994, as part of NSW Department of
Corrective Services’ contribution to the
International Year of the Family, the Re-
search and Statistics Unit undertook a study
of visitors to correctional centres. The
report, Eyland (1996), contained a number
of recommendations for the improvement of
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visiting facilities and conditions. These
included:

+ information packages including infor-
mation pertinent to visitors of specific
centres to be printed and distributed;

e  appropriate training modules for
Officer-In-Charge of visits;

. improvement of visiting areas, and

¢ thedevelopment of standardised griev-
ance handling procedures.

On the basis of these recommendations, the
Operations Branch developed and imple-
mented a Visits Management Plan®. The
implementation of this plan was evaluated
by the Operations Branch in early 1998
using information provided by Regional
Commanders.

Aims of this present study

The aims of this study were to obtain infor-
mation which would provide a social profile
of visitors and an understanding of factors
which influence their visiting behaviour and
their satisfaction with the facilities provided.

Included in this study were questions relat-
ing to visitors’ experience with BIS. It was
anticipated that such information would
assist the Department in identifying and
meeting the needs of inmate visitors to NSW
correctional centres.



Methodology

A questionnaire largely based on the visi-
tors’ survey employed in the Eyland (1996)
study was drafted. This draft questionnaire
was made available to relevant personnel
within the Department and to community
support groups for comment. These com-
ments were taken into account in the final
version of the questionnaire.

Usable names and addresses of visitors who
were family or friends of the inmate visited
(i.e., not legal, police, professional or reli-
gious visitors) and who had visited a NSW
correctional centre in March 1999 were
down loaded from the Offender Manage-
ment System (OMS) by the Information
Technology Branch (ITB).

A data set of 10,023 names and addresses
was received from the ITB. The number of
inmates varies from correctional centre to
correctional centre. Consequently correc-
tional centres also vary in the number of
visitors attending them. In this study, in
those cases in which a correctional centre
had a large number of visitors, a random
sample of visitors was extracted from those
visiting that centre. The percentages {or
weights) used for the larger centres were
intended to produce a data set of approxi-
mately 250 names and addresses. The num-
ber selected for the MRRC was larger be-
cause as a remand centre, inmates may have
more quickly been transferred to other cen-
tres or released making it less likely that the
visitors would respond to the survey.

The mailing of the survey commenced on
17th May 1999. A total of 6044 surveys
were mailed to inmate visitors. To encour-
age visitors to respond to the survey, a large
poster was placed in a prominent position in
all visiting sections informing visitors of the
impending survey. Some leaflets, the same
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design as the poster, were also made avail-
able for visitors.

A telephone interpreter service was made
available to non-English speaking visitors
but only one visitor made use of this service
and upon doing so decided not to respond to
the survey.

Response rate

Of the 6044 surveys mailed to visitors regis-
tered on the Department’s data base of
visitors 1471 surveys were completed and
returned. Table 1 lists the correctional
centres included in the survey and states the
number of surveys mailed to visitors and the
number of surveys returned completed or
returned unopened. As seen in Table 1 the
overall response rate was 24 percent of the
surveys mailed, the same response as for the
Eyland (1996) study. There were 471 sur-
veys returned unopened because ecither the
visitor had moved from that address or had
given an incorrect address when registering
for a visit. If the number of surveys returned
unopened are subtracted from the number
mailed a net response rate of 26 percent is
derived.

The response rate, as seen in Table 1, varied
markedly from correctional centre to correc-
tional centre:

o the minimum security section of the
Malabar Special Programs Centre
(MSP) achieved the highest response
rate of 57%, and

+  theParramatta Correctional Centre and
Broken Hill Correctional Centre
achieved the lowest response rates of
11 percent and 12 percent respect-
ively®.
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Table 1: Surveys mailed and the number and percentage returned

Usable Weight Number Number % Number %
Centre addresses mailed completed  returned returned  returned
& returned (a) unopened {b)

Berrima 84 100 84 32 38 7 42
Broken Hill 84 100 84 10 12 10 14
Bathurst - medium 157 100 157 27 17 9 18
Bathurst - minimum 227 100 227 49 22 17 23
Cessnock (F-wing) 3 100 3 0 0 1 0
Cessnock (D/E-wings) 119 100 119 3 26 9 28
Cessnock (ABC wings) 489 50 244 59 24 20 26
Emu Plains - main 115 100 115 30 26 7 28
Emu Plains - Jacaranda 84 100 84 25 30 10 34
Goulburn - maximum 188 100 188 49 26 18 29
Goulburn - minimum 128 100 128 K7 27 3 27
Glen Innes 52 100 52 12 23 1 24
Grafton - female 23 100 23 3 13 3 15
Grafton - medium 98 100 98 21 21 11 24
Grafton - minimum 156 100 156 41 26 1 28
Junee - medium 159 100 159 59 37 19 42
Junee - minimum 144 100 144 42 2 15 33
Kirkconnell 309 80 247 80 32 19 35
Long Bay Hospital 139 100 139 K} 22 13 25
Lithgow 333 80 266 71 27 14 28
Mannus 106 100 106 39 37 15 43
Muswelibrook (St. Heliers) 296 80 236 57 24 21 27
Metro. Med. Transient Centre 500 50 250 50 20 28 23
Metro. Rem. & Rec. Centre 2243 20 474 92 19 41 21
Malabar Sp. Progs - maximum 219 100 219 57 26 8 27
Malabar Sp. Progs. - minimum 80 100 80 46 57 10 66
Mulawa 430 70 296 54 18 23 20
Oberon 101 100 101 27 27 8 29
Parklea 531 50 266 69 26 16 28
Parklea - minimum work 219 100 219 40 18 19 2
release
Parramatta 338 70 236 26 11 8 11
Silverwater 636 40 254 58 23 19 25
Tamworth 108 100 108 24 22 3 23
Training Centre 613 40 245 53 22 25 24
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(a)  This is the return rate without subtracting the surveys returned unopened from number mailed.
(b) this is the return rate after subtracting the number returned unopened from the number mailed.

Other correctional centres which achieved In this study Mulawa Correctional Centre,

high response rates were: one of the two female correctional centres in

NSW, received a low response rate 18% (the

* Bermima Correctional Centre, which same response rate as in the Eyland (1996)

achieved a response rate of 38% (the study. The other women’s correctional

same response as in the Eyland (1996) centre, Fmu Plains Correctional Centre,

study), and received a higher response rate than Mulawa

for both its main visiting section and the

*  Mannus Correctional Centre and Junee Jacaranda cottage visiting section (26% and
(medium security) which both achiev- 30% respectively).

ed a response rate of 37 percent.



Results

The results of this survey are set out below.
The correctional centres visited

e 28% of respondents visited maximum
security centres;

« 18% of respondents visited median
security centres; and

e 54% of respondents visited minimum
security centres.

Description of respondents
e 68% of the respondents were female;

»  78% of respondents were born in Aus-
tralia;

e the respondents ages ranged from 5
years to 86 years (an average age of 44
years);

e  seven percent of the respondents con-
sidered themselves to be Australian
Aborigines or Torres Strait Islanders;
and

*  38% of respondents were directly car-
ing for children.

Table 2 contains the sex and age group of
respondents to correctional centres. It can
be seen that although there is a strong show-
ing in the age groups from 40-44 to 50-54
the other age groups are also well repre-
sented.

The relationship between visitors and
inmates

Table 3 contains the responses regarding the
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type of relationship between inmates and
respondents. As with the Eyland (1996)
study, the most common relationship de-
scribed by respondents in this study was that
the inmate was their son/daughter (30%).
Due to the higher representation of male
inmates in the correctional system, it is
likely that most of these parents were visit-
ing a son.

Table 2: Age by gender for all respondents

<18 4 09 |10 110 [ 14 | 10
1820 | 18 | 39 | 61 | 63 | 79 | 56
21-24 | 31 | 68 | 93 | 96 [ 124 | 87
25-29 | 29 | 64 | 106 | 110 [ 135 | 95
30-34 | 20 | 44 | 93 | 96 | 113 | 7.9

3539 | 28 | 61 | 75 | 7.8 [ 103 | 7.2
40-44 | 50 | 11.0 | 102 | 10.6 | 152 | 10.7
4549 | 69 | 1561 ] 102 [ 106 | 171 | 12
50-54 | 61 | 134 { 112 | 11.6 | 174 | 12.2
55-50 | 46 { 99 | 80 | 83 | 125 | 88
6064 | 34 | 75 | 44 | 46 | 78 | 55
85+ 67 {147 | 8 | 9.0 | 154 | 108
Total | 456 ]100.0 { 965 |100.0 | 1422 | 100.0

Notes: There is missing data for 49 cases in this table.

The next most common relationship be-
tween inmates and respondents was friend
(25%). This is higher than what was found
in the Eyland (1996) study. If the response
categories (of friend and boyfriend/girl-
friend) in the Eyland study are aggregated a
percentage of only 19 percent is achieved for
the Eyland study.

In this study, the category of husband/de-
facto achieved a response of 14%, a lower
response than the 22% achieved by the
Eyland (1996) study. However, the category
of wife/defacto achieved exactly the same
response as in the Eyland (1996) study of
1.2%.



Table 3: Relationship of inmate to visitor

o%

Husband/de facto 196 135
Wife/defacto 18 1.2
Friend/boyfriend girlfriend 365 251
House mate 6 04
Brother/sister 184 12.7
Son/daughter 432 29.7
Father/mother 59 4.1
Brother/sister/defacto in- 37 2.5
laws

Former partner 6 0.4
Fiancee 11 0.8
Other 140 9.6
Total 1454 100
Note: There is missing data for 17 cases in this table.

The correctional centres visited by respon-
dents

s 28% of respondents visited maximum
security centres;

»  18% of respondents visited medium
security centres; and

e 54% of respondents visited minimum
security centres.

Travelling to visits

In response to the question, “How do you
usually travel to the gaol?” the following
responses were received:

As can be seen in Table 4 most respondents
(70%) travelled to visits using their own
vehicle or motor cycle. Only 8 percent of
respondents used public transport to visit
centres. When visitors to metropolitan
correctional centres were compared with
visitors to non-metropolitan correctional
centres the visitors to metropolitan correc-
tional centres tended to use public transport
more than respondents visiting non-metro-
politan correctional centres (14% and 2%
respectively).
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How long is the travelling time one way

Respondents were asked the time it took to
travel one way to the correctional centre
they were visiting. Ofthe 1471 respondents,
1450 responded to this question.

¢ the average time respondents spent
travelling one-way was two hours one
way;

e 10% of respondents spent 20 minutes

travelling time or less;

»  30% of respondents spent 50 minutes
travelling time or less;

*  50% of respondents took one and half
hours travelling time or less; and

*  10% ofrespondents spent four hours or
more travelling time.

Travelling times to non-metropolitan centres
took an average time of 149 minutes, whilst
travelling time to metropolitan centres took
an average time of 95 minutes. This was a
statistically significant difference.

An independent samples t-test showed a
significant difference between the average
travelling times experienced by visitors to
non-metropolitan correctional centres (x
=149 minutes) compared to visitors to met-
ropolitan correctional centres (x=95 min-
utes); (t =-4.6, df =1448, p<.001).

How often do you visit?

In response to this question, “On average
how often do you visit this prisoner in
gaol?” the following responses were re-
ceived.
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sual means of transport to correctional centres for visits
- Sk . h T T

Own car/motor cycle 470 69.1 529 715 999 70.4
Someone else’s car 85 125 126 17.0 211 14.9
Public transport only 96 141 16 2.2 112 7.9

Walk/push bike 10 1.4 10 0.7

Taxi only 1 0.1 1 0.1

Public transport plus taxi 18 26 35 47 53 37

CRC bus 5 07 18 2.4 23 16

Other 5 07 6 0.8 11 0.8

Total 680 100.0 740 100 1420 100
Note: There is missing data for 51 cases in this table.

Table 5: How often do you visit this prisoner

The results in Table 5 show that 36 percent
of respondents visited at least once a week
with a further 27 percent visiting at least
once a fortnight.

Who brings children to the visits

Overall 620 respondents (42%) reported
bringing children less than 18 years with
them when they visited the correctional
centre.

As seen in Table 6, 75 percent of respon-
dents directly caring for a child in the com-
munity bring children to visits whilst 22
percent not directly caring for a child in the
community also bring a child to visits.

The characteristics of respondents who
directly care for children in the community
and bring children to visits are shown below
in Table 7a.

2-3 times a week 180 |126
Once a week 335 234 The characteristics of respondents who do
2 -3 imes a month 379 1265 not directly care for children in the commu-
Once a month 381 (266 . . . ..

) nity and bring children to visits are shown
Once every six weeks or more 8 0.6 below in Table 7b
Once or twice a year 119 83 clow1n labie /b.
Less than once a year 25 1.7
Total 1427 | 100 Ages of children brought to visits
Note: There is data missing from 44 cases in this table. ’

"Table 8 contains the number of children in

each age group that respondents brought
with them to visits.

As seen in Table 8 respondents to this sur-
vey bring a total of 1260 children with them
when they visit correctional centres.

There was no statistically significant differ-
ence in the number of respondents who
brought children to visits between non-
metropolitan correctional centres and metro-
politan correctional centres. Nor was there
a statistically significant difference between
the number of respondents who took chil-
dren to correctional centres of different
security classifications.
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Table 6: Number of respondents who bring children to visits by the number directly caring for children

Parent or person d:rectly carmg for a child-
Brings children - Total
tovisit- - Yes “No Lo R A
e Number %. “Nu 1 % Number %
Yes | 415 745 186 601 433
No 142 255 645 77.6 787 56.7
Total 557 100 831 100 1388 100

Note: There are 84 cases missing cases in this table.

Table 7a: Respondents who care for children in the corrimunity and bring children to visits

Husband/defacto
Wife/defacto
Friend

House mate
Brother/sister
Son/daughter
Father/mother
Brother/sister/defacto inlaws
Former partner
Fiancee

Other

Total

6.3 4
213 52
1
17.5 43
36.3 68
7.5 13
5 9
3
1
6.3 18
100.0 323

34.4
12
16.1
0.3
133
21.1
4.0
2.8
0.9
0.3
5.6
100.0

404

27.5
22
171
0.2
141
243
4.7
3.2
0.7
0.2
5.6

100.0

Table 7b: Respondents who do not care for childl:gn in the community and bring children to visits

Visi_t@i‘é“

-T-I-usband/defaag
Friend

House mate
Brother/sister
Son/daughter
Father/mother
Brother/sister/defacto in laws
Fiancee

Other

Total

. _Female
b £ Numbef W by <% ;
10 8.1 10 5.4
16.7 16 12.9 26 14.1
1.7 2 1.6 3 1.6
16.7 17 137 27 14.7
43.3 53 427 79 429.
6.7 7 5.6 1 6.0
3.3 2 1.6 4 22
3 24 3 1.6
1.7 14 1.3 21 114
100.0 124 100.0 184 100.0




Table 8: Age group of children brought to visits

Percentage

oftotal. "
number of :
. children

T <2 years

198 .
3-5 years 332 26.3
5-12 years 417 33
13+ 313 248
Total 1260 100

How would you describe the facilities for
children

The survey asked respondents to rate the
facilities provided for children within the
centres on a five point scale ranging from
‘excellent’ to ‘doesn’t exist’.

Table 9 compares the responses of respon-
dents according to the security classification
of the correctional centre they visit. Al-
though overall the facilities for children
were rated more positively the lower the
security classification of the correctional
centre visited, it can be seen in Table 30 in
Annex 1 that there was great variation in
how facilities for children were rated within
security classifications.

Problems when visiting

Table 10 shows the distribution of responses
received in relation to the question “How
often is the following a problem for you
when visiting?’

As can be seen approximately a third of
respondents have a problem ‘often’ or
‘always’ with the distance travelled and the
cost of visiting. Twenty one percent have a

problem ‘often’ or ‘always’ with access to -

public transport whilst 10 percent have a
problem ‘often’ or ‘always ‘with arranging
child care’.
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Waiting time at correctional centres

In reply to the question, “Once you have
arrived for a visit how long do you usually
have to wait to be processed?”

»  respondents reported an average wait-
ing of time of 21 minutes;

e 50% of respondents reported a waiting
time of 15 minutes or less; and

»  10% ofrespondents waited 45 minutes
or.more.

Visitors were asked, “Once you have been
processed how long do you usually have to
wait before you are allowed to move to the
area where the visit will take place?”

The average waiting time before permission
to move to the actual visiting area was 14
minutes.

»  50% of respondents had a waiting time
that was ten minutes or less, and

¢ 25% ofrespondents reported a waiting
time of 30 minutes or more.

When analysis was undertaken on the basis
of the security classification of the centre
visited the mean waiting time to be pro-
cessed was:

* 29 minutes at maximum security cen-
tres,;

* 22 minutes at medium security centres,
and

* 16 minutes at minimum security cen-
tres.



Visiting the Inside

Table 9: Facilities for children by security classification

Facilifies . - Secufity classification
for e v -
children. |  Maximum . | . Medium
. |Numberl - % - | Number %
Excellent 6 1.9 4 1.8
Good 30 94 43 18.9
Fair 81 255 63 278
Poor 115 36.2 76 335
Don't exist 86 27.0 41 18.1
Total 318 100.0 227 100.0

Table 10: Problems when visiting

Distanced travelled
Cost of visiting
Access to public transport
Arranging child care

A statistical test comparing these mean
waiting times for processing showed a sta-
tistically significant difference in average
waiting times between the correctional
centres of different security classifications.
However, as seen in Table 31 in Annex 1
mean waiting times varied considerably
between correctional centres within security
classifications.

Once processed the mean waiting time
before respondents were admitted to the
visits area was:

e 23 minutes for maximum security;
+ 13 minutes for medium security; and
* 9 minutes for minimum security.

A statistical test comparing these mean
waiting times showed a statistically signifi-
cant difference in average waiting times
between the correctional centres of different
security classifications. However, again
mean waiting times varied considerably
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between correctional centres within security
classifications(see Table 31).

Satisfaction with visiting procedures

Table 11 shows the distribution of responses
received in relation to the question, “How
satisfied have you been with the following?

As seen in Table 11 seventeen percent of
respondents were ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ satisfied
with the waiting time and 16 percent were
‘rarely’ or ‘never’ satisfied with the visiting
hours. Nine percent were ‘rarely’ or ‘never’
satisfied with the security checks. The
responses in Table 11 were divided into two
categories ‘very - mostly’ and ‘sometimes-
never’. These results are presented in Ta-
bles 32, 33 and 34 (Annex 1). As can be
seen in these tables satisfaction with the
waiting times, visiting hours and security
checks varied between correctional centres.



Table 11: Satisfied wifh visiting procedures
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. Vsiting
oo procedures

Waltlnﬂgmt‘i‘r'he ‘

227 6.8
Visiting hours 14.7 8.8 6.8 100
Security checks 14.1 4.9 4.1 100

10.2

Opinions on visiting area

An itemised list of visiting facilities were
presented to visitors in order to obtain a
rating on the standard of those facilities. For
the items listed respondents provided ratings
of between excellent to fair in the following
proportions.

Table 12: opinions on visiting area

Toilets

Lockers 77 6
Furniture 77 2

tables/chairs

Lighting 92 3
Temperature 80 4
Space 72 1

Disabled access 48 29
Waiting area 72 4

Drink machine 73 5
Food machine 51 10
Tea/coffee facilities 61 5
Canteen/cafeteria 32 16
Baby change area 27 35

As seen in Table 12 there was a substantial
number of missing cases for some of the
items particularly disabled access, baby
change arca and cantecen/cafeteria. It ap-
pears that where respondents have no direct
experience of specific facilities or a facility
is not present at the correctional centre they
are visiting that some decline to provide a
response.
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Behaviour of officers towards visitors

In response to the question “Are you treated
politely by officers when you visit this
gaol?” the following results were achieved.

Usually 476
Sometimes 229
Rarely 68
Never_ 36
Total 1421

Note: There is data missing for 50 cases in this
table.

As seen in Table 13, 77 percent of visitors
reported being treated politely ‘always’ or
‘usually’; 16 percent reported being treated
politely ‘sometimes’, whilst seven percent
reported being treated politely either ‘rarely’
or ‘never’. As seen in Table 35 in Annex 1
responses regarding the politeness of offi-
cers varied across correctional centres.

Factors which discourage visitors visiting
more often

Visitors were asked, “Is there anything

which discourages you from visiting more
often?”

Of'the 1471 respondents 657 (44.7%) stated
there were factor/s which discouraged them
visiting more often.
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Table 14: Factors whlch dlscourage respondents vnsmng more often.

Factors ‘

Distance cost problems with transport
Visiting hours

Conditions within visiting area
Behaviour of officers

Waiting time

Due to own personal reasons lack of time etc
Rules of visiting

Not enough time with inmate

Behaviour of inmates

Other

Number Percentofall

* respondents’
293 19.9
105 7.1
87 5.9
81 5.5
60 4.1
47 3.2
26 1.8
25 1.7
7 0.5
67 4.6

Notes: Some respondents gave more than one reason for being discouraged.

As seen in Table 14, 20 percent or one in
five respondents, stated that the ‘distance
and cost of transport’ was the thing which
discouraged them from visiting more often.
Seven percent cited visiting hours the major-
ity of these preferring to visit on week days
rather than weekends.

Six percent of respondents, or approxi-
mately one in twenty, cited the conditions
within the visiting area as a factor which
discouraged them from visiting more often.
The most common conditions cited were

o lack of recreation area for children
(n=17);

e the lack of space (n=15);

» not being able to speak in private
(0=9);

s either cold in winter or hot in summer
(n=10);

o dirty toilets (n=7);

. food and drink machines not available
or operating (n=12);

«  general atmosphere and conditions
(n=10), and

13

+  the level of noise (n=3).

As seen in Table 14 six percent referred to
the “behaviour of officers’ as factors which
discouraged them from visiting more often.
Visitors described this behaviour as impolite
or treating them in a manner they perceived
as more appropriate for inmates.

Table 15 Standard of wrltten mformatlon

‘ Howwould you |
describe this
mformatlon

Excellent | 68 B

Good 180 57
Fair 60 19
Poor 8 25
Total 316 100

Note: There were 9 missing cases missing
in this table.

Information concerning vtsmng rights and
conditions

Visitors were asked, “Have you been pro-
vided with written information by the De-
partment about visiting times, visiting rules
and conditions etc?”’

Twenty two percent of the respondents
reported having obtained written informa-
tion on visiting times, rules and conditions.
Those respondents rated the quality of the



information as shown in Table 15.

As seen in Table 15, 79 percent of respon-
dents rated the written information either
excellent or good.

(b) Results of BIS section

BIS is in operation at the following maxi-
mum security centres for male offenders:

»  Lithgow Correctional Centre;

¢ Metropolitan Medical Transit Centre
(MMTC);

¢ Metropolitan Remand and Reception
Centre (MRRC), and

* in the maximum security sections of
both Malabar Special Program Centre
(MSPC) and Goulbum Correctional
Centre.

As seen in Table 16 of the 1397 surveys
mailed to visitors of correctional centres in
which BIS is in operation 319 surveys were
returned completed, a response rate of 23%.
One hundred and nine were returned un-
opened due to the address not being correct
or the visitor having left the address.

Description of BIS respondents

*  70% of the BIS respondents were fe-
male;

*  78% of the BIS respondents were born
in Australia;

* 9% of the BIS respondents identified
themselves as Aboriginal or Torres
Strait Islanders;

» the BIS respondents ranged in age
from 5 years to 80 years with an aver-

age age of 43 years; and

*  41% the BIS respondents were directly
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caring for children.

The centres in which BIS operate in NSW
are maximum security centres containing
male inmates.

Visitor opinions of BIS procedures

Two hundred and eighty three respondents
(283) who visited BIS centres reported being
photographed. These visitors were asked,
“Was this experience ‘good’, ‘satisfactory’
or ‘unsatisfactory’?” The 278 responses to
this question are in Table 18.

As can be seen in Table 18, 33 percent of
the respondents who had been photographed
stated that this experience was ‘good’, whil-
st 56 percent stated that the experience was
‘satisfactory’ and 12 percent stated that the
experience was ‘unsatisfactory’.

Visitors who responded to the above ques-
tion were then asked, “Why do you feel this
way?”. The response categories to this
question are in Table 19. A high number of
visitors who cited the experience was ‘good’
or ‘satisfactory’ did not explain why they
felt this way and are therefore not included
in this table. Visitors who nominated the
experience of being photographed as ‘un-
satisfactory’ were more likely to provide an
explanation as to the reason they felt that
way and therefore more likely to be included
in this table.

As can be seen in Table 19, the highest
number of responses in both the ‘good’ and
‘satisfactory’ columns was the ‘understand
the need for security’ category (35% and
30% respectively) . Another high response
in the ‘good’ column was for the category
titled ‘behaviour of officers good’ (33%).
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Table 16: Surveys malled and the number and percentage returned

Under 18
18-20
21-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64

65+
Total

90

6.7
44
1.1
6.7
8.9
7.8
17.8
13.3
10
4.4
18.9
100

T2 0.9

12 5.5
25 1.8
25 1.5
24 11.1
14 6.5
21 97
25 11.5
30 13.8
20 9.2
11 51
8 3.7
217 100

Number % Number - %
Centre at’:iisr:ts,fes i w‘(’;g)m I;lnuar:::gr completed & retumed returned’ retumed

TN SR R | returned | (b) junopened| (c) |
GLB Max 88 | 100 188 —29 | 26 18 29
LGW 333 80 266 71 27 14 28
MMTC 500 50 250 50 20 28 23
MRRC 2243 20 474 92 19 41 21
MSP Max 219 100 219 57 26 8 27
TOTAL 9985 1397 319 23 109 25

13 4
13.7
94
49
8.1
100

Note: There are 12 missing cases in this table.

Table 18: Experience of being photographed by correctional centre

LGW
MMTC
MRRC
MSP - Max
Total

14

15 25.4% 37

15 31.9% 27

32 40.0% 39

15 27.8% 32

91 32.7% 155

62.7% 7
57.4% 5
48.8% 9
59.3% 7
55.8% 32

11.9%
10.6%

11.3%
13.0%

11.5%

~105% |

B
59
47
80
54

278

~100.0%

100.0%
100.0%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Note: Two hundred and eighty three respondents had
cases in this table.

been photographed. There are five missing

15
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Table 19: The experience of being photographed and the reasons for response

Looking at the responses in the ‘unsatis-
factory’ column it can seen that the most
common reason given by visitors for stating
that the experience was unsatisfactory was
that they viewed being photographed as an
‘invasion of privacy’ (36%). Other reasons
for the experience being ‘unsatisfactory’
included feel like an inmate’ (21%) and that
itwas ‘time consuming or inefficient’ (18%).

Table 20: Thumb or fingers scanned

Number | - %of: -
e : Lk
Yes at one visit only 65
Yes at more than one visit] 186
No 40
Unsure 2 .
Missing 26 82
Total 319 100.0

Table 20 shows the number of respondents
who had a thumb/fingers scanned. Sixty-
fiverespondents only had their finger scann-
ed at one visit and 186 respondents had their
fingers scanned on more than one visit.

As seen in Table 21, 24 percent of visitors
described the first experience of finger
scanning as ‘good’, whilst 55 percent de-

iy do you feel this way __|_satisfactory | unsatisfactory -

O ] | .Number | % |Number| °% _|Number| %
Understand need for service 27 29.7 47 27
Behaviour of officers good 19 333 4 4.4 23 13
Efficient 9 15.8 9 9.9 18 10
No problem 5 8.8 5 55 10 6
Invasion of privacy 9 9.9 10 35.7 19 11
Behaviour of officers poor 4 4.4 2 71 6 3
Time consuming or inefficient 1 1.8 8 7.7 5 17.9 14 8
Feel like an inmate 7 7.7 6 21.4 13 7
Not necessary 1 1.1 1 3.6 2 1
Personal reasons 1 1.8 4 4.4 2 71 7 3
Uncomfortable 2 22 1 3.6 3 2
Other - 2 3.5 12 13.2 1 3.6 15 8
Total 57 100.0 92 100.0 28 100 177 100
Notes: Caution needs to be used in interpreting this table. Thirty one of the visitors who stated the experience was
good, 61 visitors who stated the experience was satisfactory and three visitors who stated the experience was
unsatisfactory did not give a reason for feeling this way and they are therefore not included in this table,
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scribed it as ‘satisfactory’ and 21 percent as
‘unsatisfactory’.

Respondents were asked why they felt
‘good’, ‘satisfactory’ or ‘unsatisfactory’
about their first experience of finger scan-
ning. These responses are in Table 22.
Table 22 also needs to be interpreted with
caution because of the large number of
responses missing from the ‘good’ and
‘satisfactory’ columns. Again (as with
Table 19) those visitors nominating the
experience as ‘unsatisfactory’ were more
likely give a reason for feeling this way.

As can be seen in Table 22 in the ‘good’
column the ‘understand the need for secu-
rity’ was the category with the highest num-
ber of responses (53.3%). The highest
number of responses in both the ‘satisfac-
tory’ column and the ‘unsatisfactory’ col-
umn were for the ‘time consuming or ineffi-
cient’ category (29% and 63% respectively).

In Table 23, it can be seen that 12 respon-
dents, 10% who found their first experience
of finger scanning either ‘good’ or ‘satis-
factory’, found it ‘unsatisfactory” on subse-
quent occasions.
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Tabie 21: The first experience of finger scanning by correctional centre

“GLB - Max| 317% | 41| 100.0%
LGW 9 14.8% 43 70.5% 9 14.8% 61 100.0%
MMTC 14 29.2% 28 58.3% 6 . 12.5% 48 100.0%
MRRC 16 36.4% 19 43.2% 9 20.5% 44 100.0%
MSP-Max; 10 18.9% 28 52.8% 15 28.3% 53 100.0%
Total 60 24.3% 135 54.7% 52 21.1% 247 100.0%
Note: There are 251 respondents who had their fingers scanned on a least one occasion. There arg
four missing cases in this table.

Table 22: The first experience of ﬂ er scanning and the reason for this response

Understand the need for security 16 533 19 232 35 23
Behavior of officers good 6 20.0 3 3.7 9 6
Efficient 2 8.7 2 24 4 2
No problem 4 13.3 5 6.1 9 6
Invasion of privacy 5 6.1 7 16.3 12 8
Behavior of officers poor 2 24 2 1
Time consuming or inefficient 24 23.3 27 62.8 51 33
Feel like an inmate 3 37 4 9.3 7 5
Not necessary 3 37 1 23 4 3
Personal reasons 1 1.2 1 23 2 1
Uncomfortable 1 2.3 1 1
Other 2 6.7 15 18.3 2 47 19 12
Total 30 100.0 82 100.0 43 100 155 100

ot

Seven respondents, 17 percent of those who interpreting this table. Approximately 50%
found the experience ‘unsatisfactory’ on the of the respondents in both the ‘good’ and
first experience, found it ‘satisfactory’ on ‘satisfactory’ columns did not provide an
subsequent occasions. However, 83 percent explanation for why they felt this way.
of the respondents who found the experience These two columns are of value only as a
‘unsatisfactory’ the first time also found it matter of interest. Visitors nominating the
‘unsatisfactory’ on subsequent occasions. experience as ‘unsatisfactory’ were more

likely to give a reason for feeling this way.
Respondents were asked why they felt the Most of the respondents who claimed the
experience of finger scanning after the first experience as ‘unsatisfactory ’ stated that it
time was ‘good’, ‘satisfactory’ or ‘unsatis- was because the procedure was ‘time con-
factory’. The responses to this question are suming or inefficient’ (72%).

in Table 24. Caution needs to be used in
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Table 23: Opinions of first finger scanning by
opinions of later scanning

good 26 5 2 33
satisfactory 9 70 - 10 89
unsatisfactoryj -0 7 M4 41
Total 35 82 46 163

Note: This table includes only the responses of visi-
tors who were finger scanned on more than one occa-
sion and responded to both questions. Data is miss-
ing for 23 cases.

Access to written information on BIS

The Department has published a pamphlet
on BIS and information on BIS is also in-
cluded in the visitor handbook. Two ques-
tions were put to visitors to ascertain if they
had access to printed information on BIS.

Visitors were asked if they had received a
copy of the BIS pamphlet. It can be seen in
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Table 25 that only a very small number of
respondents (2.5%) claimed to have been
provided with a copy of the BIS pamphlet.
A similar response was received when BIS
visitors were asked if they had received a
copy of the visitors handbook. As seen in
Table 26 only 2.2% of visitors claim to have
received a copy of the visitors handbook.

Visitor understanding of the BIS proce-
dures

Respondents were asked two questions to
establish if they understood how finger
scanning operated. Firstly, visitors were
asked, “When your thumb or finger is
scanned the computer stores it as...”. Visi-
tor responses to this question are in Table
27.

It can be seen in Table 27 that only 10% of
visitors selected the correct answer, that it is.
stored as ‘a set of numbers’. The highest
response was for the ‘fingerprint’ category
(44%). However, 26 percent of visitors
selected the ‘don’t know’ category.

Table 24 The experience of finger scanning subsequent to the first time and the reason for this
response

Understand need for security 5 278 7 17.9 1 23 13 13
Behavior of officers good 3 16.7 1 2.8 4 4
Efficient 2 11.1 2 5.4 4 4
No problem 4 222 2 51 8 8
Invasion of privacy 2 51 7 5 5
Behavior of officers poor 1 26 1 2.3 2 2
Time consuming or inefficient 1 56 13 30.8 3 721 45 45
Feel like an inmate 3 7.7 3 7 6 6
Not necessary 2 5.1 1 23 3 3
Personal 1 26 1 1
Other 3 16.7 6 15.4 3 7 12 12
Total 18 100.0 40 100.0 43 100 101 100
Note: Caution needs to be used in interpreting this table. Eighteen visitors who stated the experience was good, 44
visitors who stated the experience was satisfactory and four visitors who stated the experience was unsatisfactory did not
give a reason for feeling this way and they are therefore not included in this table.
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Table 25: The number of visitors who re-
ceived a copy of BIS pamphlet

Yes

No .

Unsure 1.3
Missing 8.2
Total 100

Table 26: Number of visitors who have
received a copy of the visitors handbook

Yes )

No

Unsure 1.3
Missing 4.1

Total 100

A set of numbers

A fingerprint 14 443
A photo of your finger 31 97
Don't know 85 264
Missing 31 97
Total 319 100

Table 28: Can finger scan be recreated into
an image of your finger print?

No

Unsure .
Missing 8.5
Total 100

Secondly, visitors were asked, “Can the
information held by the computer on your
finger scan be recreated into an image of
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your fingerprint?”’ As seen in Table 28, 43
percent of visitors thought that the image of
their finger could be recreated into an image
of their finger print. Only seven percent of
visitors selected the correct answer, which is
the ‘no’ category. However, 42% stated
they were ‘unsure’.

Protection of privacy

Table 29 contains the responses of visitors
to the question, “Your privacy is protected
because..”. Categories 1, 2 and 3 presented
in the quiz were correct. However, the more
accurate category was category 3, ‘both 1
and 2 above’. Category 3 achieved the
highest number of responses (34%). Also
20 percent of respondents selected ‘strict
regulations which protect your privacy’. A
large percentage of the visitors (29%) nomi-
nated the ‘don’t’ know’ category and 13
percent of responses were missing’.

Table 29: Your privacy is protected because:

P

Not compatible with other 12 38
systems

Strict regulations which 65 204
protect your privacy

Both 1 and 2 above 108 34
Don't know 94 29.2
Missing 40 12.6
Total 319 100




Discussion

Discretion needs to be exercised in the
interpretation and application of the results
of this study. In this study only 24 percent
of the visitors who were surveyed res-
ponded. Respondents may differ in charac-
teristics and/or experience from those visi-
tors who did not respond. It was not possi-
ble to compare the charactenstics of the
respondents to this survey with the general
population of visitors visiting during March
1999 becanse much of the computerised data
on the OMS system was either missing or
unreliable.

It could also be that some people who would
like to visit friends or relatives in NSW
correctional centres do not do so because of
their personal circumstances, the distance
they have to travel or concerns with the
visiting facilities. Obviously it is not possi-
ble to include the opinions of these people in
this study.

Additionally, some of the tables contain the
collective responses of visitors to all the
correctional centres in NSW rather than the
itemised results for individual correctional
centres. Although this provides an indica-
tion of the level of satisfaction of respon-
dents generally, there are a number of quali-
fications with regards to their usefulness:

» the overall responses in these tables
may not reflect what is happening at an
individual correctional centre; and

e the number of respondents varies be-
tween correctional centres therefore the
overall responses are biased towards
that of the respondents who visit cor-
rectional centres which have a large
number of respondents.

This study is not directly comparable with
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the Eyland (1996) study. It is not possible
to say if either study obtained a representa-
tive sample of visitors. The respondents in
the Eyland study differed in characteristics
from the respondents in this study including
the type of relationship they had with the
inmate. Compared with the Eyland study
this present study had a higher percentage of
respondents who described their relationship
with the inmate as one of friend whilst a
lower percentage described the inmate as
their husband.

The care of children

A large number of respondents (43%)
brought children with them when they vis-
ited. Clearly it is essential, if the visit is to
be a positive one for all concerned, that the
children are reasonably content during the
visit and not disruptive to those around
them.

As seen in Table 30 in Annex 1, the rating
respondents gave the facilities for children
vary markedly between correctional centres.
Some correctional centres have no facilities
for children. The majority (60%) of the
children respondents brought to visits are in
the two to 12 year age groups (Table ).
Even if the visit is only for an hour this is a
long time to expect children of this age
group to remain inactive.

When asked which factors discouraged
visitors from visiting more often 17 respon-
dents referred to the lack of facilities for
children.

Thirty eight percent of respondents reported
directly caring for children in the commu-
nity. Twenty six percent of these respon-
dents did not bring children with them when
they visited. Ten percent of respondents



stated that arranging child care was a prob-
lem ‘often’ or ‘always’ (Table 10). It may
be that some of these visitors would bring
children to the visits if the facilities for
children were improved.

It would appear worthwhile if visiting facili-
ties were more amenable to children. When
new correctional centres are planned serious
consideration needs to be given to incorpo-
rating indoor and outdoor activity areas for
children. Aseconomic resources permit this
should also happen in existing correctional
centres.

Transportation

Transport to correctional centres was a
problem for a substantial number of respon-
dents. As seen in Table 10, 32 percent of
respondents cited distance travelled as a
problem ‘often’ or ‘always’ and 31 percent
cited the cost of visiting was a problem
‘often” or ‘always’. When asked if there
was anything which discouraged them visit-
ing more often, 20 percent of respondents
cited distance, cost or problems with trans-
port’. The difficulties the respondents had
with travelling shows the importance of the
need for good planning in the location of
correctional centres.

Contributing to the problems with transport
was the lack of public transport. As seen in
Table 10, 21 percent of respondents stated
that access to public transport was a problem
‘often’ or ‘always’. That only eight percent
of respondents use public transport to visit
may reflect the fact that most correctional
centres in NSW are not ideally situated for
access to public transport. Respondents
were more likely to use public transport if
they were visiting a correctional centre in
the metropolitan area.

The Department subsidises the CRC bus
service to non-metropolitan correctional
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centres. Only 1.6 percent of respondents
reported using this bus service. Addition-
ally, the Department makes financial assis-
tance available for visitors who are finan-
cially disadvantaged in order that they can
visit a particular inmate. The availability of
this assistance is included in the visitors
handbook. Wider distribution of this hand-
book would make the availability of the bus
service and financial assistance better
known.

Facilities in the visiting area

With regard to the facilities in the visiting
area the majority of the items were rated by
visitors as good to fair (Table 12). Visitors
had a tendency not to rate an 1tem that was
not relevant to them, for example disabled
access and baby change area. Items causing
the most concern amongst respondents were
the toilets, lack of space, food machine, tea
and coffee facilities.

As seen in Table 14 ‘conditions within the
visiting area’ was the third most common
factor which discouraged respondents
visiting more often. Clearly the highest
priority needs to be given to factors
important to visitors’ health and safety. The
offender population is known to be a high
risk group for communicable diseases.
Those who visit inmates may also be at
higher risk than the general NSW
population. Therefore it is imperative that
facilities, particularly tea and coffee and
toilet facilities follow the highest standards
of hygiene. The Department needs to
develop minimum acceptable standards for
these facilities.

Whilst maintaining the highest standards in
security it should be possible by good design
and use of colour to make visiting sections
visually pleasing. In the design or
renovation of visitors’ sections high priority
should be given to including design features



and materials which add to the amenity of
the visits section such as those which reduce
noise and those which are visually pleasing.

Visiting procedures

As seen in Table 11, 17 percent of
respondents reported being ‘rarely’ or
‘never’ satisfied with the waiting time at
correctional centres. However, as shown in
Table 31 in Annex 1 the average waiting
times varied between correctional centres.
For some correctional centres if the waiting
time to be processed is combined with the
waiting time -after processing the average
aggregate waiting time, is approximately
one hour. With delays of this length it is
understandable that waiting time is of
concern to some visitors.

The cause of the delay may not always lie
with the processing of visitors. The delay is
sometimes due to the inmate’s failure or
slowness to respond when called. Inmates
may be at some distance from the visits
section when the visitor arrives.

As seen in Table 11, 16 percent of
respondents stated that they ‘rarely or
‘never’ were satisfied with the visiting
hours. Also as seen in Table 14 visiting
hours was the second most common factor
which discouraged respondents from
visiting. Dissatisfaction with visiting hours
was expressed mainly by respondents who
would like to visit on weekdays. Some
respondents would like visiting hours to
finish later in the afternoon.

Respondents appeared to be more satisfied
with security checks than the waiting time or
visiting hours. Forty three percent of
respondent reported being ‘very’ satisfied
with security checks whilst 34 percent
reported being ‘mostly’ satisfied. In Table
12 it was seen that 9 percent of respondents
were ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ satisfied with the
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security checks. Therefore it appears that
most respondents are accepting of the
security measures they encounter.

Although 77 percent of respondents reported
being treated politely by officers‘always’ or
‘usually’ this left 23 percent of respondents
stating that they are treated politely only
‘sometimes’ ‘rarely’ or ‘never’. It must be
emphasised the difficult task working in
visits sections is for correctional officers.
They have onerous security and
administration responsibilities. Yet whilst
carrying out these duties, visits staff have to
deal with a large volume of people who may
be stressed, impatient, tired from their
journey and not always cooperative.

At many correctional centres correctional
officers are only rostered on to the visits
section every few months. This means that
the correctional officers not only have to
deal with the usual demands of the visits
section, but also the need to re-familiarize
themselves with the computer sofiware for
registering visitors. In establishing the
mailing list of visitors for this survey it was
found that the information entered by
officers on visitors was sometimes not done
correctly. One notable error was that a
substantial number of visitors had more than
one VIN.

As inmates do not have access to the area in
which visitor processing occurs, it may be
that after appropriate training the processing
of visitors could be more efficiently
undertaken by regular civilian staff. The
Operations Branch should establish a
working party to investigate the value of
replacing correctional officers with civilian
staff in performing administrative tasks
related to visitor processing. This would
allow correctional officers rostered to visits
to concentrate on matters of visits security.

The written responses provided by visitors



imply that the behaviour of correctional
officers is very important to visitors. Some
respondents reported being frightened on
their first visit to correctional centres until
they were put at ease by visits officers.
Other visitors were willing to tolerate delays
in processing with good humour because
they viewed the behaviour of officers as
friendly.

It is in the interests of the Department that:

»  visits are a positive experience for both
the visitors and the inmates, and

» that correctional officers are
appropriately trained for the demands
placed upon them.

The Corrective Services Academy has
developed specialist training modules for
visits staff which includes sections on
customer service focus, dealing with
complaints and visits procedures. It is
recommended that the Corrective Services
Academy extend this training to correctional
officers in primary training programs.

Provision of written information

It is of concern that only 22 percent of the
respondents claim to have received written
information on visiting times, rules and
conditions.  The responses from the
individual correctional centres varied from
none at Tamworth to 48 percent at Mulawa.
As all correctional centres, with the
exception of Tamworth, had some visitors
reporting that they had obtained written
material there must be some level of
availability of this material. Perhaps the
material is available from information stands
in visits sections but not all visitors are
aware that it is there. Or perhaps visitors
interpreted the meaning of the question as
referring to printed information given
directly.
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Having a loved one in a correctional centre
can be a stressful and confusing time for
those involved. It can be of assistance to
visitors if they are briefed on visiting times,
rules and conditions. Written information
provides visitors with the opportunity to
have the information at hand when they
need to refer to it.

The importance of written information was
emphasised in the Eyland (1996) report and
recommendations were made concerning a
general pamphlet and specific information
pertaining to individual correctional centres.
In response to this recommendation the
Operations Branch developed a general
visitors handbook. Additionally, a visiting
package was to be made available for
inmates to send to family members and
friends nominated by the inmate. This
process must have been discontinued as this
study found a substantial number of
respondents did not receive printed
information.

Visitors are sometimes uncertain about the
actual correctional centre in which their
family member or friend has been placed.
The phone number of the Inmate Placement
Officer should be prominently displayed on
all written material so visitors can quickly
establish the whereabouts of the inmate.
Additionally, unless there are policy or
security reasons for not doing so, this phone
number should be clearly displayed in the
Sydney Telephone Directory.

Bio-metric Identification System (BIS)

Most respondents who had visited centres
where BIS operated found the procedures
associated with BIS good or satisfactory.
This was so for 85 percent of the responses
with regards to being photographed, 76
percent with regard to the first experience of
finger scanming and 64 percent for
subsequent experiences of finger scanning.



The main reasons visitors gave for their
experience being good or satisfactory was
that they ‘understood the need for security’
or that ‘the behaviour of officers was good’.
A number of visitors responded that their
experience was satisfactory despite giving
reasons for feeling that way which were
critical of the procedure. This was
particularly so for finger scanning with a
substantial number claiming the experience
was satisfactory despite stating that it was
time consuming or inefficient (29% the first
time and 31% subsequent to the first time).

Although the respondents who stated their
experiences with BIS procedures were
unsatisfactory were in the minority, it was
not an insubstantial minority. Eleven
percent of visitors stated that the experience
of being photographed was unsatisfactory,
19 percent stated that the first experience of
finger scanning was unsatisfactory, whilst
24 percent found the subsequent experiences
of finger scanning were unsatisfactory.

Concerns of visitors

Whilst the main concern of visitors with
being photographed was that they viewed it
as ‘an invasion of privacy’, the main
concern visitors had with finger scanning
was that it was ‘inefficient or time
consuming’. Only a small number of
visitors referred to finger scanning as an
invasion of privacy.

Few respondents claimed to have had access
to written information on BIS. Tt is not
surprising then that a large number
responded incorrectly to the quiz on finger
scanning. Nevertheless, despite not
understanding how BIS operated, as stated
above, few viewed finger scanning as an
invasion of privacy. As well over half ofthe
BIS respondents were aware that there were
strict regulations which protected their
privacy.
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Privacy concerns of visitors

What can be done to address the main
concerns of visitors with BIS procedures?
Firstly let us consider responses that refer to
BIS procedures, particular being
photographed, as an invasion of privacy.

When BIS was first introduced into the
NSW correctional system, concerns were
expressed by groups such as the NSW
Privacy Committee that the operation of BIS
had the potential to infringe upon visitor’s
privacy. The Department took such
concerns very seriously and introduced
regulations to protect the privacy of visitors.
These regulations came into effect on 1
November 1997.

Under the regulations, the Department can
only use information on BIS for the purpose
of administering the right to enter and exit
maximum security correctional centres. The
regulations prohibit the information being
shared with any other agency.

No respondent in this study cited an incident
in relation to privacy. The concerns of
visitors voiced in this study apparently arise
from their perception of the process rather
than actual incidents which could constitute
a breach of privacy. It appears that visitors
are objecting in principle to undergoing a
procedure they view as intrusive and
unnecessary.

Technology is a growing part of the security
measures used in the criminal justice
system. More needs to be done to educate
visitors on the reasons for the procedures
that is, the importance of BIS to security and
the manner in which the system actually
operates. Visitors are entitled to understand
what they are taking part in and a greater
understanding may assist to allay the
concerns of those who would otherwise
view the procedures negatively.



Pamphlet for B1S visitors

Respondents to the BIS centres were less
likely overall to have access to written
information than respondents generally.
More widespread understanding of BIS
procedures among visitors is required. This
appears to be best achieved by revising the
BIS pamphlet to reflect the information
obtained in this survey and wider
distribution of the pamphlet.

Revision of the BIS pamphlet needs to
address the following:

o  the pamphlet needs to be written in
simpler language to cater for the fact
that some visitors, as evidenced in
written responses to this survey, have a
low level of English literacy;

«  the pamphlet needs to reflect to a great-
er extent the concern visitors have with
being photographed; and

*  more needs to be done to explain to
visitors the importance of security. .

Wider distribution of the pamphlet to ensure
all visitors to centres containing BIS have
access to it by providing each visitor with a
copy ofthe BIS pamphlet at the time of their
initial enrolment on BIS at a correctional
centre.

Concerns that BIS is time consuming or
inefficient

Part of the rationale for the introduction of
BIS was that it would assist in the
processing of visitors by reducing the time
taken to check visitors’ identity. The
processing of the visitor on their first visit to
a correctional centre containing BIS would
be expected to take longer than on later
occasions. This is because when a visitor is
attending for the first time their personal
identification details need to be registered
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in the BIS data base, and a head and
shoulder photograph taken as well as their
finger scanned. At subsequent visits after a
visitor fills an attendance form only thumb
or finger scanning is required. However, as
seen in this study at subsequent visits a
number of visitors continued to find the
experience time consuming.

According to respondents and visits officers
the BIS process is time consuming because
of the difficulty the BIS equipment has in
registering the detail of some visitors’
fingers. Some visitors, due to the nature of
thetr occupation (e.g., concreters) have had
the definition on their finger eroded.

The Operations Branch have in the past
sought to increase the efficiency of the BIS
system. The present complaints of visitors
should be addressed by the Operations
Branch to see if further improvements can
be made by the upgrading of equipment or
the provision of additional equipment in
some centres.
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Endnotes

1. An inmate may be visited by up to four
adult visitors at a time.

2.  For afuller description of this material refer
to Eyland (1996).

3. Biometric refers to a broad category of
technologies which provide precise
confirmation of an individual’s identity
through the use of their personal
characteristics such as their physiological
characteristics or other distinguishing
attribute. Common physio-logical
characteristics used in BIS include finger
and hand prints, retina scans and voice
recognition.

4. This management plan is AC0:95/115.

5. Excluded is the visiting section for F wing
at Cessnock Correctional Centre. There
were only three usable addresses for this
visiting section and none of the three
visitors surveyed responded.

6. Thirteen percent of visitors did not
respond to this question. It would seem
worthwhile if such a question is put to
visitors in future surveys that ‘none of the
above’ or ‘other’ category be included.
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APPENDIX

Cess D + E Wing
GLB - Max
LBH
Lithgow
MMTC
MRRC
MSP - Max
PMT
Medium
BTH Med
Broken Hili
GRA Med
Junee Med
Mulawa
PKA
Tamworth
;,A‘\‘ieraéfel,, :
Minimum
Berrima
BTH Min
Cess AB + C Wing
Emu Plains - Jacaranda
Emu Plains - Main Cenire
GLB MIN - X-Wing
Glen Innes
FRA Females
FRA Min
ITC
John Morony - Windsor
Junee Min
Kirkconnell
Mannus
MSP - Min
Oberon
PKA Min - work release
Silverwater
St. Heliers
- Average .
_Overall average

Note: As stated elsewhere in this report only 24% of the visitors surveyed responded. For some correctional centresthe
response rate was very low. In interpreting this fable it is important to keep in mind that the responses may not be
representative of those of all visitors to those individual corectional centres. There is data missing for 269 cases in this

table.

S0

21
25
48
22
21

19
29
61
28
30
29
i
23

38

14
31
17
42
30
37
19

53.8
79.5
89.5
71.2
76.9
49.3
475

54.2
88.9
93.8
208
38.1
63.9

12.5
48.8
7.7

12.5
33.3
77.8
333
48.6
256
4.7
15.2
47.4
171

52.2
11.5
75.0
255

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100




Table 31: Average waiting times
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Maximum

Cess D + E Wing
GLB - Max

LBH

Lithgow

MMTC

MRRC

MSP - Max

BTH Med
Broken Hill
GRA Med
Junee Med
Mulawa
PKA
Tamworth

Minimum

Berrima

BTH Min

Cess AB + C Wing
Emu Plains - Jacaranda
Emu Plains - Main Centre
GLB MIN - X_Wing

Glen Innes

GRA Females

GRA Min

ITC

John Moroney - Windsor
Junee Min

Kirkconnell

Mannus

MSP - Min

Oberon

PKA Min - work release
Silverwater

St Heliers

- Oy eraﬂ Average

Average Minutes
21

22

13
.32

12
16
15
10
12
13
16

11
18
15
33
10

12
12
15
38
18

18
21

Average Minutes

24

30

9

- 27

25

22

21

8

5
5
9
2
8
6
7
12
18
6 -
4
13
5
9
14
5

14

Note: In lnterpretlng thls table itis lmportant to keep in mlnd thatt

1e responses of those wsﬂors who
responded to the survey may not be representative of all the visitors to those individual correctional
centres. There is data missing for 52 cases in column (a) and 82 cases in column (b).
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Table 32: Satisfaction with waiting times

' Centres Very tomostly | Sometimes to never Total

_ Maximum _ Lo % o Number 4% - o} Number} =%
Cess D + E Wing 14 51.9 13 48.1 27 100
GLB - Max 19 40.4 28 59.6 47 100
LBH 23 76.7 7 23.3 30 100
Lithgow 26 - 36.6 45 63.4 71 100
MMTC 23 46.9 26 53.1 49 100
MRRC 38 422 52 578 90 100
MSP - Max 19 34.5 36 65.5 55 100
PMT 11 42.3 15 577 26 100
Average © 173 | 438 | 222 | 862 | 395 {100
Medium
Broken Hill 8 80.0 2 20.0 10 100
BTH Med 17 65.4 9 34.6 26 100
GRA Med 14 66.7 7 333 21 100
Junee Med 24 414 34 58.6 58 100
Mulawa 36 69.2 16 30.8 52 100
PKA 24 36.4 42 63.6 66 100
Tamworth 11 45.8 13 54.2 24 100
Average 134 - 5201 123 - 479 257 100
Minimum
Berrima 27 93.1 2 6.9 29 100
BTH Min 25 52.1 23 47.9 48 100
Cess AB + C Wing 37 63.8 21 36.2 58 100
Emu Plains - Jacaranda 22 91.7 2 8.3 24 100
Emu Plains - Main Centre 17 654 9 34.6 26 100
GLB MIN - X_Wing 25 75.8 8 242 33 100
Gien Innes 11 917 1 8.3 12 100
GRA Females 3 100.0 3 100
GRA Min 30 75.0 10 25.0 40 100
ITC 34 66.7 17 33.3 51 100
John Morony - Windsor 54 771 16 22.9 70 100
Junee Min 23 54.8 19 452 42 100
Kirkconnell 65 83.3 13 16.7 78 100
Mannus 34 87.2 5 12.8 39 100
MSP - Min 38 90.5 4 9.5 42 100
Oberon 22 815 5 18.5 27 100
PKA Min - work release 24 61.5 15 385 39 100
Silverwater 20 35.1 37 64.9 57 100
St Heliers 42 75 14 25.0 56 100
Average 553 14 221 280 - 774 © 100
Qvérall average 860 603 | 566 [ 397 | 1426 | 100
Note: in interpreting this table it is important to keep in mind that the responses of those visitors wha
responded to the survey may not be representative of all the visitors to those individual correctional
centres. There is data missing for 45 cases in this table.
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Table 33: Satisfaction with visiting hours

Cess D + E Wing
GLB - Max

LBH

Lithgow

MMTC

MRRC

MSP - Max

BTH Med
Broken Hill
GRA Med
Junee Med
Mulawa
PKA

T rth

Minimum

Berrima

BTH Min

Cess AB + C Wing

Emu Plains - Jacaranda

Emu Plains - Main Centre

GLB MIN - X_Wing

Glen Innes

GRA Min

GRA Females

ITC

John Morony - Windsor

Junee Min

Kirkconnell

Mannus

MSP - Min

Oberon

PKA Min - work release

Silverwater

St Heliers
e

13
17
21
49
24
61
28

Visiting the Inside

28
46
30
70
48
90
52

100

100
100
100
100
100
100

Note: In interpreting this table it is important to keep in mind that the responses of those visitors
who responded to the survey may not be representative of all the visitors to those correctional
centres. There is data missing for 66 cases in this table.




Visiting the Inside

Table 34: Satisfaction with security checks

“Cess D + E Wing 19 70.4 8 29.6 27 100

GLB - Max 32 69.6 14 304 46 100
LBH 27 90.0 3 10.0 30 100
Lithgow 45 65.2 24 34.8 69 100
MMTC 36 76.6 11 234 47 100
MRRC 60 66.7 30 33.3 a0 100
MSP - Max 34 63.0 20 37.0 54 100
PMT B 21 3 24 100
‘Average o ol 2 8
Medium
BTH Med 21 80.8 5 19.2 26 100
Broken Hill 6 66.7 3 333 9 100
GRA Med 13 65.0 7 35.0 20 100
Junee Med 45 77.6 13 22.4 58 100
Mulawa 38 745 13 255 51 100
PKA 47 72.3 18 277 65 100
Tamworth 13 56.5 10 43.5 23 100
Minimum
Berrima 27 93.1 2 6.9 29 100
BTH Min 40 87.0 6 13.0 46 100
Cess AB + C Wing 41 71.9 16 28.1 57 100
Emu Plains - Jacaranda 20 83.3 4 16.7 24 100
Emu Plains - Main Centre 20 76.9 6 23.1 26 100
GLB MIN - X_Wing 27 81.8 6 18.2 33 100
Glen Innes 8 80.0 2 20.0 10 100
GRA Females 2 66.7 1 333 3 100
GRA Min 29 74.4 10 25.6 39 100
ITC 38 79.2 10 20.8 48 100
John Morony - Windsor 56 78.9 15 21.1 71 100
Junee Min 36 87.8 5 12.2 41 100
Kirkconnell 65 85.5 11 14.5 76 100
Mannus 37 97.4 1 2.6 38 100
MSP - Min 40 a3.0 3 7.0 43 100
Oberon 23 88.5 3 115 26 100
PKA Min - work release 25 62.5 15 375 40 100
Silverwater 38 69.1 17 30.9 86 100
St Heliers 46 82.1 10 179 56 100

Note: In interpreting this table it is important to keep in mind that the responses of those visitors wha
responded to the survey may not be representative of all the visitors to those individual correctional
centres. There is data missing for 164 cases in this table.
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Visiting the Inside

Table 35: Are you treated politely by officers

s
s ¢

Cess D + E Win
. GLB - Max

LBH

Lithgow

MMTC

MRRC

MSP - Max

BTH Med
Broken Hill
GRA Med
Junee Med

Tamwprth

Berrima
BTH Min
Cess AB + C Wing
Emu Plains - Jacaranda
Emu Plains - Main Centre
GRA Females
GLB MIN - X_Wing
Glen Innes
GRA Females
GRA Min
ITC
John Morony - Windsor
Junee Min
Kirkconnell
Mannus
MSP - Min
Oberon
PKA Min - work release
Silverwater

- St Heliers

Note: In interpreting this table it is important to keep in mind that the responses of those visitors whg
responded to the survey may not be representative of all the visitors to those individual correctional
centres. There is data missing from 50 cases in this table.

750 7 25.0 28 00

73.9 12 261 46 100
93.3 2 6.7 30 100
77.1 16 229 70 100
7741 11 229 48 100
55.6 40 444 90 100
81.1 10 18.9 53 100

815 5 18.5 27 100
66.7 3 33.3 9 100
61.9 8 38.1 21 100
67.2 19 32.8 58 100

875 4 125 32 100
67.4 14 32.6 43 100
74.6 15 254 59 100
70.8 7 29.2 24 100
73.3 8 26.7 30 100
100.0 3 100
70.6 10 294 34 100
90.9 1 9.1 11 100
100.0 3 100
73.0 10 27.0 37 100
76.5 12 23.5 51 100
81.7 13 18.3 71 100
90.2 4 9.8 41 100
89.6 8 104 77 100
94.6 2 54 37 100
95.5 2 4.5 44 100
77.8 6 222 27 100
80.0 8 20.0 40 100
78.2 12 218 55 100
9
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..................... Visiting the Inside —..............

Table 36: The experience of finger scanning subsequent to the first time by correctional centre

st ) "“sat‘smt

eenyre w % | Number | Ro
GLB-Max | 10 | 26.3% 19 | 50.0% 9 237% | 38 | 100.0%
Lithgow 10 | 204% | 27 | 55.1% 12 | 245% | 49 | 100.0%
MMTC 14 | 359% 19 | 487% 6 154% | 39 | 100.0%
MRRC 6 21.4% 12 | 42.9% 10 | 357% | 28 | 100.0%
MSP-Max | © 20.9% 18 | 41.9% 16 | 372% | 43 | 100.0%
Total 49 | 249% | 95 | 482% | 53 | 269% | 197 | 100.0%
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