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[bookmark: _Toc204594200]Introduction
The Queensland Human Rights Commission (the Commission) is an independent statutory body established under the Anti-Discrimination Act 1991, with functions under that Act and the Human Rights Act 2019 (Human Rights Act) to promote an understanding, acceptance, and public discussion of human rights in Queensland. This submission has been approved by the Queensland Human Rights Commissioner.
[bookmark: _Toc204594201]Summary
This submission focuses on the relevance of the Human Rights Act to a number of issues within the Independent Review’s Terms of Reference. These include:
the rights, participation, and treatment of victims within the parole process
the relationships between victims’ rights and rights of prisoners and members of the broader community
the alignment of the Parole Board’s operations with legislation, including the Human Rights Act.
The Parole Board’s role is critical within Queensland’s criminal justice system. It is not merely an administrative mechanism for prisoner release—rather a fundamental element supporting rehabilitation, managing risk, and contributing to safer communities.[footnoteRef:1] The parole system must uphold victims’ rights to safety and participation, respect prisoners’ rights to liberty and humane treatment, and enhance public safety through structured rehabilitation and reintegration. The rights and interests of victims, the prisoner, and the community are complementary rather than competing. [1:  See R v Shrestha (1991) 173 CLR 48 [20].] 

The Human Rights Act offers a binding and valuable, framework for managing the overlapping and intersecting rights and interests at play. It encourages transparent, reasoned decision-making that takes full account of the individual circumstances of each case to best promote the rights of all.
[bookmark: _Toc204594202]Parole, community safety & rehabilitation
The purpose of corrective services in Queensland is ‘community safety and crime prevention through the humane containment, supervision and rehabilitation of offenders’.[footnoteRef:2]  The parole system plays a crucial role in achieving these aims. [2:  Corrective Services Act 2006 (Qld) s 3(1).] 

Parole is continuation of a person’s sentence in the community, under supervision. As the Ministerial Guidelines recognise, the only purpose of parole is to ‘reintegrate a prisoner into the community before the end of a prison sentence to decrease the chance that the prisoner will ever reoffend’.[footnoteRef:3]  Community safety is at the heart of the parole system. In this, the rights and interests of the community and the prisoner align. The 2016 Queensland Parole System Review recognised this, finding that: [3:  Laura Gerber, Ministerial Guidelines to the Parole Board Queensland (Ministerial Guidelines, 21 December 2024). See further Walter Sofronoff, Queensland Parole System Review (Final Report, 30 November 2016).] 

From the perspective of the prisoner and those concerned with the interests of prisoners, … [t]he question is whether an element of parole is or is not effective in supporting and guiding the prisoner to a better way of life. For the rest of us, the relevant criterion is whether or not parole is effective to keep the community safe from the prisoner’s re‐offending. My investigation has demonstrated to me that it makes no difference which point of view is taken. That which best serves community safety is also in the best interests of the prisoner.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Walter Sofronoff, Queensland Parole System Review (Final Report, 30 November 2016) 1.] 

This also aligns with the rights and interests of victims discussed further below. In the context of parole, like other aspects of the criminal justice system, the legitimate rights of the community, victims, and prisoners are complementary rather than competing.[footnoteRef:5]   [5:  See, discussing the criminal justice system more broadly, Victorian Law Reform Commission, The Role of Victims of Crime in the Criminal Trial Process (Report, August 2016) 29. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc204594203]Rights, participation & treatment of victims
[bookmark: _Toc204594204]The Human Rights Act framework
The Human Rights Act imposes clear obligations on public entities, including statutory bodies such as the Parole Board Queensland, its members and staff.[footnoteRef:6] As a public entity for the purposes of the Act, the Parole Board is required to ensure that its actions and decisions are compatible with human rights standards. [6:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 9(1)(a),(b), (i); Public Sector Act 2022 (Qld) s 276(1)(b).] 

Section 58(1)(a) of the Act imposes a substantive obligation on public entities to act and make decisions that are compatible with human rights.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 58(1)(a).] 

In parallel, section 58(1)(b) establishes a procedural obligation, requiring public entities to give proper consideration to relevant human rights when making decisions.[footnoteRef:8] Section 58(5) clarifies that proper consideration includes, but is not limited to, identifying which human rights may be affected and assessing whether the decision is compatible with those rights.[footnoteRef:9] [8:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 58(1)(b).]  [9:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 58(5).] 

An act or decision is compatible with human rights if it does not limit a right, or only limits rights to the extent that is reasonable and demonstrably justifiable in a free and democratic society based on human dignity, equality and freedom.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) ss 8, 13.] 

[bookmark: _Ref204367620]Sub-section 13(2) provides a list of factors that may be relevant to the assessment of whether a limitation on a human right is justified. The factors listed ‘generally align’ with the principle of proportionality.[footnoteRef:11] They are: [11:  Kracke v Mental Health Review Board [2009] VCAT 646 [133]–[134] (‘Re Kracke’); Re Lifestyle Communities Ltd (No 3) (2009) 31 VAR 286 [322]–[334]. See also Johnston v Commissioner of Police [2024] QSC 2 [430] (‘Johnston’).] 

the nature of the human right;
the nature of the purpose of the limitation, including whether it is consistent with a free and democratic society based on human dignity, equality and freedom;
the relationship between the limitation and its purpose, including whether the limitation helps to achieve the purpose;
whether there are any less restrictive and reasonably available ways to achieve the purpose;
the importance of the purpose of the limitation;
the importance of preserving the human right, taking into account the nature and extent of the limitation on the human right;
the balance between the matters mentioned in paragraphs (e) and (f).
The more important the right, the more important the purpose will need to be to justify a limitation on it.[footnoteRef:12] In Johnston v Commissioner of Police, Martin SJA cited with approval Victorian authority that: [12:  Explanatory Notes, Human Rights Bill 2018 (Qld) 16–18.] 

The burden on the public entity to justify limitations is high, requiring a degree of probability commensurate with the occasion, and must be strictly imposed in circumstances where the individual concerned is particularly vulnerable.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Johnston [73], quoting Certain Children v Minister for Families and Children (No 2) (2017) 52 VR 441 [203].] 

Section 58(2) sets out a narrow exception to these obligations. It provides that the duties under subsections (1)(a) and (1)(b) do not apply where the public entity could not reasonably have acted differently or made a different decision due to a binding statutory provision, Commonwealth or State law, or other legal constraints.
[bookmark: _Toc204594205]Victims’ rights under the Human Rights Act
The Human Rights Act contains a number of rights relevant to the treatment and participation of victims in the processes of the Parole Board.[footnoteRef:14] Some of these rights require public entities to protect people from violence committed by other individuals. Other human rights guide the way that victims should be treated in the criminal justice system. [14:  For a detailed summary of the rights that pertain to victim-survivors, refer to Commission of Inquiry into Queensland Police Service responses to domestic and family violence, A Call for Change (Report, 2022) 36‒8. The Commission assisted the Independent Commission of Inquiry in this work. ] 

The rights protected by the Human Rights Act have been drawn from international law and may be interpreted with reference to international law and jurisprudence, including human rights treaties to which Australia is a party.[footnoteRef:15] The most relevant rights are:  [15:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) 48(3).] 

the right to equality and non-discrimination, including the right to enjoy human rights without discrimination and the right to equality before the law[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 15.] 

the right to life,[footnoteRef:17] for example if it is clear that a person’s life is in danger as a result of threats or violence[footnoteRef:18]   [17:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 16.]  [18:  See, for example, Opuz v Turkey (2009) (ECtHR, 3rd section), App No 33401/02 (9 June 2009); Smith v Chief Constable of Sussex Police and Van Colle v Chief Constable of Hertfordshire Police [2008] UKHL 50.] 

the prohibition on torture, cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment, including protection from treatment that humiliates a person[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 17. Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis v DSD [2018] UKSC 11; Tunikova v Russia (2021) (ECtHR, 3rd section), Apps Nos 55974/16 and ors, 14 December 2021.] 

freedom of expression, which includes the right to seek out and receive information[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 21.] 

the right to privacy and reputation, which protects against unlawful or arbitrary interference with a person’s family, home or personal information[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 25.] 

the protection of families and children[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 26.] 

cultural rights generally and the cultural rights of Aboriginal peoples and Torres Strait Islander peoples, including ensuring that services provided to people are culturally safe[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) ss 27, 28. ] 

· the right to security of the person, including ensuring the physical safety of people who are in danger of physical harm.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 29. See UN Human Rights Council, General Comment No 35: Article 9: Liberty and Security of person, UNDOC CCPR/C/GC/35 (‘General Comment No. 35’). ] 

Families of victims who have died or who do not have legal capacity should be entitled to exercise rights on behalf of the victim and also have their own rights to privacy and family respected.
Victims, to the greatest possible extent, should not be retraumatised by criminal justice processes. This may mean ensuring the victim has adequate support or that reasonable adjustments are made. Failure to do so without reasonable justification may amount to a contravention of the rights to equality, the prohibition against torture, cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment, and to privacy. 
The importance of protecting victims’ rights is reflected in the United Nations Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power (UN Basic Principles).[footnoteRef:25] The UN Basic Principles states that victims should be treated with compassion and respect for their dignity.[footnoteRef:26] They are entitled to access to the mechanisms of justice and to prompt redress, as provided for by national legislation, for the harm that they have suffered.[footnoteRef:27] Steps should be taken to protect their privacy and ensure their safety, as well as the safety of their families.[footnoteRef:28] [25:  UN Doc A/RES/40/34, adopted by the General Assembly on 29 November 1985.]  [26:  Principle 4.]  [27:  Principle 4.]  [28:  Principle 6(d).] 

The United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime Handbook on Justice for Victims, which gives guidance to states on implementation of the UN Basic Principles, recognises in relation to parole that:
Victims have a legitimate interest in seeking to ensure not only that those who have committed offences against them are brought to justice, but also that offenders do not present a danger to the victim or to others after release. If a prisoner is to be released, victims may want to be notified in advance. This is often because the victim may have been threatened during or after the offence or may be seen by the prisoner as the one responsible for the prisoner’s incarceration. Some victims have a very deep—and very real—fear of retaliation by offenders. At the very least, victims should be given the opportunity to take precautions or to prepare themselves mentally for the release of their offenders.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  United Nations Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention, Handbook on Justice for Victims: On the use and application of the Declaration of Basic Principles of Justice for Victims of Crime and Abuse of Power, New York, 1999, 72.] 

For many victims, opportunities to be acknowledged and empowered in criminal justice processes play an important role in their recovery and establishing their trust in the system. In addition, provision of information to the Parole Board by eligible persons is important to inform the Board of risks that release on parole may pose to particular individuals.
In assessing parole applications, the Parole Board must consider both the rights of the prisoner and the right to life and security of the person of victims and other members of the community. If release on parole would pose a real and immediate threat to the right to life or security of the person of victims or other members of the community, steps must be taken to address those risks. 
For prisoners not serving a life sentence (or otherwise subject to post-sentence supervision) those risks are likely to be best managed through supervised release with appropriate conditions. This is because the prisoner will otherwise be released without supervision at the end of their sentence. Research consistently shows that being released on parole reduces the likelihood that a person will re-offend.[footnoteRef:30] Where risks of release cannot be immediately managed, the rights of victims and the community will best be served by the provision of guidance as to steps to be taken while in custody to facilitate such release. [30:  See, Evarn J Ooi & Joanna Wang (2022) ‘The effect of parole supervision on recidivism’ NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research, 245 Crime and Justice Bulletin (February 2022), 2-4; Walter Sofronoff, Queensland Parole System Review (Final Report, 30 November 2016) 1.] 

For life sentence prisoners or those potentially subject to other types of post-sentence supervision orders, the Human Rights Act, consistently with the purposes of the Corrective Services Act 2006 (Qld) (Corrective Services Act), requires consideration of the ways in which the rights of victims, the community and the prisoner (see further below) can all be upheld to the greatest extent possible. This also involves consideration of the rights of the prisoner in the context of parole.
[bookmark: _Toc204594206]Recommendations
	Recommendation 1: Ensure processes are designed to respect victims’ rights at all stages 
Based on the rights to equality, security of the person, privacy, cultural rights and freedom of expression, victims must:
have the choice to be provided with relevant information, in a timely way, particularly information that might be necessary to protect victims’ dignity and safety; 
be treated with respect and without discrimination – including by provision of reasonable adjustments where necessary to allow them to participate in the Parole Board’s process;
not be exposed to practices and processes that are culturally unsafe;
have the opportunity to meaningfully put forward their views and concerns as part of the parole process, if desired; and
be informed in advance of the purposes for which such input can be used by the Parole Board in their decision-making.



[bookmark: _Toc204594207]Role in upholding prisoners’ rights
The Corrective Services Act recognises, consistently with common law, that a prisoner’s rights, other than those that are necessarily diminished because of imprisonment or another court sentence, should be upheld.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Corrective Services Act 2006 s 3(2).] 

Relevant human rights protected under the Human Rights Act include:
The right to liberty and freedom from arbitrary detention (s 29)
Protection from torture and cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment (s 17)
Humane conditions of detention (s 30)
The right to equality and non-discrimination (s 15)
The right to family (s 26)
Cultural rights (ss 27 and 28)
The right to access health services without discrimination (s 37)
The right to a fair hearing (s 31).
Except for absolute rights such as the right to freedom from torture, these rights may be limited where there is a good reason to do so, as long as those limits are proportionate to the end sought.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  See above [12]; Human Rights Act 2019 (Qld) s 13.] 

In our criminal justice system, through its role in encouraging and supporting rehabilitation, the Parole Board plays a central role not only in promoting community safety, but also in upholding the human rights of prisoners. This is particularly the case for life sentence prisoners in relation to freedom from arbitrary detention and protection from inhuman treatment.
In Queensland, life sentence prisoners who have reached their parole eligibility date have no entitlement at law to liberty through release on parole. However, the right to liberty protected in section 29 of the Human Rights Act encompasses protection from ‘arbitrary’ detention, recognising that detention permitted under law may nevertheless be arbitrary.[footnoteRef:33] Arbitrariness in this context means ‘capricious, or has resulted from conduct which is unpredictable, unjust or unreasonable in the sense of not being proportionate to the legitimate aim sought’.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  General Comment No. 35, [12]; Zenati v Commissioner of Police of the Metropolis [2015] EWCA Civ 80 at [51]-[54].]  [34:  Thompson v Minogue (2021) 67 VR 301, 318 [55]; Attorney-General for the State of Queensland v Grant (No 2) (2022) 12 QR 357, [111]; Johnston [363].] 

Procedural safeguards, including regular reviews to consider release following the completion of the punitive component of the sentence, are recognised both domestically and internationally as an important protection against an initially lawful and reasonable period of detention becoming arbitrary.[footnoteRef:35]   [35:  General Comment No. 35, [12]. Re Kracke, [187], [748]-[784].] 

The Board’s processes are also central to upholding the prohibition of inhuman treatment (s 17(b) of the Human Rights Act). As the European Court of Human Rights has recognised:
it would be incompatible with human dignity … forcefully to deprive a person of his freedom without striving towards his rehabilitation and providing him with the chance to regain that freedom at some future date.[footnoteRef:36] [36:  Murray v The Netherlands (2016) Grand Chamber, Application 10511/10 at [101] (‘Murray’), Vinter v United Kingdom (2013), Grand Chamber, Applications Nos 66069/09, 130/10 and 3896/10 at [113] (‘Vinter’).] 

For this reason it has been recognised both internationally and domestically that serving a life sentence with no prospect of rehabilitation and release amounts to inhuman treatment.[footnoteRef:37] For this reason the European Court of Human Rights has stressed that ‘a whole life prisoner is entitled to know ... what he must do to be considered for release and under what conditions”.[footnoteRef:38] The obligation to offer a possibility of rehabilitation: [37:  Murray [99]-[100]. Statement of Compatibility Police Powers and Responsibilities and Other Amendments Bill 2021, 21. ]  [38:  Vinter [122], Murray [103].] 

is to be seen as an obligation of means, not one of result. However, it entails a positive obligation to secure prison regimes to life prisoners which are compatible with the aim of rehabilitation and enable such prisoners to make progress towards their rehabilitation. … [S]uch an obligation exists in situations where it is the prison regime or the conditions of detention which obstruct rehabilitation.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  Murray [104].] 

In a series of decisions,[footnoteRef:40] the European Court of Human Rights has concluded that to ensure life sentences do not become arbitrary or give rise to inhuman treatment: [40:  Thyne, Wilson and Gunnell v United Kingdom (Application nos 11787/85; 11978/86; 12009/86), par 25; Oldham v United Kingdom (Application no 36273/97), par 31, 37; Hirst v United Kingdom (Application no 40787/98) para 38; Vinter [111], [119]. See also Miller and Another v New Zealand Parole Board and Another [2010] NZCA 600 and Hall and Another v Parole Board of England and Wales [2015] EWHC 252; Murray [101].] 

there must be continuing regular public safety assessments (for example, by the parole board), because factors such as risk of re-offence, dangerousness and mental instability change over time
the timeframe for such reviews should incorporate a sufficient measure of flexibility reflecting the realities of prisoners’ circumstances, and a guiding principle would be significantly less than 2 year intervals
guidance ought to be provided by parole authorities on further steps urged to demonstrate rehabilitation and enhance future prospects of release, and
the State must offer programs of treatment and rehabilitation. The failure to do so or a delay in doing so may itself make continued detention arbitrary.
The Parole Board also plays an important role in promoting other rights of prisoners that may not be adequately upheld in a custodial context – such as the right of access to health services, the right to equality, cultural rights, and the right to family. 
The Human Rights Act provides a useful guide for decision-making that will best uphold the purposes of the Corrective Services Act and community safety in the long term. This is because it requires genuine consideration of all relevant rights – those of the victim, the prisoner, and the broader community – and consideration of the ways in which those rights can be accommodated and promoted to the greatest extent possible in an individual case
[bookmark: _Toc204594208]Recommendations
	Recommendation 2: Recognise the Parole Board’s role in preventing arbitrary detention and inhuman treatment through the prospect of rehabilitation
· Ensure that realistic and individualised guidance is provided on the steps a prisoner can take or treatment they should be provided with to support rehabilitation and/or reduce risk on release.



[bookmark: _Toc204594209]Alignment of practice with legislation
[bookmark: _Toc204594210]Human Rights Act: The Board’s past practice
The Human Rights Act provides the framework to improve decision-making within the Parole Board’s practices by giving proper consideration to human rights and making decisions compatibly with human rights. Two Supreme Court decisions indicate that the Board may not have been consistently complying with these obligations in the past.
Anderson v President, Parole Board Queensland concerned a 70-year-old prisoner with serious health issues, who challenged the length of a Restricted Prisoner Declaration that blocked his ability to apply for parole for 8.5 years.[footnoteRef:41]  There was evidence that, during the period of the declaration, his health needs may deteriorate to such an extent that they would not be able to be met in custody.  [41:  Anderson v President, Parole Board Queensland [2025] QSC 123.] 

The Court observed that there was a brief reference to human rights in the Notice of Preliminary view, but no proper consideration of human rights as required by s 58(1)(b) of the HR Act.[footnoteRef:42] The decision did not adequately identify the rights engaged by the decision, how the decision limited them, and whether those limits were justified in light of the aims of the declaration, which included protecting the rights of victims and safety of the community. The term of the declaration, which had been found to be unlawful on administrative law grounds for failure to take account of a relevant consideration, was also unlawful for failing to satisfy s 58(1)(b).[footnoteRef:43] [42:  Ibid [23].]  [43:  Ibid [66] – [77].] 

In Morgan v Parole Board Queensland, the applicant was a prisoner serving a life sentence who applied for judicial review of the Parole Board Queensland’s decision to refuse him parole.[footnoteRef:44] The applicant contended that the Board failed to properly consider relevant factors, including his rehabilitation and participation in a substance abuse program, and had earlier acted beyond power by purporting to grant parole subject to conditions not permitted under the statutory framework.  [44:  Morgan v Parole Board Queensland [2022] QSC 280.] 

The case primarily turned on administrative law principles, although the applicant also submitted that the Board’s ultimate refusal decision failed to adequately consider his rehabilitation efforts, residential stability in custody, and human rights, including those related to liberty and fair treatment. While the Court ultimately granted relief on administrative law grounds, the human rights arguments underscore the Board’s insufficient attention to the statutory requirement to identify and engage with human rights relevant to parole determinations.[footnoteRef:45] Had it done so, by genuinely considering the individual circumstances of the case, it is also less likely to have fallen into error on the administrative law grounds. [45:  Ibid [96].] 

[bookmark: _Toc204594211]Putting human rights at the centre 
The Parole Board has a legal obligation to comply with the Human Rights Act and must ensure that its members and officers are appropriately supported to do so. 
The Courts have provided useful guidance as to what is required to give proper consideration to human rights. The identification of relevant human rights must be approached in a ‘common sense and practical manner’, and decision makers ‘are not expected to achieve the level of consideration that might be hoped for in a decision given by a judge’.[footnoteRef:46] Proper consideration requires that the decision-maker: [46:  Owen-D’Arcy v Chief Executive, Queensland Corrective Services (2021) 9 QR 250 [137]. See also BZN v Chief Executive, the Department of Children, Youth Justice & Multicultural Affairs [2023] QSC 266 [260]; Austin BMI Pty Ltd v Deputy Premier [2023] QSC 95[355] (‘Austin BMI’).  ] 

(1) understand in general terms which of the rights of the person affected by the decision may be relevant and whether, and if so how, those rights will be interfered with by the decision; (2) seriously turn his or her mind to the possible impact of the decision on a person’s human rights and the implications thereof for the affected person; (3) identify the countervailing interests or obligations; and (4) balance competing private and public interests as part of the exercise of justification.[footnoteRef:47] [47:  Johnston [75], quoting Bare v Independent Broad-Based Anti-Corruption Commission and Others (2015) 48 VR 129 [288].] 

Decision-makers are entitled to refer to human rights assessments prepared by their staff, however, proper consideration requires more than just the acceptance of advice.[footnoteRef:48]  [48:  Austin BMI [243]; Johnston [65], [242]-[265].] 

It is also important to emphasise that the Parole Board’s functions do not operate in isolation.[footnoteRef:49] Its work is deeply interconnected with and dependent on other parts of the justice system, including victim engagement frameworks, sentencing, prison conditions, the screening and treatment of prisoners’ mental and physical health needs, provision of education, employment and rehabilitation within prison, and support provided upon release. Adequate resourcing and respect for human rights in each of these areas is crucial to the success of the parole system, while a successful parole system is crucial to the functioning of the system as a whole. [49:  See, eg, Walter Sofronoff, Queensland Parole System Review (Final Report, 30 November 2016) 7-22; Queensland Government, Government response to Queensland Parole System Review 2 (Tabled Paper to Community Safety and Legal Affairs Committee Estimates, 26 July 2024).3-4.] 

[bookmark: _Toc204594212]Recommendations
	Recommendation 3: Audit compliance with the Human Rights Act
Review the extent to which a sample of recent decisions demonstrate compliance with its obligations under s 58 of the Human Rights Act to give proper consideration to human rights and to make decisions compatible with human rights and identify areas for improvement
Identify whether, and if so where, human rights analysis is limited to brief references and/or boilerplate statements

Recommendation 4: Strengthen human rights in decision-making processes
Review and update decision-making procedures and guidance as required to incorporate obligations under the Human Rights Act
Ensure access to ongoing human rights expertise to support decision-making
Embed audit processes to review a sample of decisions for compliance with obligations to give proper consideration to human rights and make decisions that are compatible with human rights
Recommendation 5: Deliver targeted, in-depth training to members and staff as required on application of the Human Rights Act in relevant scenarios
Including detailed training on how to give proper consideration to human rights, including by identifying whose rights are engaged, which rights are engaged and/or limited, and whether limits are justified
Including consideration of complex scenarios directly relevant to the Board’s work
Recommendation 6: Put human rights at the centre of the Parole Board’s work
· Promote a culture of rights-respecting practice within the Parole Board by integrating human rights into induction processes, staff performance expectations, and public accountability and transparency measures.
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