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NYANDI PRISON REDEVELOPMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from 12 March on the following motion moved by Ms S.E. Walker -  

 That this House condemns the Premier for his failure to be open and accountable to the people of his 
electorate, and his refusal to address his constituents’ concerns over the Nyandi prison redevelopment. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.00 pm]:  This is the continuation of a motion that I brought on last week.  I 
take this opportunity to acknowledge some of the Premier’s constituents who live at the Swan Village of Care 
retirement village and other residential places in his electorate and who have managed to get here today 
notwithstanding that the buses that they had engaged to take them from the village were withdrawn.  There are 
well over 100 or 120 people in the gallery.  I can hear government backbenchers laughing.  I do not know what 
there is to laugh about.  There is nothing to laugh about, member for Albany, when senior citizens have to take 
the time and effort to come to this Parliament because their local member, the Premier, cannot be bothered to 
address their concerns.   

This motion is about the lack of openness, integrity and accountability of this Premier to his electorate.  As the 
Deputy Mayor of the Town of Victoria Park said in a letter to the Southern Gazette of Tuesday, 4 February this 
year, the decision on this prison has gone through with astonishing speed and under a veil of secrecy.  How has 
this gone through under a veil of secrecy?  Why is it that all of a sudden the slab will be laid in April?  I want to 
unfold the shabby, shameful and shallow plan directed against the elderly and the families that surround the 
Nyandi Prison complex to push through what I have said is a crackpot ideology by the Attorney General and the 
Premier by using the Premier’s electorate.  The Premier is on record as saying that he would not have given his 
endorsement if he was not confident that it was in the best interests of the community.  I ask the Premier - as I 
asked him on the night of that public meeting not long ago - to please share with us how it is in the interests of 
the community to turn communities into prisons.  We would like to know, and so would the Premier’s 
constituents in the gallery who are here to listen to what the Premier has to say.  The Premier is on record as 
saying that offences against seniors have increased by almost 145 per cent - an intolerable situation.  The first 
slab on this prison site is due to be laid shortly.  How on earth did we get to the situation in which time and time 
again the Premier does not listen to his residents when they write petitions and letters and when they try to speak 
to him?  The Premier just sits there defiantly.  The Premier said last week that he would consider seeing some 
residents -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  No, I did not.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Last week, when I asked the Premier to see some of these residents, he said he would 
consider it.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  We have agreed to see them. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know the Premier agreed to see them, because the Premier sent up someone from his 
office.  The Premier could not go up to the public gallery himself as the local member; he sent one of his lackeys 
up there!  How did the situation get this far?  Firstly, the local council voted against this proposal unanimously.  
Secondly, the Premier received a petition containing the signatures of over 1 500 local residents who are strongly 
opposed to the building and who ask the Premier, as the local member, to represent the genuine concerns and 
interests of the local community and publicly state his opposition to the establishment of the proposed prison, 
and that asks for his response.  We will come to that.  I am showing how it has got this far.  At a public meeting 
on 18 December, the Premier was censured for failing to have regard to the concerns of his constituents.  I quote 
from a letter to the Premier from the Action Group Against Nyandi Prison -  

Dear Dr. Gallop, 

At a crowded public meeting held at the RSL Community Hall East Victoria Park on Wednesday 18th 

December 2002 the following motions were carried unanimously:  

1. That this meeting censure Dr. Gallop for failing to have regard for the concerns of his 
constituents in that he has failed to offer any resistance to the proposed prison in his 
constituency despite being made aware of the views of a considerable number of residents by 
letters and petitions.  If his position as Premier effects his ability to properly represent his 
constituents perhaps he should consider resigning from that position. 

2. That this meeting endorse a letter to the West Australia Planning Commission seeking the 
rejection of the planning application for the prison. 
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The letter has this to say about the Premier and his insincerity -  

Your speeches and rhetoric delivered whilst in opposition, expounded the need to listen to, and take 
notice of, communities and local government.  Please do not display the same arrogant disregard for the 
communities concerns as you accused the then government of doing and for which you castigated them.  
Show that your words were not just “speeches and rhetoric” by declaring your opposition to the 
proposed prison.   

The Premier does not walk the talk; and he has become despised in his electorate.  In spite of all the opposition 
the Premier has had, he has forged ahead.  I will read the Premier’s response to the petition.  Before I do that, I 
will quote -   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  You are well prepared!   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am more prepared than the member for Ballajura; he has to be given the opportunity to 
speak because he is just a backbencher.   

I will quote what the Premier said the last time I spoke on this motion.  I said -  

The Premier got a petition and he wrote to all the people named on that petition. 

The Premier said -  

A lot of letters came back, too.   

I said -  

That is right.  The Premier did not tell them the truth.  He said that there would only be 20 extra beds 
when there would be 150.  Then he had the hide to say that there was never such a plan.   

The Premier then said -  

That is not true.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is not, and you know it.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will now quote from a letter dated 28 January from the Premier to the Action Group 
Against Nyandi Prison -  

Dear Members,  

This letter is to let you know that I received your petition . . .  

It is not a matter of a choice between a prison and another development - such as a housing 
development or school.   

It was a choice between a prison which holds 70 prisoners (which is far more visually appealing and 
better at rehabilitating prisoners) or retaining the Longmore facility to house offenders.   

That is astounding. The letter continues -  

In your letter you also state that thousands of elderly and other residents feel threatened by the 
development but don’t explain why.   

Does the Premier not know?  Can he not work out why they feel threatened?  The letter continues -  

The development will see the prison increase to a capacity of 70 - not 150 - prisoners.   

Is that the truth?  No.  The letter continues -  

Bandyup will remain the State’s biggest prison for women - and the only maximum-security one.  So, at 
Nyandi, there will 20 extra prisoners on the site than are currently there. 

This is about the Premier’s honour and integrity.  With regard to the 150 beds, I have said that what the Premier 
has said in this House is untruthful and he is misleading the community.  The Premier doggedly kept up that 
pretence throughout December and January and at the public meeting called for on Monday, 3 February.  In an 
article on that very day in The West Australian, Steve Butler reported the Premier’s views on this issue.  The 
article states -  

Gallop hits jail ‘scare’  

Elderly residents in an aged-care facility near the site of a proposed revamped prison in Bentley have 
been subjected to an inexcusable fear campaign, Premier Geoff Gallop has claimed.   
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Who did he claim was conducting the fear campaign?  The article tells us -  

Dr Gallop, who will speak at a public meeting on the prison issue in East Victoria Park tonight, 
criticised the Opposition yesterday for putting unwarranted fear into the lives of the elderly residents.   

He knows that is not true.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It is spot-on.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are the chief culprit.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is not true, and I will explain why it is not true.  The article further states -  

“I’m sick and tired of people talking down my suburb and electorate for narrow political purposes,” he 
said.   

“It is inexcusable that elderly and vulnerable people have been subject to a fear campaign including 
misinformation.”   

All members opposite should ask the people sitting in the public gallery about this.  They will tell them - 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  They have not got the guts to go up to the gallery to ask them.  They simply sit and wallow.  
The article further states -  

Dr Gallop said there was no plan to increase the number of beds at the prison . . .    

Another article was published in The West Australian on 4 February, the day after the meeting -  

Premier Geoff Gallop got a hostile reception in his Victoria Park electorate last night from more than 
400 people, many seniors and young parents, over plans for a women’s jail in Bentley.   

Many of those senior people are here today.  Those senior citizens had to find transport to get here.  The article 
continues -   

Residents’ claims included that they had not been consulted, that Dr Gallop had abandoned his 
electorate, which was considered a safe seat, and that he was ignoring strong opposition.  Some feared 
local crime would rise.   

There also were angry denials when Dr Gallop said much of the opposition was caused by politically 
motivated scaremongering.   

. . .  

His comment - that by integrating parts of the community with a jail, crime would be reduced -   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Did the Liberal Party organise people to go to that meeting?   

[Interruption from the gallery.]   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think you got your answer from your constituents.  They turned up because they were 
concerned about their area.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members in the gallery, you are here as guests of the Parliament.  This is the 
people’s House; however, you do not have the opportunity to participate in the debate.  I ask that you listen 
quietly as it proceeds.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I say for the purposes of Hansard that there were angry denials from those in the public 
gallery when I said that the Premier had claimed that much of the opposition was caused by politically motivated 
scaremongering.  The people in the public gallery denied that the Opposition had played a part.  They are 
genuinely concerned, anxious, disturbed and distressed about the Premier’s position and about his and the 
Attorney General’s crackpot ideology and ruthless pursuit of the Nyandi Prison complex.  The article continues -  

His comment - that by integrating parts of the community with the jail, crime would be reduced - 
caused many interjections such as “you’re dreaming”.   

The Premier is dreaming -  

One person said he seemed to care more about prisoners than his constituents. 

The Premier stands discredited on two counts.  I say again that he is despised by some people in his electorate.  
He is discredited on two fronts: first, through his lack of truthfulness about the number of beds at the prison.   
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Dr G.I. Gallop:  I was very truthful, and you know I was.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Premier should not shake his head.  He is also discredited by his attempt to dismiss a 
meeting of 400 constituents as nothing more than a political stunt.  The truth about the 150 beds was revealed in 
a letter written to Councillor John Bissett following that meeting.  I have read to members the Premier’s denials 
that there would be 150 beds in the new prison.  The Premier wrote to Councillor John Bissett on 12 February in 
what I call his back-down letter.  That letter states -  

Dear John  

Thank you for coming to see me last week to discuss the Nyandi Women’s Prison.  

. . .  

In all my time as the Member for Victoria Park, I have not been aware of any problems associated with 
the location of Longmore/Nyandi and I have worked closely in particular with the management of 
Rowethorpe and Swan Cottage Homes to ensure that they have not experienced any difficulties.   

. . .  

As you pointed out in our meeting, there has been much speculation as to the number of offenders this 
site will house.  Stage one will have the capacity to house 70.  The figure of 150 would only occur if 
stage two were to proceed at some time in the distant future.   

Nevertheless, I appreciate that there were concerns raised at the recent public meeting about the number 
of offenders at this facility.   

Your proposition to limit the number to 70 is one that I have now considered.  I am pleased to advise 
that my Government will agree to this request and will limit the new construction at Nyandi to 70 beds.  
In other words stage two will be removed from the plans for Nyandi.   

The Premier knew all along there would be 150 beds.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  No.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He should not shake his head.  He knew all along.  A 70-bed facility is still not acceptable 
to his constituents.  

Let us look at how the Premier is discredited over his claims that this is a political stunt.  I have already referred 
to the Premier’s comment, reported in The West Australian of 3 February, that the meeting was a political stunt.  
I have also read to the House the history of this matter.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  When did I say that?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Here we go again.  Is the Premier listening?   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I said that the Liberal Party was active at that meeting.  You know it was.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will say it again: in The West Australian of Monday, 3 February 2003, it was reported -  

Gallop hits jail ‘scare’ 

. . .  

Dr Gallop, who will speak at a public meeting on the prison issue in East Victoria Park tonight, 
criticised the Opposition yesterday for putting unwarranted fear into the lives of the elderly residents.   

Those residents were scared long before they asked for our assistance.  Victoria Park is a Labor seat.  The 
residents expected the Premier, their local member, to help them.  He is paid to serve his community.  We are all 
paid to serve our communities.  Will the Premier consider serving his community?   

I explain when the Opposition started getting calls for assistance.  The first time I got a request for assistance 
was in October last year, when a letter to the Leader of the Opposition was passed on to me.  The letter, which I 
received on 9 October, states -  

Dear Sir,  

. . .  

You may be aware that the current Government is planning to rebuild on the old Longmoor site a new 
prison for Women.  This is causing anxiety and stress to the Residents of the three Retirement Villages 
that surround this location.   
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Those people could get nothing in the way of representation from the Premier.  They were already anxious and 
distressed when they contacted the Opposition.  For the Premier to dismiss their concerns on that night as a 
political stunt -  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I did not dismiss their concerns. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He dismissed their concerns on that night as nothing more than a political stunt. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  No, I did not.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is why he stands condemned.  That is why those people are in the gallery today and 
why the Premier is humiliated today.  The letter continues -  

This opposition was strongly expressed at a recent meeting of Residents, and a petition has been taken 
up.   

Another petition on this matter has been tabled in the Legislative Council - not that the Premier takes much 
notice of petitions.  The Government ignored a 20 000-signature petition about another matter.  This petition is 
similarly large.  I notice that the member for Nollamara has a smug look on his face.  His attitude is that his party 
is in power now and can ignore whatever petitions it likes.   

Points of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I draw to your attention the form of verballing continuously used 
by the member for Nedlands.   

Several members interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member on a number of occasions has attributed particular postures or expressions to 
people.  That has nothing at all to do with the debate.  Simply because I was speaking to the Premier she 
suggests that I had a smug look on my face.  People can make their own judgment about that at various times, 
but she is putting into Hansard an allegation which she has made on a number of occasions and which bears no 
resemblance to the facts.  It is a difficult issue.  The member for Nedlands may have represented police in the 
past and is used to verballing, but I think it demeans the standards of this House.  The member for Nedlands is 
new to this place, and she clearly does not live up to the standard of debate we would normally expect.  
However, I think it is going too far for her to continuously adopt the tactic of putting on the record statements 
about members in this place that are not true and bear no resemblance to the debate.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Members on this side of the House cannot help what the Leader of the House looks like.  
That is his problem.  Nothing in the standing orders refers to a member saying that another member is acting in a 
certain way.  Making adverse comments about other members is against standing orders, but to say that a 
member is smiling, looks grim or anything of that description is not against standing orders and never has been.  
The Leader of the House is one of the biggest culprits when it comes to making adverse comments about other 
members.  He has referred to members on this side of the House in derogatory terms that have not fallen within 
standing orders.  I suggest that there is no breach of standing orders.  Government members are merely a bit 
touchy. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I will allow a certain amount of robustness in the debate.  Members see the difficulty 
when a debate skews, as it were, from the issue at hand.  I believe that members present know the difference 
between what is parliamentary and what is not appropriate.  There is no point of order, but I would ask the 
member for Nedlands to address her comments to the Chair.  I warn members not to abuse points of order as part 
of a debate. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have never represented the police at all.  As a crown prosecutor I represented the Crown.  
I assisted victims of crime.  What that experience gave me was the skill to be able to look into the Machiavellian 
mind.  I use that skill in this House.  From day one, I have been able to see right through the lot on the front 
bench.  We on this side of the House are assisting residents of the Swan Cottage Homes Incorporated Retirement 
Village, because our belief is that the redevelopment should not go ahead.   

A somewhat patronising letter from the Attorney General was included with the letter.  I come back to the 
secrecy, the sneakiness and the shameful and shabby way in which the Premier has gone about the pursuit of the 
Attorney General’s ideology.  Things get worse and much darker and more deeply Machiavellian in the 
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Premier’s electorate.  I refer to the Premier’s involvement in what is happening to the elderly residents of the 
retirement village who are being bullied and hounded by management. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  My involvement? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will come back to that.  I am asking the Premier, as I asked him last week, if he will see 
the residents who feel bullied and threatened. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I agreed. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Premier said that he would consider it.  The Premier’s problem is that he has no 
humility.  One of the greatest Premiers of this State was Sir David Brand.  He had humility but this Premier does 
not.  I return to the Premier’s letter of 28 January in which he wrote to the Action Group Against Nyandi Prison - 

Dear Members, 

This letter is to let you know that I received your petition . . .  

While you may have collected signatures of some local residents (and some people who work in the 
area but reside elsewhere), I still feel that there is adequate support in the community for the 
development. 

From whom?  I have heard the Premier in this Parliament refer to two people - a 90-year-old lady and somebody 
else.  Here is the somebody else.  The Premier wrote - 

. . . there is no petition for supporters to sign. 

Is it right that the Premier has never received any petitions saying please go ahead with the redevelopment? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You know the answer.  Why ask me? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The answer is no; the Premier has never received one petition saying please go ahead.  The 
Premier wrote - 

. . . I must rely on telephone calls and letters, and the advice of the retirement village management. 

Bill Marshall is the chief executive officer of the Swan Cottage Homes Incorporated Retirement Village.  He is 
also the chairperson of the Department of Justice community advisory group.  Was the Premier aware of that? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I am aware of that. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He advises the Premier’s Government. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  He was invited to be on that advisory group. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I just wanted to make sure that the Premier knew about that conflict of interest. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You are not going to use parliamentary privilege to defame someone, are you? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I wanted to make sure that the Premier knew it.  Here is the Premier’s support.  He wrote - 

One Swan Village resident recently said that she felt that most residents were not opposed to the 
development. 

Is it not true that the Premier was using his influence in the Swan Village of Care to pursue ruthlessly the 
ideology of the Attorney General and his crackpot, open village, bungalow scheme that will turn communities 
into prisons? 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You are an embarrassment to everyone listening to you. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have never embarrassed my party in the same way that the Attorney General embarrassed 
his party when he handed the Lewandowski affidavit to his in-law. 

I refer to the Premier’s back-down letter.   

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Members opposite had enough personal abuse to heap on Richard when he was here, which 
was published daily in the newspapers. 

I have been approached by two senior citizens who have been prepared to come forward to say that there has 
been harassment by the chief executive officer.  Many of the residents rent units from Swan Cottage Homes.  
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The “Independent Living Unit Agreement”, of which I have a copy, sets out certain rights.  Every person has the 
following rights - 

to be treated with dignity, and respect and to live without exploitation, abuse or neglect; 

to live without discrimination or victimisation . . .  

to live in a safe, secure and homelike environment . . .  

to freedom of speech; . . . 

to be involved in the activities, associations and friendships of his or her choice, both within and outside 
the Village; . . .  

to be consulted on and choose to have an input into decisions about the living arrangements of the 
Village; 

I want to read two letters from correspondence with Mrs Frankie Comstive, a resident who rents one of the units.  
It is well known within the village that she is one of the persons who are concerned about this development.  I 
have a letter to Mrs Comstive from Mr Marshall dated 17 September 2002.  Mr Marshall is the chairman of the 
Premier’s advisory group and also the CEO of the village.  He writes - 

Dear Frankie 

Further to the meeting held in the Auditorium on 12th September 2002 and associated feedback/contact I 
have received regarding your recent behaviour - 

He is writing to a senior elderly resident.  It continues - 

Whilst I continue to defend the right of any resident, including your right, to express their feelings, . . . I 
cannot ignore the impact the methodology you choose to express your views has had on other residents 
and the general environment that is Swan Village of Care. 

Most recently, I have been contacted by a number of residents - 

Mrs Comstive has never had a copy of the complaint -  

and staff regarding your overly assertive, some might describe as aggressive and sarcastic manner when 
pursuing issues which are important to you . . .  

I spoke to Mrs Comstive last week together with a press officer.  When she started talking, tears came into her 
eyes.  She feels bullied, threatened and intimidated by this man.  I feel very strongly that it should not be 
happening in that village.  Its residents should have the right to freedom of speech.  It continues - 

This behaviour seems to be highlighted recently with the pursuance of signatures for a petition to 
Government for the relocation of the Nyandi prison. 

This is outrageous - 

Whilst absolutely respecting your right, and for that matter every resident’s right to develop such a 
petition, I cannot support a process, which borders on harassment . . .  

Should the Board be presented with any further material which is at variance to the requirements of 
your accommodation agreement - 

Note that it is threatening her accommodation - 

then the Board will have no other option but to consider what formal remedies are available . . .  

I have experienced many bullies in my time.  The best way to deal with them is to expose them.  This is 
patronising behaviour.  There was another letter from him which reads - 

Thank you for your letter of 23 September 2002 in response to my letter of 17 September 2002. . . .  

The purpose of my letter was an attempt to bring to your attention concerns held by myself, the Board, 
staff and a number of residents regarding your behaviour . . .  

I believe it is the action of a misogynist when men refer to women’s behaviour. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Girrawheen is a woman.  She should start sticking up for the elderly 
instead of just sitting there and being quiet.  The letter continues - 
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. . . a number of residents regarding your behaviour and methods used in pursuing issues that are of 
concern to you.  In raising such concerns, I would once again wish to reiterate that it is not my 
intention, nor the intention of the Board to discourage you from pursuing the issues you feel strongly 
about.  In writing the letter, I was hopeful that you might gain insight into your unacceptable behaviour. 

Here the threat comes again - 

However, should you choose to continue to ignore your responsibilities as they relate to your behaviour 
and your agreed occupancy agreement, I will, on behalf of the Board, have no other alternative but to 
commence a formal grievance process . . .  

If they cannot go to their local member of Parliament under these conditions, where can they go?  They have no 
confidence in the Premier.  I know the Premier is not listening; he is just sitting there.  He is chatting and 
smiling, and I want that recorded in Hansard.  This is a serious issue. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I asked the Premier a question today during question time.  Is the Premier a boob? 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This issue expanded to more residents, because on 26 February - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  Members, the level of interjection across the Chamber is totally 
unacceptable.  I ask you to give your attention to the person with the call and, if you do not respect that, at least 
respect the job we are trying to do up here, and also Hansard.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  This issue has expanded.  It has passed from Mrs Comstive to more residents.  The Action 
Group Against Nyandi Prison wrote to Mr Stan Nowak, Chairman, Swan Village of Care Inc, and said - 

Dear Mr Nowak, 

We note that there have been attempts to stifle comment from residents of your complex by threatening 
residents with action under their residents’ agreement “particularly as it relates to the peace, harmony 
and well being of other residents within the village”. 

They asked whether this ruling applied selectively to certain residents.  That is why I asked the Premier today 
whether he was going to do anything for his constituents - these elderly citizens - about this issue.  We 
commenced this motion in the Assembly last week and, following the debate, the residents decided they wanted 
to hire two buses to come from the Swan Village of Care to hear what the Premier had to say, because they feel 
very strongly about this.  It is highly unusual to have senior citizens coming out like this.  They hired two buses, 
which were in place, and Mr Marshall, the chief executive officer of the Swan Village of Care - 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Does the member for Ballajura care what happens to these elderly citizens?  The member 
should just sit there and listen and he might learn something.  

In a letter dated 17 March 2003 referring to the withdrawal of buses, the CEO of the Swan Village of Care states 
-  

However the Board does have in place a policy of maintaining a positive and productive working 
relationship with all our Parliamentary representatives, both State and Federally. 

This is not a political stunt.  These residents have an agreement and a right to freedom of speech, and they are 
being thwarted by a person who, in my opinion, is in a position of conflict of interest.  Today I received another 
letter from a resident, which states - 

It is with the greatest sadness that I realize that some aged care facilities have taken over their residents’ 
independence and decision making capacity.   

The independent residents of Swan Cottage Aged Care wanted to hire the village bus facilities recently.  
In usual circumstances, the management would have had no hesitation in agreeing for their residents 
taking the bus for an outing.   

However, in the present situation, those “independent” residents wanted to attend Parliament House to 
express their points of view to Mr Gallop, about the non acceptance of the proposed low security 
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Nyandi Prison.  Because their reason for the outing was known by Mr Marshall, Aged Care CEO of 
Swan Cottage, there was a refusal for the bus to be hired out.   

So, what are we dealing with?  Are we talking of a Care Facility Management dictating where their 
residents can and can’t go?  Does the CEO feel that residents are at risk or do they not approve of 
residents exercising their democratic rights in expressing their point of view?   

(It is also important here, to note that Mr Marshall is also the Chair of the supposedly Consultative 
Group placed by the Ministry of Justice and the Government i.e. Mr Gallop and the likes, to deal with 
concerns from within the aged care facilities as well as the public). 

During question time today I referred to a letter that the Premier wrote to Councillor John Bissett on 12 
February, in which he stated - 

In all my time as the member for Victoria Park, I have not been aware of any problems associated with 
the location of Longmore/Nyandi and I have worked closely in particular with the management of 
Rowethorpe and Swan Cottage Homes to ensure that they have not experienced any difficulties. 

I ask the Premier again, with all the residents from that village in the Chamber, will he take up their cause?  Will 
he speak to whoever is advising him and ask him not to make these people feel threatened, bullied or intimidated 
about this proposal?  This motion is about the honour and integrity of this Premier, which I think is sadly 
lacking. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [4.34 pm]:  I was invited earlier this year by a 
group of residents who live in the vicinity of Nyandi Prison to go to a public meeting and to speak at that 
meeting.  I declined to speak, because I thought that was the appropriate thing to do.  It was not my electorate 
and I was conscious that I am Leader of the Opposition.  It was the Premier’s electorate.  I did, however, attend 
that meeting and I listened throughout the night to what was said.  I intend to have something to say today about 
that issue.  

Approximately 400 people attended that meeting.  It was a well-conducted meeting.  There were a number of 
speakers, including the Premier, the Attorney General, the member for Nedlands and others.  Questions were 
asked and, in general, valid attempts were made to answer them.  One of the things I took objection to was an 
accusation made on that evening by the Premier and repeated in this Chamber today.  That meeting of 400 
residents of Victoria Park was not organised by the Liberal Party. 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  I didn’t say that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  To suggest so is an insult to the people of that community who organised it.  When the 
Premier made comments on that night, and in this Parliament, to that effect, and when he told his constituents 
that this prison was good for them and good for Victoria Park, he missed the point completely.  The Premier has 
an opportunity now to listen to his constituents, many of whom are elderly, who have come out today because 
they want to express a point of view.  I take this opportunity to thank and congratulate approximately 150 people 
who have, at some inconvenience to themselves, taken the time and trouble to come to this Parliament so that 
they can have their say by their mere presence.  I thank them for standing up for their community.  A remark 
made by one of the ladies was passed on to me by one of the parliamentary staff: the ones who are here are the 
ones who can walk; there are plenty of others back in the home who cannot get here and who are supporting and 
cheering.  I recognise that and I thank all of the people who are attending today, and also those who are 
supportive of them but cannot be here this afternoon. 

I will briefly retrace some of the comments that have been made.  Nyandi and Longmore go back to the 1960s as 
juvenile detention centres.  They are old facilities and have served their purpose.  That was recognised by the 
previous Government.  The previous Attorney General and Minister for Justice, Hon Peter Foss, started the 
process in the mid 1990s of trying to find a modern alternative to Nyandi and Longmore, particularly to find a 
site for a minimum-security women’s prison.  This is not a new problem that has just come upon this 
community. 

In 1996, Australasian Correctional Services recommended to the then Government that the land was no longer 
appropriate for use as a prison.  It was identified in 1996 that the Nyandi-Longmore site was no longer - 

Dr G.I. Gallop interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I am not taking interjections from this Premier.  He will have an 
opportunity to speak at length in a moment. 
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It was recognised by government, with professional advice, that those ageing facilities and the site were no 
longer appropriate.  Therefore, the previous coalition Government closed Nyandi in 1997.  Longmore was closed 
in 1998.  So we acted upon the advice and we set about trying to find a site upon which to develop a new 
minimum-security women’s prison.  It is true that in December 1998 Nyandi was reopened, but only on a 
temporary basis, to deal with an overflow situation following overcrowding and some problems at Bandyup.  
That was accepted by the community in good faith, and the decision was made in good faith.  It was a temporary 
overflow situation.  To the community’s credit, it accepted that there was a problem of overcrowding at 
Bandyup, and Nyandi was reopened.  I regret that there are still prisoners in Nyandi today, several years later.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  But they were always going to be there under the Liberal Government. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier should grow up a little, sit there and listen.  He should show a bit of maturity 
and courtesy, if not to me, to the people in this Chamber and the people in the public gallery who have come 
here to listen to the debate.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You tell the truth! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Premier should sit down, be quiet and show some courtesy to his constituents.  He 
does not have to show it to me, but he should show some courtesy to the many elderly residents who have come 
into the gallery to hear the debate on something which vitally affects them.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Tell the truth about Peter Foss. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Premier, grow up.  Madam Deputy Speaker, can I continue?   

The previous Attorney General and Minister for Justice commenced work on developing a site for a minimum-
security women’s prison at Pyrton.  At the time, the Labor Party opposed that site for a political objective.  That 
was fair enough, if that was what it wished to do.  However, it frustrated the development of Pyrton.  Had it not 
done so, Pyrton would have been built today, Nyandi would be closed and we would be discussing what the land 
at Nyandi could be used for.  This issue, therefore, arises because of the actions of the Labor Party, when it was 
in opposition, to frustrate the development of the Pyrton site.  That is the reality.   

Not only are the buildings on the Nyandi site wrong, but also location.  When the Nyandi and Longmore sites 
were developed, that area of Victoria Park was very different from what it is today.  There has been a substantial 
development of aged persons accommodation there, and an enormous growth in the number of students 
attending the Curtin University of Technology.  An urban renewal is taking place there.  There were many young 
couples with young families at the meeting who had bought into that inner city and accessible and attractive area 
to raise their families and to be close to schools and universities.  The whole demographic of the area is different 
from what it was in the 1960s when Nyandi and Longmore were first developed.  It is time, Premier, to move 
forward and to move on.  That was recognised by the previous Government, but the Labor Party in opposition 
frustrated that move.  Let us get back on track in the interests of the justice system, in the interests of female 
prisoners and particularly in the interests of the community.  This State needs a new minimum-security prison 
for women.  That is one matter on which all parties agree. 

The Attorney General went to Canada, and returned to the Parliament with some proposals for what he 
considered to be a good format for a women’s prison.  He talked about a low-style development with a suburban 
street-like structure.  I acknowledge that there is some merit in a facility like that, which would create normal 
conditions in a minimum-security facility from which women prisoners who are about to return to the 
community could benefit.  However, part of the model proposed by the Attorney General included having young 
children with their mothers.  I do not object to that if it is in an appropriate environment.  The model also 
included visits - I suppose weekends and overnight stays - by husbands and boyfriends.  I do have a problem 
with that. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That is not proposed. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That was one issue that came up and it is valid that it be debated.  I have a problem with 
such a proposal, given that many women prisoners in a minimum-security prison would be there for drug-related 
offences and their husbands or boyfriends would probably bring drugs into the environment, putting them and 
the community at risk.  If we are to have a new minimum-security prison for women and if we are to follow the 
preferred option of the now Attorney General for an open-plan prison - an option that is worthy of discussion and 
consideration - that type of facility cannot, should not and never should be located in a built-up residential area.  
If the Government wants to go ahead with that model, it should be built on the urban fringe in a low-residential, 
semi-rural atmosphere.  I do not discount the importance of rehabilitation to ensure that women who have gone 
through the facility go back into the community and have an acceptable and successful life.  Let us look at the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5593b-5621a 
Ms Sue Walker; Deputy Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Geoff Gallop; 
Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Martin 

Whitely 

 [11] 

important issue of rehabilitation.  This sort of facility cannot be located in a built-up residential area.  I suggest to 
the Attorney General that the site is incompatible with the model he is promoting.  If the Attorney General does 
not want to revisit debate on the Pyrton site, he would be far better off considering other sites.  At one stage a 
government member even suggested that a good site would be adjacent to Bandyup Women’s Prison.  I do not 
know about that, but there are other sites in the community.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Sunset Hospital? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  We deserve better than facetious, silly comments such as that.   

Let us look for a site on the urban fringe in a semi-rural area.  If the demand is justified, let us build a new 
minimum-security facility for women.  By all means let us engage in debate in this Parliament.  Let us seek 
professional advice on the style and operation of that prison and share the advice so that the prison is successful 
not only in dispensing justice and providing a penalty for crime but also in preparing and rehabilitating women 
prisoners to re-enter the community.  I urge the Government not to build a prison on this site.   

I offer the Premier bipartisan support - 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Ooh! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay!  I offer the Premier bipartisan support to find a new - 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Three wishes! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Is it not interesting in this Parliament that when we try to do something constructive, all we 
get are cynical comments?  Again I offer to the Premier bipartisan support from the Liberal Opposition to find an 
acceptable site - presumably on the outskirts of the Perth area - in a semi-urban, rural environment to develop a 
minimum-security facility for women.  The Premier will also get bipartisan support to continue to use Nyandi on 
a temporary basis until the new facility is built; then the Premier will be in a position to close Nyandi.   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Is that Liberal Party policy? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What about Joondalup or Wanneroo? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The 150 people from the Premier’s electorate will be gaining an appreciation of how 
difficult it can be in this Chamber to offer a genuine bipartisan position to provide the community with a 
solution.  I am offering a solution. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Your hypocrisy is unbelievable. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  If the Minister for Health is a disbeliever, he should leave the Chamber.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I as the Leader of the Parliamentary Liberal Party in Western Australia confirm what the 
member for Nedlands and shadow Minister for Justice and Legal Affairs has said and I will reiterate it.  Let us 
understand what we are saying.  First, the Liberal Party - I do not pretend to speak for the Labor Party - does not 
support the redevelopment plan for Nyandi.  It is a fact that under the previous coalition Government -  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The bulldozers have been through Longmore and demolished it.  I saw that for myself; it is 
no longer there.  I am talking about Nyandi.   

It is a fact that Nyandi was closed by the coalition Government in 1998.  The Opposition would support its use 
only on a temporary use basis until a new facility was opened.  The Liberal Party - I urge the Labor Government 
to do so - would close the site as soon as an alternative site was found.  The preference of the Liberal Party has 
always been, and remains, the Pyrton site.  However, if the Labor Party can find a better site, we would support 
it, provided that decision was well thought through and the community was consulted.  The Liberal Party would 
not continue, or support in any way, Labor’s plan to redevelop the Nyandi site.  We will not support it and we 
would not continue it in government. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Can we circulate this Hansard in Joondalup, Wanneroo, Swan Hills and Roleystone? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I would have thought that this Government, on an issue in the 
Premier’s own electorate, would have at least treated the issue seriously.  I think the Attorney General will try to 
treat this issue seriously today.  At least at the meeting he stayed away from politics and addressed the issue of 
women’s detention, for which I give him credit.  That is what we should be talking about today. 
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Our position, therefore, is clear: Nyandi is not the right site.  It should be closed, but it could be used on a 
temporary basis until an alternative site is found and a new prison developed.  We would work with the 
Government and would seek professional advice, and I hope the Government would make its advice available to 
the Opposition.  The Government would then have bipartisan support to develop a new prison on an appropriate 
site, which I imagine would be in the outer metropolitan area.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is interesting - it is a good interjection.  When the issue of Bunbury came up there was a 
sudden change of heart by this Government.  Why?  Because it was a marginal seat.  The Premier thinks his seat 
is not marginal.  If the Premier continues to ignore his constituents and behave arrogantly, as he has today, and 
did at the public meeting when he talked down to elderly people in his electorate, Victoria Park will become a 
marginal seat.  That is not my objective today.  We will fight the election when it comes in two years.  My 
objective today is to support people who happen to be in the Premier’s electorate but who sought my assistance 
because they do not want a prison built next to them.  They have accepted Nyandi and Longmore to this point.  
They are concerned and frightened.  I walked around with some of those elderly residents.  They are very 
frightened of the crime problems.  There are problems of vandalism and attacks on students.  They do not 
directly fear the women prisoners so much as they fear their visitors - the husbands and boyfriends.  They do fear 
some of the women prisoners.  It is no longer an appropriate site.  On behalf of the Premier’s constituents, I ask 
him to be big and courageous enough to admit that his Government has got it wrong.  He should admit he has got 
it wrong.  If he does, he will get our congratulations, and probably those of his community.  He should rethink 
this and develop a new minimum-security facility for women prisoners on whatever model is most appropriate.  
It should be developed in the outer metropolitan area on a site that is acceptable from all points of view.  If he 
does that, he will get bipartisan support.  That is what the Premier needs to do.  If he continues to fight his own 
community, it will fight him.  There are 150 people here today - 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I do not want a repeat of that, although I appreciate why people are here today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That interruption says it all.  People in the gallery, many of them senior citizens, have 
come - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Roleystone to order for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The fact that 150 people from the Premier’s electorate applauded at that moment shows 
that their concern is genuine.  They are fearful; they feel intimidated.  They have been excellent citizens in the 
sense that they have accommodated Nyandi and Longmore.  They have accommodated the decision of the 
previous Government to use the site on a temporary basis.  They continue to accept that.  However, they and 
many young people in the area are saying that the area has changed.  It is not the site to build a new prison, 
particularly an open-style prison.  It is incompatible with a built-up urban area; it is not in the community’s 
interests at all.  The Premier should admit that he has got this wrong.  If he does not want to admit he is wrong, 
he should at least reopen the process.  He should at least have the good grace to have a fresh look at the issue.  
The Opposition will give support in developing a proper site for a women’s prison in Western Australia. 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [4.53 pm]:  I oppose the motion put forward by the Opposition 
today.  I will outline the processes the Government followed in consulting the local community about this issue.  
I will start by making a few general points.  I will take the full 20 minutes plus a possible extra 10 minutes to 
speak today.  The Attorney General will take the hour available for his speech. 

The site has been a correctional facility since 1965.  It was first established as a high-security juvenile detention 
centre and, more recently, it has been a low-security women’s prison.  In all my time as a member of Parliament 
representing the area since 1986, no problems have been brought to my office about the site being used for 
prison-type facilities.  There is no evidence that Nyandi, or any prison for that matter, causes crime to increase in 
the surrounding area. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I base my decisions on what the evidence is and that is the evidence.  I will deal with one 
political point first before I address the substance of my argument.  The member for Nedlands last week, and the 
Leader of the Opposition today, put forward the proposition that Nyandi was set up as a temporary facility as a 
women’s prison.  They claimed that Pyrton would become the women’s prison.  It is true that the then Minister 
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for Justice was looking at Pyrton as the site for a women’s prison.  I want everyone in this House to be under no 
illusion about the position of the Liberal Party on this matter. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I have already told them. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  No, the Leader of the Opposition did not tell the truth.  This is typical of the approach taken 
by the Opposition to this issue.  It distresses me to see the way the Opposition misleads people in the community 
about its position.  I will refer to a letter and a memo written by the then Minister for Justice, Hon Peter Foss.  
The letter was written in 1999 and discusses the proposal to set up Pyrton.  It states, in part - 

Another matter that I would like to place on record, because it may assist in making expenditure 
decisions, is that although I am confident that we can address the Planning Commission’s concerns 
regarding Pyrton, and that Pyrton will become the minimum security pre-release programme related 
women’s prison, we will not be relinquishing Longmore, Nyandi or Gwynlea for prison purposes for 
women. 

On 1 June 2000, Hon Peter Foss notated in a memo- 

No matter what you do, Nyandi is to be used and the entire site is to be retained for prison purposes. 

When the Opposition said in this place last week that Nyandi was only going to be temporary it was not telling 
the truth to the people of Western Australia.  It is quite clear that it had every intention to preserve those sites for 
prison purposes. 

The second political point I wish to make is that the Leader of the Opposition also referred to the process by 
which the site was being examined for prison purposes.  Architects commissioned in 1999-2000 were 
commissioned to assess a range of sites, including Longmore and Nyandi, for suitability as a women’s prison.  
The assessment was undertaken on the basis of the existing buildings.  The very point was made by the then 
Minister for Justice, Hon Peter Foss.  Comparison was made with the Pyrton proposal.  It is obvious that we are 
not considering using the existing buildings for any prison for the area.  A new-style prison will be established, 
which will involve new capital expenditure for the area.  The Opposition is again misleading people about its 
intentions. 

In August 2001, representatives from the Department of Justice briefed Mr John Bonker, the chief executive 
officer, and Mr Chris Eaton, the executive manager planning and development services, of the Town of Victoria 
Park, about the Government’s proposal for the site.  In September 2001, the Department of Justice sent out 1 600 
letters to homes in the local area.  I have a map of the area adjacent to the prison site showing where the letters 
were sent.  The letters were to advise of the plans.  At that time, less than 10 responses were received.  The Town 
of Victoria Park then wrote to the department about a concern raised by one resident arising from the same letter 
drop.  In other words, the Government has not had a secret prison proposal.  It has been fully open with the 
people of the area and has consulted with them about its proposal. 

In October 2001, the Government approached the Town of Victoria Park to advise about setting up a local 
community consultation group to assist in planning for the prison.  The Town of Victoria Park wrote back 
seeking some clarification about the department’s progress with the expansion plans.  Again, in February, the 
Department of Justice wrote back to the Town of Victoria Park and said that it would like a member from the 
council to go on the advisory group.  The council decided, for whatever reason, that it would not be on that 
advisory group.  The advisory group that was set up comprised 11 members representing local residents and 
organisations in the community.  I thank that group for the work that it has done in the planning of this new 
facility.  It has done an excellent job on behalf of the community.  In situations like this we would expect local 
government to be a part of the consultation process.  It is disappointing that it chose not to be a part of that 
process.  However, 11 members of the community did take up that proposal and I am pleased to say, as a result 
of the input that we received, the plans were changed.  For example, a concern was raised by Rowethorpe 
retirement village and by the residents advisory group about the way people would enter the prison.  We changed 
the plans and Rowethorpe has now indicated that it is perfectly happy with the proposal.   

We have been totally up-front about the plans.  People have known about them since last year.  We set up a 
community advisory group, we invited comments from the community and we have used those comments to 
adjust our plans for this proposal.  In May 2002, the department held a community-planning workshop that was 
attended by 15 people.  It also held a briefing session attended by 20 people.  The council refused to be involved 
in that process.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5593b-5621a 
Ms Sue Walker; Deputy Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Geoff Gallop; 
Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Martin 

Whitely 

 [14] 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am just making the point that the Government of Western Australia invited the local 
authority and residents to be involved in this process.   

In June the Department of Justice addressed the Victoria Park Safer WA committee, which was chaired by the 
mayor and attended by two councillors who were all briefed on the proposals.  As members know, these are now 
the accepted practices for dealing with development proposals in any community.  Any notion that the people of 
this area were not informed of this plan, that there was no consultation about this issue and that we did not adjust 
those plans as a result of that consultation is not true.  The fact of the matter is that we did consult.   

Two newsletters were also distributed to nearby residents and property owners in October 2002 and January 
2003.  We kept the residents fully informed on what was happening with this development.  Prior to February 
2003, petitions were distributed by those opposing the development.  Of those petitions, 11 signatures were from 
Rowethorpe out of its 364 residents, and 337 were from the Swan Village of Care out of its 1 100 residents.  I 
have petitions but I also have correspondence from members of the community who are quite happy with the 
proposal and are willing to work with the Department of Justice to make sure that the objectives of that prison 
are met.   

We then come to the public meetings that were first held in February 2003.  One was chaired by the deputy 
mayor, Bruce Stevenson - a member of the Liberal Party in the area - and the other was chaired by the mayor.  
Let us place on the record what I have said about those meetings.  I know a lot of the people who went to those 
meetings and I respect their right to put forward their point of view.  However, it is important that if we are to be 
open and accountable about this matter - as stated in the motion moved by the member for Nedlands - we should 
also state the truth about what the Liberal Party was doing at that meeting.  The Liberal Party was active in 
sending people to that meeting.  That is a fact.  Is the Leader of the Opposition denying that the local Liberal 
Party branches organised to have people at that meeting?  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You had the answer then - 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Were they active? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  There were a number of people whom I know - 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Ladies and gentlemen of the gallery, I would be loath to be put in a position in which 
I have to ask for certain people to be removed from the gallery.  However, if those in the gallery persist, clearly 
some of them will leave us no option other than that, which would ruin it for all present.  Please do not enter into 
the debate.  It is for the members of this Chamber to do so.  We are more than happy for members of the public 
to be in the gallery and to listen.  I ask them to please be cognisant of the fact that they are in the gallery to listen 
and let us get on and do our job.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I respect the residents of my electorate and the point of view they put on this issue.  
However, I ask the Leader of the Opposition, in the interests of openness and accountability, whether it is true 
that the local Liberal Party organised to have people at that meeting. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The meeting was organised by a group of citizens -   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I did not say that that it was not organised by a group of citizens.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The meeting was organised by a group of citizens - people whom I had never met before - and I 
met them in the car park.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  That is right.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, you were not there then. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  But I know that happened because the Leader of the Opposition said that to the Parliament. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I met them in the car park and they organised the meeting and yes, some of the people who 
were involved were from the Liberal Party; however, as was clear at the meeting that night, the vast majority of 
the people said that they had voted for the Premier.  They were Labor voters.  When you accused people of being 
Liberal stooges, person after person stood up and said - 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I did not accuse anyone of anything except - 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 
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Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Residents are concerned about this issue but, at the same time, the Liberal Party is trying to 
politicise this issue for its own purposes.  That is the truth.  If members opposite do not want the truth to come 
out or to be open and accountable, that is fine.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Don’t insult your residents. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I am not insulting my residents.  It is very important that we be honest about these things.  
We have seen from the Leader of the Opposition and the Liberal Party that they have not been honest about the 
way in which they have tackled this issue.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  Is the reason you are ignoring your constituents that you think you have a safe Labor seat? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  That is an interesting question.  I am being honest and accountable to my electors about the 
views of my Government on what needs to be done.  I am being absolutely straightforward with them.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, you are not.  You never told them about the 150 beds.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  When the member for Nedlands could not resist saying that the Government of Western 
Australia was going to increase the development to 150 beds, we explained - by way of notes that were sent out 
to the community - that the Government had made no decision and provided no budget allocation to that effect.  
In fact, the facility was going to house 70 beds.  The Department of Justice, in its ultimate thinking, thought that 
it could house 150 beds.  This Government never accepted that proposal and I have made it absolutely clear that 
that will not happen.  Now we have cleared that matter away.  The fact that it was on the agenda in the first 
instance was due to the misrepresentation of the member for Nedlands.  Let me quickly summarise the point.  
First of all, this site has been used for correctional purposes since 1965 and has never caused any problems.  It 
would have been used for correctional purposes if the Liberal Party had been returned to government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, it wouldn’t.  If we had got Curtin, it would have been closed. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  What was Hon Peter Foss saying in the memos? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  He was clearly saying that he could not vacate that site until he had a new alternative site with 
capacity.  That is what he said.  As if he would close Nyandi before he had a new site!  Let me, as leader of the 
Liberal Party now, tell the Premier that we will close Nyandi.  It will not be a prison.  That is the position. 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I remind the people in the gallery that they cannot participate in 
the debate.  Clapping and things like that are not permitted in the gallery.  If people in the gallery listen quietly, 
they will be allowed to stay.  If they continue to interrupt, they will be asked to leave.  I do not want to do that, 
because I realise this is an important issue to them.  I would appreciate it if the people in the gallery would just 
listen quietly; otherwise we will ask them to leave. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I say to everyone who is listening to this - 

Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  That is the second occasion on which I have heard the member for Warren-Blackwood 
dispute the ruling of the Chair.  It happened when the Deputy Speaker was in the Chair previously; it has just 
happened with the Acting Speaker.  He has disputed the ruling of the Chair on both occasions.  It infringes 
Standing Order No 42 to canvass the ruling of the Chair.  The Leader of the Opposition also did it when the last 
ruling was made by the Chair.  If the Acting Speaker advises people in the gallery -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  We are not talking about the union rabble now; we are talking about pensioners. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Warren-Blackwood!  Members, can we please hear the point of order. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  If the Chair advises people of the effect of the standing orders, and if a member of this 
place tells the Chair that he or she is applying those rules inconsistently, that is canvassing the ruling and is 
clearly outside the standing orders of this Parliament.  It is inappropriate for the member for Warren-Blackwood 
to do so.  He has been a member of this place since 1989 and knows the standing orders.  In my six years in this 
place, I have never witnessed such canvassing of the ruling of the Chair as has been going on today and over the 
past couple of weeks.  Something needs to be done about it. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  I clearly heard a number of comments form the left-hand side of the Chamber.  I am 
unsure of exactly what those comments were.  However, if the member for Warren-Blackwood did canvass the 
ruling, I am sure he will withdraw that type of comment. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The people who have witnessed this debate can compare the reality of the Liberal Party’s 
position with what the Leader of the Opposition described.  I say no more than that. 

I went on to say that we had an extensive consultation program.  We were extremely open with the people in the 
area about this proposal.  We changed the plans as a result of that consultation. 

Let us get down to the nitty-gritty of this issue.  In recent times, it appears that whenever a proposal has been put 
forward by any Government to create a correctional facility in an area, there has been a protest.  I recall my 
colleague the member for Peel getting a hostile reception in Kwinana a number of years ago when the Casuarina 
Prison was being planned.  I remember my colleague the Treasurer, when he was the Minister for Community 
Services, getting a hostile reception in the Murdoch area when the facility was being planned for that area.  It is 
not uncommon for that to happen.  However, we must look at the reality of the situation.  The reality of the 
situation is that we have a good proposal for a new facility that will reduce reoffending rates in Western 
Australia. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  How do you know that?  You don’t know what it will bring. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  If the member listens to the Attorney General, he will clearly outline the reasons for that.  
With this facility, there is the chance to reduce reoffending rates.  The site has been used for these purposes since 
1965.  There has been a good relationship with the local community for all those years.  I will say exactly what I 
said in question time today: I thank those members of the community who have come to me and said, “Look, we 
know there is controversy about this matter, but we are very happy that you are setting up this facility, and we 
are quite willing to work with you to make sure you achieve your objectives.”  In the world in which we live, it 
is very important that we note that those people are saying and doing those things, and are willing to give of their 
time and to make an effort to improve our society. 

I say to the Leader of the Opposition that these issues come up.  Sometimes a section of a member’s electorate 
does not like a member’s proposal.  That happens.  It is impossible to please everybody.  Do members know why 
it is impossible?  It is because in a member’s electorate there is sometimes a different interest between one street 
and another one.  There might be a proposal to widen a road that will help some people and hurt others.  A 
member must show political leadership - something that the Leader of the Opposition cannot show.  I say to the 
Leader of the Opposition that that is what it comes down to.  The Leader of the Opposition is willing to play 
politics and stir the pot.  Mr Acting Speaker, do you know what the member for Nedlands said at the public 
meeting?  These are the depths to which she sank: she said that Catherine Birnie would go to that prison.  That is 
where this debate is going with the Leader of the Opposition and the Opposition. 

I am proud of the work that I have done in my electorate in promoting the community and making sure that the 
people in that area have a better future.  I am also proud to lead a Government that will put a facility in that area 
that will be first class and reduce reoffending rates in Western Australia.  That is what I was elected to do.  I was 
elected to do the right thing by the people of Western Australia, and I will make sure that my Government does 
that. 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Attorney General) [5.17 pm]:  I appreciate the opportunity this evening to 
explain in some detail - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The Attorney General has barely said a word and we are already getting interjections.  
There have been a lot of interjections and across-the-Chamber conversations.  I have been in the gallery on a 
number of occasions, and it is rather difficult to hear what is being said, even when the Chamber is relatively 
quiet.  The people in the gallery want to hear what is happening with this issue.  If members keep the noise down 
a little, they will be able to hear. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I appreciate the opportunity this evening to explain in some detail what is proposed at the 
Nyandi site, and also, in the broader context, to explain the reasons that underpin the decision the Government 
has made.  I appreciate that, having listened to the full case, some people might come to a different view from 
that which the Government has come to.  However, I certainly appreciate the opportunity to put all this on the 
public record so that people can make up their own minds about this matter. 
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There is no doubt in my mind that women’s prisons in Western Australia today are failing the broader 
community badly.  A large proportion of women come out of prison and go on to reoffend.  It is an unacceptably 
high rate of reoffending, and that one statistic indicates to me the extent of the failure of the current regime in 
women’s prisons.  Therefore, I will start tonight by talking about who the women in Western Australian prisons 
are.   

At about the end of 2001 and the beginning of 2002, I asked the Department of Justice to do a comprehensive 
survey on the characteristics of the women in our Western Australian prisons.  I wanted to compare that survey 
with international profiles.  It did not come as any great surprise that the types of women who are in prison in 
Western Australia are consistent with the types of women who are imprisoned both nationally and 
internationally.   

I will outline the key features of women in prison in Western Australia that were reflected by the survey.  Sixty-
one per cent of women in Western Australian prisons have children.  That is quite a crucial statistic, and it 
highlights the fact that women prisoners are different from men prisoners, and, therefore, their treatment in 
prison requires a different approach.  Sixty-one per cent of women in prison had children, which, at the time the 
survey was conducted, equated to 221 young Western Australian children whose mothers were in prison.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  How many male prisoners have children?   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will outline all the statistics, because it is important to get them on the record.   

The lives of those 221 children was disrupted when their mothers were imprisoned.  Sixty-two per cent of the 
women who had children were the caregivers of those children immediately prior to their imprisonment.  In 
other words, approximately two-thirds of women prisoners who had children were the prime caregivers of their 
children.  One can immediately imagine the impact on those children when their mothers were taken away and 
locked in prison.  We must punish people who offend, but we must also be cognisant of the effects of locking 
mothers in prison.  One particularly sad and worrying aspect - it is sad because of the quality of our future 
society - is that, of the women who were their children’s caregivers prior to incarceration, 44 per cent said that 
they had received no visits from their children while they were in prison.  Nearly half of those children - 44 per 
cent - were completely separated from their mothers, who were their primary caregivers prior to their 
imprisonment.  The social disruption and family dislocation that flows from that is profound.  Obviously, society 
itself will pay the price in the future.  Very few of the women prisoners who had not received visits from their 
children said that that was their preferred option.  Obviously, as the mothers of those children, they would love 
to have seen them while they were in prison.   

Another characteristic of Western Australian women in prison is their social disadvantage.  Women in prison are 
the most socially disadvantaged group in our community.  They generally have lower levels of education, lower 
levels of access to and actual employment and lower levels of income, than the Western Australian female 
population as a whole.  Forty per cent of women prisoners in Western Australia had not completed year 10 at 
school.  When we consider that we are talking about predominantly young women, the fact that they have not 
completed year 10 at school indicates the nature of their exclusion from the broader society.  Fourteen per cent 
stated that their education level was primary school or less, and 23 per cent of Aboriginal women prisoners had 
not finished primary school.  Nearly a quarter of all Aboriginal women in prison had not moved beyond primary 
schooling in their education.  We are talking about a very uneducated group of people.   

Seventy-five per cent of Western Australian women prisoners had had paid jobs at some stage of their lives, but 
only 29 per cent had paid employment during the six months prior to their imprisonment.  Obviously, as 
members would appreciate, the situation confronting Aboriginal women is significantly worse.  Fifty-one per 
cent of Aboriginal women in prison had never had a paid job in their lives, compared with seven per cent of non-
Aboriginal women prisoners.  Income is another important indicator.  Sixty-seven per cent of the women 
prisoners received their income from social security at the time of their imprisonment.  The most common was 
the unemployment benefit followed by the sole-parent payment.   

Fifty-one per cent of women in prison had been diagnosed with mental health issues prior to their imprisonment.  
The most common issues were unipolar depression, which was suffered by 36 per cent, and anxiety, which was 
suffered by 21 per cent of Western Australian women prisoners.   

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I ask the people who are leaving the public gallery to please do 
so quietly.  Once again, they are interrupting Parliament.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5593b-5621a 
Ms Sue Walker; Deputy Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Geoff Gallop; 
Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Martin 

Whitely 

 [18] 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Fifteen per cent of the women in prison had previously been admitted to a mental health 
institution or unit, and 61 per cent had physical health issues prior to their imprisonment, with the most 
frequently reported health issues being back problems, asthma and hepatitis C infections.  Eighty per cent of the 
women in Western Australian prisons had frequently used drugs and alcohol in the six months prior to their 
arrest.  Alcohol was a major problem, with 70 per cent of Aboriginal women prisoners and 58 per cent of non-
Aboriginal women prisoners frequently abusing alcohol.  Non-Aboriginal women used the widest range of 
drugs, including amphetamines, cannabis and alcohol, and two-thirds, or 67 per cent, identified a connection 
between their drug and alcohol use and their offending behaviour.  That will come as no surprise, because we are 
all painfully aware of the links between drug abuse and criminal behaviour, and these statistics demonstrate that 
most amply.   

Mr R.N. Sweetman interjected.   

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will come to that, because the whole purpose of the new approach to womens’ prisons is 
so that we can deal with these issues.  Seventy-seven per cent of the women in this survey reported a history of 
abuse.  Seventy-four per cent were abused as adults, 57 per cent as children, and 54 per cent were abused as both 
adults and children.  Abuse was most commonly experienced at the hands of a person with whom they had had 
an intimate relationship as an adult and their caregiver as a child.  When we consider all the above-mentioned 
factors, it is clear that we are dealing with what I described at the outset as the poorest and most alienated group 
of women in our entire community.  They are the people who make up the prison population and for whom we 
must do much more.   

The profile of women in prison in Western Australia, coupled with the recognition that current prison practices 
are failing, led me, during 2001, to investigate the different ways in which these problems had been addressed in 
prisons around the world.  It is quite clear that the best practice in the world, and the best way to try to get the 
lives of these women back on track, was in Canada.  In addition to visiting Canada, I also visited one womens’ 
prison in Minnesota and a few in the United Kingdom.  Neither the Americans nor the British were doing 
anything in womens’ prisons that I would want to transport to our system in Western Australia.  The interesting 
thing about Canada - this is the crucial point so I will keep coming back to it - is that the new approach it 
adopted in the 1990s - it has recent origins - halved the reoffending rate of women prisoners after their release 
from prison.  In other words, the group of people in the community most likely to commit a crime are those who 
are released from prison.  That is true of both men and women.  If we want an effective crime prevention 
strategy, the first group to target are those who have just been released from prison.  In the case of all prisoners - 
I depart from talking exclusively about women - two-thirds commit another crime within two years of their 
release from prison.  There are those members who believe that prisons are effective in reducing reoffending and 
in rehabilitating.  However, they are a failure, because nearly two-thirds of all prisoners reoffend.  In Western 
Australia’s case, nearly half of all prisoners - the full figure is 45 per cent - are reimprisoned within two years, 
having committed a sufficiently serious crime after having been released from prison.  That is the extent of the 
failure.   

The profile of women and the failure of the current prison system is what drove us to go to Canada.  We had 
heard many good reports about the way in which women’s imprisonment was being addressed in Canada, which 
had resulted in a halving of the rate of reoffending.  In Western Australia, as is typical throughout Australia, 
women traditionally comprise a small percentage of the prison population.  Between four and seven per cent of 
the prison population is female.  Women have traditionally been tack-ons to the male prison system because they 
are so small in number.  Generally speaking, their peculiarities and special needs have been neglected by the 
prison system.  Western Australia has never had a purpose-built women’s prison that reflects the particular needs 
and demographics of the women in our prison system.  It is no wonder that Bandyup Women’s Prison, which 
was built on a male model, has failed.  I urge those members who have not been to Bandyup to pay it a visit.  It 
is a shocking prison, and it is no wonder that people reoffend after their experience in it.  I am not at all surprised 
by that because of the nature of the prison.  In the past we have placed women in a small version of a male prison 
or an adjunct to a male prison.  Issues such as drugs, self-harm and violence are not properly addressed in those 
mini-male prisons.  Those features of women that I have just spent some time outlining to the House are not 
adequately dealt with in the current system.   

I will tell the House what I saw in Canada as being the essential features of its approach to women’s 
imprisonment.  The first and most noticeable aspect - a superficial impression - is innovative design.  The prison 
design that has been adopted at a range of the women’s prisons I visited in Canada is of innovative domestic-
style living units; in other words, a piece of suburbia that had been transplanted and put behind bars.  The 
prisoner accommodation comprised either a street or village square with houses built around it.  The idea was to 
make the prison as close as possible to normal life rather than to retain the more traditional male-oriented 
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cellblocks in which prisoners are locked up in individual cells.  The purpose is to promote domestic-style living 
units grouped to form a community-style environment that encourages good relationships among prisoners and 
staff and fosters independent living in preparation for release.  That is something we do not see in Australia.   
The second aspect I noticed, and one of the great features of the Canadian system, is that the prisons are 
connected with the local community.  They are not simply regarded as the institutions for bad people.  Local 
communities have become involved in assisting to achieve the objectives of the prisons.  The local communities 
took some ownership of the prisons and became involved in the delivery of programs and working with the 
prisoners to try to help turn their lives around.  The community is consulted on wider community interaction and 
programs, advisory groups have been established to support the management of the prisoners and volunteers are 
widely involved.  For instance, volunteers often collect prisoners to attend work release or appointments outside 
the prisons, and they are also involved in programs within the prisons. 
The third significant feature of the Canadian system is the prison regime, which is quite different from the very 
institutionalised system in Western Australia.  Prisoner management practices and security arrangements in 
Canada are responsive to the needs and characteristics of women prisoners.  Generally, there is a more 
normalised environment with a reduced emphasis on uniforms and demonstrated respect between staff and 
prisoners.  The environment is not intimidating and is conducive to addressing both the underlying causes of the 
offending behaviour as well as the particular problems of the women.  It is aimed at addressing the special needs 
of women prisoners, who often have a long history of physical and sexual abuse prior to their admission to 
prison.  These days there is increasingly also a history of drug abuse.   

I mention this because we will import into Western Australia the vast bulk of the features of the Canadian 
system, although we will make our own local adaptations.  I am hopeful that, as a result of the introduction of 
this new regime, the reoffending rate of women in Western Australia will be halved, as it was in Canada.   

The fourth aspect of the Canadian system is the programs.  They are designed to address the psychosocial needs 
of women in prison, including their overuse of medications, the incidence of sexual abuse and the high rate of 
mental health disorders.  They are among the issues addressed in Canadian prisons that are not being adequately 
addressed in Western Australia.   

A fifth element of the Canadian system is employment and training.  Innovative approaches are undertaken to 
ensure that women participate in employment while in prison, and partnerships are pursued with private 
companies to foster the likelihood that these people will have a job on their release.  It is about giving these 
women an anchor that they can put down, in many cases for the first time, so that they can become true 
stakeholders in the community.  That is something from which they have been marginalised in the past.  One of 
the prime ways to deal with the problem of reoffending is employment.  Another is by promoting family and 
community links and things of that nature.  We will put greater focus on employment, economic independence 
and the self-esteem that comes from having a job.  All this is linked to training and will improve the prospect of 
employment on release.   

The final aspect of the Canadian system is the family-friendly arrangements.  It is important that women, more 
so than men, maintain and build on their links with children and families.  We want to try everything we can to 
not only maintain those relationships but also foster them.  We will work on parenting skills while the women 
are inside so that when they are released they are better parents and have stronger links with their families.  All 
of this is what the new Nyandi Prison will be about.  They are the features we have seen in successful operation 
in Canada.   

We are considering the capacity for children to stay with their mothers.  Currently in Western Australian prisons, 
children can stay with their mothers until their first birthday.  At a prison I visited in Minnesota I asked what 
happened with pregnant women.  I was told that they were taken to the maternity hospital to give birth, and the 
mothers were then taken back to the prison while the babies stayed in the hospital.  It was a sudden-death 
operation.  I can think of nothing more destructive to the long-term development of a child than forced 
separation at birth.  We are looking at extending the time for which a child may stay with his or her mother until 
the child’s fourth birthday.  Again, that is comparable with what is happening in Canada.  We are considering the 
possibility of children being able to stay with their mothers for perhaps a weekend as a reward for good 
behaviour and as part of rebuilding the family links.  We are also considering giving family leave to women who 
are nearing release.  They would be able to go back to their families in the same way as some prisoners are 
allowed work release and things of that nature as they move towards their release dates.  That will allow the 
women to be slowly integrated into the full responsibilities of working with their families.   

All these issues need to be addressed, particularly in the light of a strategy we developed last year known as the 
re-entry strategy.  We do not want to simply show the prisoners the gate on the day their sentences finish, give 
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them a bus fare and wish them well and then be surprised when they reoffend and come back inside.  We want to 
continue that level of care, intervention and support through programs after they have been released back into the 
community.  We do not want it to be a cold-turkey release from prison.  All those matters are in that sense 
interrelated.  We identified what we wanted to achieve through the drawing up of a philosophy for women’s 
prisons in Western Australia.  We thought that was important, and so we pulled together all the experts we could.  
We drew on the Canadian and British experiences, including the demographics of the women who constituted 
the prison population and what we saw working elsewhere, and drew up a clear statement of four principles that 
will underpin the new approach to women’s imprisonment in Western Australia.  The first of the four principles 
is personal responsibility and empowerment of the individual.  Many of these women are so alienated and 
marginalised in their lives that the notion of having the power to make a decision that affects their lives is novel 
to them.  We wanted to give them the power to make those decisions, to say yes, to say no and to determine the 
future direction of their lives.  They must accept it as personal responsibility.  The sorts of issues we looked at 
included allowing the women to contribute to developing their own individual management plans, making 
choices about education, training and employment, and taking the opportunity to look after - often in many cases 
for the first time in their lives - their own health, and dealing with questions of lifestyle choices.  The choice is 
life as a drug addict versus life as someone who is not a drug addict.  All those issues are not currently addressed 
in the Western Australian women’s prison population.  Therefore, the first principle that would underpin our 
prisons is the notion of personal responsibility and empowerment. 

The second principle is family responsibility.  We wanted to make sure that people accepted responsibility for 
their own circumstances.  We wanted to provide prisoners who are mothers with the maximum contact with their 
children and family members.  We wanted to improve their positive socialising activities and build the mother-
child relationship.  We wanted to improve care giving and relationship skills by their participating in relevant 
programs and accepting support.   

The third principle is that no person is an island and we all live in a community.  We wanted to use the 
opportunity of imprisonment to deal with these women in the sense of inculcating in them a sense of community 
responsibility.  We want to do that by their participating in positive activities with community members.  That 
happens to a degree in the current Nyandi Prison.  Having these women working with and for the community is a 
growing emphasis in our approach to the punishment of offenders in this State, as is providing guidance and 
support for their reintegration into the community.   
The fourth principle that we are very keen to see implemented in our system is the whole notion of respect and 
integrity in the prisoners.  We are looking at culturally and gender appropriate services, respecting the dignity of 
individuals and the differences between people, and promoting the notion of their being honest with themselves 
and with others.  This is not, as it has been described, a crackpot ideology; it is a very sensible approach.   
These principles have been proved to work elsewhere and, if applied in Western Australia, they will make our 
community safer by reducing the reoffending by women prisoners, who currently reoffend at an unacceptably 
high rate.  What we are working towards is a system based upon our knowledge of women prisoners and best 
practice overseas; it is a system based upon developing for the first time in Western Australia a simple 
philosophy for women prisoners, and having that philosophy clearly understood through the four principles that I 
have just mentioned. 
[Interruption from the gallery.] 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Members of the public are not entitled to participate in the 
debate.  If you continue I will ask you to leave.  Members of the gallery cannot participate in the debate. 
Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The philosophy is established.  That philosophy is to direct the construction and design of 
the new women’s prison.  All those principles would determine the layout and structure of the new buildings that 
are designed to house women prisoners in Western Australia.  More importantly, when one moves on from the 
building design, the new philosophy would also dictate the management regime to be applied in the prison 
system.  The philosophy is designed to run through the buildings and the prison regime, which will all be 
designed to get these women’s lives back on track and to reduce reoffending by them. 

For the information of members, so that they know what is proposed in detail for the new Nyandi site, I will 
outline the key elements of the design for the new 70-bed facility for women offenders.  There will be a fenced 
perimeter around the whole of the site, with a detection system around the accommodation part of the site.  The 
perimeter will incorporate surveillance and detection security systems to reflect the risk profile of the women 
and it will be in keeping with the local area.  There will be visitor facilities with a normalised environment that is 
family and child friendly.  There will be facilities for staff from religious agencies, charitable agencies and 
community agencies.  Those facilities will be available to enable those community people to work with women 
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prisoners to maximise the successful re-entry of those women to the community.  Community advisory group 
facilities will be available to ensure community integration into the prison and maximum community input into 
the way in which the prison operates and the involvement of the local community.  There will be a normalised 
residential environment in a streetscape setting within the perimeter.  Houses will have a distinctly residential 
appearance - some people have referred to it as robust Homeswest - while the support infrastructure buildings 
will have a civic appearance to mirror that found in the general community.  This will help to de-institutionalise 
the prisoners and their children and will also aid their re-entry into the community. 
We will also be providing on the site support infrastructure to address the major deficits of women offenders, 
such as the fact that they are not educated, for which we will be providing educational facilities on the site; the 
fact they have not, generally speaking, undergone the same level of training as women in the community, for 
which we will be providing training facilities on the site.  Programs will provide facilities to address their health 
needs, which are worse than those of women generally in the community.  Workshops will be provided so that 
they can develop their work skills so that they can again build links with the community and employment. 
The control point for entry and exit to the prison will be provided with electronic security to ensure that 
movement in the prison is at all times controlled.  In conjunction with the appropriate security assessment of 
prisoners, this will enable access to work in the community as well.   
The layout of the site and the design of the facilities will also give special consideration to the unique needs of 
Aboriginal women, who represent an unfortunately large proportion of the women in our prison system.  This 
will be done by making sure that we address movement patterns in the system, and a sense of openness, which is 
particularly important to Aboriginal people, with lines of sight beyond the prison boundary.   
Children and family groupings will be promoted in the design of the facility, and there will be a clear rationale to 
the site layout, which will follow the natural contours of the land.  Finally, we will ensure that the design 
appropriately fits the local environment.   
As members can see from all of that, what we are doing is tying the design of the facility back to the philosophy 
that is based upon world’s best practice and a recognition of the nature of the women prisoners in Western 
Australia.   
At this stage I take the opportunity of disagreeing with the Leader of the Opposition when he said that this 
facility should be stuck on the outskirts of the metropolitan area in a semi-rural location.  This approach to 
women prisoners calls out for an inner urban environment with all of those accesses and linkages to public 
transport, educational facilities and employment facilities and access by families.  It is not appropriate to build, 
as has been done in the past, an out-station which is inaccessible to families and the broader community and 
which is stuck out somewhere where we do not want to know about it.  There are no votes in prisons; we all 
know that.  They are unpleasant institutions housing unpleasant people.  We must make sure that we deal with 
this as a real aspect of every community.  We must face the fact that women will offend.  We must put every 
effort into making sure that we can turn around their lives to the extent that is humanly possible.  No-one has 
ever tried to do that for women prisoners in the history of Western Australia.   

This is a very important project.  A breadth of vision is required to appreciate what it is we are doing, rather than 
the knee-jerk reaction of saying that we do not want it in our backyard.  I appreciate the magnitude of what it is 
we are trying to do.  The benefits are that it will hopefully extend the most marginalised group of women in our 
community.  In those circumstances, one should start to look at this proposal in a different light to that in which 
it has been seen in the past.  That is what we are intending to build at this site.   

A contract to construct the new Nyandi Prison has been awarded to BGC Construction for the amount of 
$10 978 660.  That contract has been signed.  The old Longmore Juvenile Detention Centre was demolished over 
Christmas under a separate contract.  Tenders for construction were invited from short-listed contractors on 10 
February 2003 and closed on 5 March 2003.  Four tenders were received: from BGC Construction, 
$10.978 million; Cooper and Oxley Builders Pty Ltd, $10.986 million; Consolidated Constructions Pty Ltd, 
$11.115 million; and Universal Constructions Pty Ltd, $11.386 million.  The lowest tender from BGC 
Construction was accepted.  Work will start on the site soon, with completion scheduled for March 2004.  The 
facility will have a community feel within the development, using small-scale, single storey residential-style 
accommodation.  The extension includes 12 standard accommodation units, or houses, similar to Homeswest 
housing, with five prisoners located in each house, including one house with special provisions for prisoners 
with disabilities.  Consistent with the principles I spoke about before, we are hoping to accommodate women 
prisoners in those houses so that they get along with each other and accept responsibility for normal human day-
to-day activities, rather than isolating them from the range of functions they would perform every day out in the 
broader community.  They would not be locked up in a central cell block.  We are looking at a new community-
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style approach for these women, hopefully designed to cope with their needs to deal with other people, to control 
anger and to deal with all the other issues.  This is a new approach to the way in which women prisoners are 
dealt with in this State. 

In addition, there will be three two-bedroom mother and child units, including one with provision for a prisoner 
with disabilities.  One standard accommodation unit has a slightly different internal layout and some individual 
design features for higher need residents.  I return again to the demographics of women in prison that I spoke 
about before.  Some of these women have very high needs because of their addiction, because of their mental 
health problems or because of their physical disabilities.  Those requirements will be incorporated into the design 
of this facility.  The remaining buildings will be of a civic appearance, set in landscapes.  They will include an 
administration-reception-visits building; a health centre; education-program learning areas; a light industrial 
workshop; and a spiritual centre.  The perimeter fence will include a detection system, cameras and lighting 
surrounding the new accommodation and facilities, and the grounds will be landscaped.  As the Premier has 
mentioned, the Government has made a commitment not to proceed with the potential stage 2 of the project, 
which had it gone ahead some time in the distant future could have been located on the site of the existing 
Nyandi buildings.  This facility will be located on the existing Longmore site, which is adjacent to and part of 
the same super block.  The Department of Justice did not have funding for what it referred to as the second stage, 
nor was planning approval applied for, because it was simply not on the horizon as something that we could 
foresee within the medium to long term, for the simple reason that currently there are approximately 200 women 
prisoners in Western Australia.  I will come back to the exact figure in a moment.  If this model is successful, as 
we hope it will be, we cannot see - well into the future - that there will be a demand for more than this facility.  It 
should be looked at in that context. 

The old Nyandi buildings are not suitable for the long-term accommodation of any prisoners, particularly women 
prisoners.  They are old and they were built for juveniles and not for adults.  The facility will continue to be used 
not for accommodation but for a range of specialist programs and activities, including education, recreation 
programs, art, work skill training, intensive rehabilitation programs, extended visits and staged release programs.  
There will also be a backup kitchen and facilities for support groups for community re-entry.   

The question of Pyrton has been raised and the Opposition has made some play on the fact that it would have 
built this prison at Pyrton.  I will tell the House why the Opposition would not have built the prison there. 

Mr L. Graham interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Apart from that.  The previous Government had planned to use the old buildings at Pyrton 
for the new women’s prison.  We were finding that women prisoners were being treated as second-rate prisoners.  
They were going to get buildings that were designed for another purpose; they would be modified and the 
women put in there without all of the benefits I have referred to - the experience elsewhere and the broader 
philosophy which would be reflected in the building design.  This was being done because it was the cheapest 
option; the buildings were already there and they were going to be adapted to put these women into and used 
regardless of how appropriate they were to the needs of the women.  The problem was that the site had serious 
unresolved Aboriginal heritage issues.   

In June 2000 a report was prepared by a Mr Robert Marks for the former federal Minister for the Environment 
and Heritage, Senator Robert Hill, under section 10(4) of the commonwealth’s Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984.  This report was done to determine whether there was a threat of injury or 
desecration to the land as a result of being used or treated in a manner inconsistent with Aboriginal traditions.  
The report followed an application by Aboriginal communities in Perth to the Commonwealth to make a 
declaration under the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984.  The previous State 
Government made submissions to the Commonwealth, arguing that the significance of the site to Aboriginal 
people would not be damaged by a women’s low-security prison, but pending the compilation of the report by 
Mr Marks, the previous State Government had stopped all work on the Pyrton site.  The previous State 
Government appreciated that there was a very real problem with Aboriginal heritage at the Pyrton site and it 
stopped work on the site pending the determination by Senator Robert Hill who had this matter before him.  The 
report by Mr Marks concluded that the Pyrton site was of particular significance to Aboriginal people; the whole 
Pyrton site should be protected from injury or desecration; and no state law had or could reasonably be shown to 
protect the land. 

The report from Mr Marks to the federal minister recommended that “a declaration be made under section 10(1) 
of the Act and that it stand until the minister is satisfied the land is being or will be dealt with in a manner 
consistent with the intentions of the Act”.  If the federal minister had adopted the recommendations of the expert 
that he appointed to advise him, that would have prevented the use of the site as a prison.  Effectively, we had 
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reached the penultimate stage of determining whether the Pyrton prison could fly or not, or whether it was going 
to be acceptable, and the federal minister had sitting on his desk a recommendation that said stop the prison, do 
not allow it to go ahead, it cannot go ahead on this site.  He might have overridden that recommendation, but I 
doubt it.  That was the position as at the change of government, and I think that was the reason work stopped on 
the Pyrton site.  In other words, the Pyrton prison - when we came to government in 2001 - was not achievable; 
it was simply not going to happen.  It was anticipated that the federal Government would support the 
recommendations contained in its own report, preventing the use of the site as a prison.  As a new Government 
we faced two options: we could pursue expensive legal argument over an indeterminate period, facing 
Commonwealth rejection, or we could indicate to the Commonwealth that rather than have a declaration that the 
whole of the site was an Aboriginal site and that it should be sterilised, perhaps for other uses as well, we would 
withdraw our interests from the site. 

In early March 2001, the newly elected Labor Government advised Senator Hill that it was withdrawing its 
proposal to establish a prison on the site.  As a consequence, there is no order or direction from the federal 
minister that would have had the effect of sterilising that site.  In other words, if an acceptable use to the 
community can now be found, including the Aboriginal community, that site could now have a broader range of 
uses than it would have had, had the order issued from Senator Hill.  I assure those people in the community who 
have said that the Government decided not to build the prison at Pyrton for crass political reasons, that what was 
going on in the federal arena was a move to sterilise that site and prevent its use as a prison.  The Government 
was then left with the need for a women’s prison in an urban setting in Western Australia and that is why the 
former Attorney General, Hon Peter Foss, was clear in wanting to maintain Nyandi as a future site.  When he 
addressed the community gathering in Victoria Park - 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  The Attorney General. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  When the former Attorney General addressed the community gathering, that is why - 

[Interruption from the gallery.] 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Mr Acting Speaker, I can keep going.  The former Attorney General made it clear when he 
addressed the community gathering in Victoria Park that he was not opposed to addressing the needs of low-
security women prisoners in Western Australia consistent with what this Government is doing.  No opposition, 
therefore, was given by Hon Peter Foss at that public meeting to what was being proposed.  In fact, the 
indications given to the meeting by Hon Peter Foss were generally supportive of the idea of an urban facility for 
low-security women prisoners as they are reintegrated back into the community, because that was the very type 
of facility that he was seeking to establish at Pyrton.  He may have hoped to establish a facility at Pyrton, but it 
did not quite reach that degree of finality.  However, it needed to be done somewhere and that was why he was 
not totally opposed to the proposition and, in fact, was supportive of the notion. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We certainly hoped to establish a women’s prison at Pyrton; there is no question about that. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That is right, and that facility is needed somewhere. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Indeed, but the proposition from the Opposition is that the present Nyandi site is not the most 
suitable. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will come to that because I think it is and I will tell the member why. 

The problem with Pyrton is that it was unsuitable.  The buildings were not designed to meet all the needs I have 
spoken about.  It would have housed women prisoners in buildings that were constructed many years ago for a 
different purpose.  The buildings would not have been conducive to the successful rehabilitation and re-entry of 
women prisoners into the community. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There would have been new buildings put on that site as well. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The site would have housed the old and the new buildings but it would have been a 
hotchpotch. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There would have been some old and some new buildings.  The only problem with the Pyrton 
site was its Aboriginal significance; the rest of the site would have been dealt with. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The previous Government would have gone ahead and completed it, had it not been for the 
Aboriginal issues. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Absolutely. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 March 2003] 

 p5593b-5621a 
Ms Sue Walker; Deputy Speaker; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Rob Johnson; Mr Colin Barnett; Dr Geoff Gallop; 
Acting Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Paul Omodei; Mr Jim McGinty; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr Martin 

Whitely 

 [24] 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  In that case the Nyandi issue would not have arisen. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  No. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  However, to be fair in the debate, we were faced with the problem that our honest belief 
was that Pyrton would not be an option for a prison.  We could have left it to Senator Hill to make the decision - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We hoped it would be but we now prefer to see it somewhere other than Nyandi because, 
obviously, it is causing great distress to the residents. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I will refer to Nyandi in a few minutes. 

In 1999 some 16 options were evaluated by the then Government to identify a suitable site within the existing 
buildings on the site for a low-security women’s prison.  I think both sides of the House accept that a facility 
must be built.  I do not believe the Opposition is proposing a facility that is quite as forward thinking as our 
proposal.  Nonetheless, the previous Government was dealing with those women and they needed a facility. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That is because we did not go to Canada and the United Kingdom, like you did.  We tried to 
save money. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I should have taken the member for Hillarys with me. 

Pyrton was identified as the first choice, the criteria of which were heavily weighted towards a site with existing 
buildings that could be used without extensive additional reconstruction; in other words, to do it on the cheap.  It 
was the cheapest option available because the existing buildings could be utilised.   

The essential problem is that these women have always been treated cheaply.  It is no wonder that the 
consequences of treating them in that way has resulted in an unacceptably high rate of reoffending.  We have not 
got down and dealt with the real issues which confront these women in their lives and which lead to their 
reoffending behaviour.  That is what this is all about. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  It is also fair to say that Pyrton was considered a good location, as there would have been 
virtually no opposition from local residents because there was already a women’s prison very close to the Pyrton 
site. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There was a local residents action group and others who wanted to raise these issues.  There 
will always be such opposition when it is proposed to build a prison; except in the case of your electorate of 
Bunbury, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr A.J. Dean), where people want a prison.  However, there will always be 
opposition in the urban Perth context when a detention facility is proposed, no matter where it is built, whether it 
be in inner urban areas or on the outskirts.  That has been the history of these matters.  I do not diminish the 
views of local residents; however, the residents of Eden Hill were as agitated as the residents near Nyandi.  I 
accept that as a fact of life. 

When an analysis of sites was done in 1999, the criteria applied by the then Government were, first, to examine 
the suitability for the purpose of a pre-release centre, including the proximity to transport; a metropolitan 
location; space for programs and rehabilitative activities; the potential for community integration; and the 
capacity for children to stay with their mothers on the site.  That was not unlike, in a mild way, some of the 
principles that we have spoken about during this debate.  Secondly, there was an issue of procurement; in other 
words, of the Government getting hold of the site.  The Pyrton site was owned by the Government and, given the 
status of an unused asset, represented a good use of taxpayers’ money.  Thirdly, on value for money the existing 
buildings could be renovated, hence reducing the potential capital cost.  These were the factors that pointed 
towards Pyrton at that time.  However, the insurmountable problem was the existence of the order that Senator 
Robert Hill was about to make preventing the use of the site as a prison. 

I turn now to the question of the suitability of Nyandi.  Nyandi was ranked lower than Pyrton in the 1999 
assessment when those criteria were applied, but only on the basis of the capital works costs.  The assessment 
considered how to establish a pre-release women’s centre at minimal cost.  The existing Nyandi buildings 
facilitated that approach but they were assessed at that time as unsuitable as a long-term prospect for 
accommodation because of insufficient space for programs, an inappropriate design for adult women and a lack 
of space for children.  We must bear in mind that it was a purpose-built juvenile detention facility, even down to 
small aspects such as the beds being smaller than adult beds.  These were the aspects that compromised the 
future use of the facility for adults.  Those were the reasons that the Government committed funds to ensure 
Nyandi was transformed into an appropriate facility to rehabilitate and prepare low-security women prisoners for 
re-entry into the community.  The assessment made back in 1999 by the previous Government was of the 
existing facilities.   
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We agreed then that those facilities were inappropriate for accommodating women prisoners and we will, 
therefore, not do that.  We will build on the adjacent site but we will use the facilities that are appropriate for 
education and other programs in the prison.  However, the accommodation and administration facilities will be 
new and purpose-built.  That will radically change the facility, because we are prepared to commit the 
$10 million-odd that is required to get the facility up and running.  That would obviously rank higher on any 
analysis than any facility proposed at Pyrton. 

We do not want to repeat the mistakes of the past.  The only women’s facility in WA was built in 1970; that is, 
Bandyup Women’s Prison.  Some small additions have been made to some regional prisons for women and there 
is the existing facility at Nyandi.  Nyandi was not originally designed for women.  Since Nyandi was opened for 
women, significant changes have been made to both male and juvenile facilities across the State.  The 
Government has given a commitment that services for women prisoners will be at least on a par with the 
investments in male prisons and will have the same capacity to cater for a range of security classifications.  
During the 1990s, the Longmore-Nyandi buildings were considered no longer suitable for juveniles without 
extensive modification.  They were also considered unsuitable for long-term women prisoners unless the 
buildings had appropriate extensions. 

I will refer briefly to the public meeting in Victoria Park two months ago.  I have two issues to place on record.  
The first was a suggestion raised by the member for Nedlands at the meeting when she mentioned the name of 
Catherine Birnie in connection with the new facility.  It was my impression that that did not go down well with 
the people who attended the meeting.  They could see it was a simple political ploy that extended the bounds of 
reasonable comprehension to an incomprehensible limit.  It was not something that anyone in his right mind on 
either side of politics would ever contemplate; that is, to shift Catherine Birnie to a minimum-security facility in 
the suburbs.  About 300 to 400 people attended the public meeting.  To raise that name was designed only to 
inflame feelings in a dishonest way.  People know that Catherine Birnie will never be moved.   

The second issue, which was common to many of the people who spoke at the meeting, was that visitors to the 
area would be an undesirable lot and when they visited prisoners they would commit crimes in the area and 
debase the value of the suburb. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Many visitors carry drugs to prisoners. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes, but the contrast was that the Premier stood before his own constituents and stated that 
he needed to make decisions in the interests of the entire community.  I am trying to explain tonight the 
background to why the Premier took that view in support of the Government’s approach to making the 
community safer by reducing offending by women prisoners. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The impression of people who attended was that the Premier was more interested in the welfare 
of prisoners than the community.  That is why people are upset. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  I saw a man of great integrity stand in front of a hostile crowd and call a spade a spade.  He 
said the decision was important for the benefit of the entire community and, from time to time, unpopular 
decisions need to be made. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  He never said that about Graham Kierath when all your union mates were up in the gallery. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That was because what was happening then was not in the interests of the entire 
community.  I contrast that with someone who stood before the meeting and used the name Catherine Birnie in a 
way that was designed to excite, frighten and inflame local people in what I believe was a quite dishonest way. 

Returning to the visitors to the facility, when the residents expressed concerns about visitors to the facility 
bringing all sorts of crime and antisocial behaviour and therefore debase the suburb, the member for Nedlands 
did not tell the community that she is a regular visitor to Nyandi.  She did not say that it was not true and that 
some visitors were good.  She did not admit that she was a regular visitor to a criminal in Nyandi and that she 
did not commit crime in the region.  Had there been more honesty in her approach one might have expected 
more disclosure that she was a regular visitor to the existing Nyandi facility rather than saying, “Yeah, that’s 
right - isn’t it shocking that these people bring crime into your region?”  There is a little hypocrisy there. 

The site has been used to house offenders since 1965.  It is important that we have a metropolitan low-security 
prison that is part of the bigger system that includes maximum-security at the Bandyup facility and appropriate 
regional accommodation.  This is a specialist facility for part of the women’s prison population.  As of last night, 
a total of 219 women were in Western Australian prisons.  Some 86 were in minimum security, 59 were in 
metropolitan prisons and 27 were housed in regional prisons.  It is critical that the rehabilitation prospects of 
low-security prisoners nearing release are not compromised by the inherent constraints of maximum-security 
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institutions like Bandyup.  Having visited Bandyup on numerous occasions I can say that it is no wonder that 
women reoffend on their release from the facility.  All women prisoners sent to Nyandi will be thoroughly 
assessed for their suitability prior to placement - 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  I call the member for Nedlands to order. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is vital that a low-security prison for women is in an urban location in the metropolitan 
area.  That way it is easily accessible to community organisations that provide valuable services as prisoners 
prepare for their release and that the necessary linkages with educational facilities, health services, employment, 
transport and training are available to prisoners.  A crucial issue in rehabilitating women offenders is promoting 
positive community and family connections, which has been found to impact positively on recidivism.  The 
location of the prison provides women maintaining relationships with their children and families a flexible 
visiting program.  In addition, prisoners will be supported in their parenting requirements.  To access suitable 
programs, services and visits, women prisoners need to be located within an urban area.  To reduce reoffending 
we must address the specific needs of this group of prisoners with robust women-centred programs that support 
their re-entry into the community.  Location, design and philosophy are all critical to this.  The preparation of 
women for release is being addressed in a comprehensive range of departmental re-entry strategies.  Not only 
will these strategies address through-care and the development of links and supports within the community upon 
release, but also a focus on re-entry will underpin the provision of services, employment, education, health and 
other programs through the women’s term of imprisonment.  Re-entry is part of the continuum that involves 
programs and services to assist with the successful reintegration of offenders in the community.  The current 
Nyandi has what is arguably the toughest antidrug regime of any prison in Western Australia.  It is much better 
for women prisoners to be in Nyandi than Bandyup.  Positive drug tests result in disciplinary action including 
being sent to Bandyup.  We need to build into this new system those sorts of incentives for prisoners to go clean 
because we are all aware of the extent to which drugs destroy those women’s lives and lead them to a life of 
crime.  That drug regime will be maintained in the new prison. 

This debate is about the warmth of the human spirit.  It is about lending a supportive helping hand to a group of 
women to whom life has been very unkind indeed.  They are also offenders who must be punished.  The new 
Nyandi will offer the unique opportunity for the women prisoners to turn around their lives.  Let us not condemn 
them to a continuing life of crime. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [6.17 pm]:  I will speak in the interests of balance.  I have listened to two 
accounts of a public meeting that do not in any way accord with the report I read in The Victoria Park Post.  I am 
a great admirer of community newspapers.  They provide a terrific service and disseminate important local 
information to residents without fear or favour.  They are in contact with people at a grassroots level.  The editor 
of The Victoria Park Post, David Crann, is present and I welcome his interest.  His coverage of the debate has 
been balanced, unlike some of the comments we have heard this evening.  In the interests of balance I will read a 
report of the meeting from edition No 49 of The Victoria Park Post dated February/March 2003.  The headline 
states, “Nyandi - The Premier Stands Firm”.  Under a picture of the Premier is the caption, “Premier Gallop 
holds the floor at the RSL against a barrage of Interjections”.  The article states - 

The three meetings Feb 3rd, Feb 4th and Feb 10th were attended by diminishing numbers. 

The earliest meeting was staged from beginning to end.  The bus load of supporters; Liberal Party in 
full attendance: on the platform, the wings, the audience, the rear, outdoors and in the side alley. 

Prepared questions were circulated around the audience Television 7, 9, 2, 10.  Newspapers.  the Swan 
Division of the Liberal Party. 

The microphone was a roving disaster Liberal supporters got the most calls.  Peter Stewart waving the 
Liberal Party South Gag advert was ignored for as long as possible   

Starting from his left the chairman, agitator, organiser and facilitator Bruce Stevenson introduced the 
first outburst by Ray Grogan - the Real Estate Salesman.  Ray played the gallery, followed by Francine 
in a duet of a tirade she had used at previous meetings.  Then came Peter Foss - surprised the crowd - he 
supported a prison in the city - but not there at Nyandi. 

Dr Gallop, Premier rose and in plain language dispelled most of the myths reinforced the arguments and 
good humouredly withstood the slings and arrows of outraged liberals. 

All the while the chorus on the right kept up a constant barrage of comments.  Two voices shouted 
questions at the speakers. 
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Stevenson’s chairing was an embarrassment; pouting his lips and thrusting his body between cameras 
and the Premier.   

In the front row was Opposition Leader Colin Barnett - 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  My point of order relates to members not being allowed to repeat verbatim items from a 
newspaper.  That has always been a rule of this House - 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  Which standing order is the member referring to?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The one that refers to members repeating verbatim items. 
Several members interjected.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It is against standing orders - I am not sure which number it is - for members to quote 
verbatim from newspaper items, reports and even letters.  We are not supposed to repeat word for word any letter 
that is introduced.  We are only allowed to paraphrase or to use certain paragraphs within a letter.  I ask that the 
member’s attention be drawn to that fact, Mr Acting Speaker.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member has totally failed to indicate the point of order that he wants upheld.  The 
issue is what is an appropriate length of time that members can quote from sources, be they newspapers, books 
etc.  It is a matter that from time to time the Chair will be asked to rule upon.  However, in any such ruling the 
matter would clearly have to address fairness.  The key speaker from the Opposition side led off by quoting ad 
nauseam from mainly newspaper articles that quoted statements she had already made.  The member with the 
call has quoted far less from this particular newspaper article than what we heard from the member for Nedlands.  
If a ruling is to be made, it should be made on the basis of fairness to both sides.  If fairness is the ruling, the 
member with the call is way short of quoting to the degree that the member for Nedlands quoted in her 
contribution. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I refer to Standing Order No 1.  At the bottom of the page it says - 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  The ruling is that there is no contravention of standing orders.  The point of order 
does not relate to Standing Order No 1.  What the member is quoting from is a footnote, which is the custom and 
practice of the House.  I realise that earlier in the debate the member for Nedlands quoted extensively from 
numerous documents.  I imagine that the member for Girrawheen is not going to quote for 40 minutes or so from 
her documents.  I note the Leader of the House’s point of view that there is no point of order.   

Debate Resumed 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  The Acting Speaker has ruled and I will not canvass his ruling.  However, I was prescient of 
the possibility that there would be an objection.  I note that in the same place in standing orders that the member 
for Hillarys quoted from, it provides that members quoting newspapers are responsible for the accuracy of the 
extract.  I am very conscious of that.  I will not quote the whole article.  I just want to make the point that the 
account of the meeting that we have heard today is far from accurate.  I expect that a journalist who is objective 
and has no political axe to grind is more likely to give an objective and balanced account of a meeting than 
someone who has a particular point to push.  I will continue -  

In the front row was Opposition Leader Colin Barnett, head swinging left to rear to right checking the 
speakers and assessing the response.   
Next, Sue Walker Bullshit, bullshit, bullshit repeated six times during her harangue and three more later 
on during question time.  Sue had spent time in a Canadian prison on a fact finding Liberal junket.  Her 
revelations were debunked by a resident who had checked the details.  Foss and Walker were almost at 
odds.   

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected.   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Hillarys! 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  Yes, I am a lawyer.  I thank the member for reminding me of that fact.  That is why I felt it 
absolutely necessary to quote verbatim from the newspaper article to ensure accuracy.  As I said, I commend the 
work of journalists in local newspapers, because theirs is a thankless task.  There is much competition for 
advertising and there are limited resources and tight deadlines.  The job that all the community and local 
newspapers do is outstanding in presenting local issues and canvassing a range of opinions.   
In closing, I thank David Crann for his work in presenting an account of the meeting and sharing it with 
members of the broader community who were not present.   
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MR M.P. WHITELY (Roleystone) [6.27 pm]:  I will be brief.  I was not going to make a contribution to this 
debate because when I heard the Leader of the Opposition talking about the motion I just thought he was playing 
some silly political games to engage in some scaremongering.  However, if one listened closely to what he said, 
he outlined - as far as I could tell - Liberal Party policy.  I say that because he made two very definite statements.  
The first was that a future Liberal Government would close Nyandi.  The second was that he would scan the 
outer metropolitan area looking for a site for a women’s prison.  I notice that the Leader of the Opposition is not 
here at the moment, but I invite the member for Nedlands - by way of interjection - to add a little more detail to 
those statements.   
People in my electorate and those of the members for Swan Hills and - to a lesser degree - Wanneroo, would be 
very interested in what sites might have been earmarked for this facility.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You can rest assured it will not be the Sunset site.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am fairly confident that the Sunset site will not be included.  The Leader of the 
Opposition was explicit when he said that he thought that this sort of facility was appropriate for the outer 
metropolitan area.  I have heard him portray what he believes to be the problems with Nyandi.  Frankly, if there 
is a problem with Nyandi - which I do not accept for one moment - what makes its siting wrong for Victoria Park 
but right for my electorate or that of the members for Swan Hills or Wanneroo?  The electorates of Roleystone 
and Swan Hills geographically occupy 60 per cent of the metropolitan area.  One can presume from that that 
about 90 per cent of the outer metropolitan area is covered by my electorate and that of the member for Swan 
Hills.  In my electorate we already have two prisons: Casuarina Prison - a maximum-security prison - and Karnet 
Prison Farm.  Karnet fulfils a useful function, as its prison labour is very welcome in the community and it does 
a lot of good land care work.  Often there is competition from the work gangs at Karnet for the sort of work they 
can do in the community.  There are three prisons in the Swan Hills electorate: Acacia Prison, Wooroloo Prison 
Farm and Bandyup Women’s Prison.   

The member for Nedlands has now taken her seat.  Given that her leader has outlined the policy that he will 
close Nyandi and consider putting the prison facility in the outer metropolitan area, which part of the outer 
metropolitan area - my electorate or the electorates of the members for Swan Hills or possibly Wanneroo - would 
be considered for that proposal?  I am sure that the community would be interested in being informed of the 
Liberals’ plans.  If she cannot be definite about what parts she is considering, can she rule out any parts of my 
electorate, such as Roleystone, Maddington, Kenwick, Beckenham or Gosnells?  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You are in Government.  When will you choose a place?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I am simply seeking some clarification so that I can inform my constituents of the 
alternative Government’s plans for their communities.  The Leader of the Opposition said that a Liberal 
Government would close Nyandi Prison and locate it in the outer metropolitan area.  Will the member add some 
detail to that commitment, or does she not support the statements made by the Leader of the Opposition?  I think 
that I have found that magic recipe for keeping the member for Nedlands silent.  If I could bottle it, it would be 
worth a fortune.  I will offer the member another chance.  She is the shadow Attorney General and these 
decisions would fall to her in the event of a future Liberal Government.  Is there a part of my electorate or the 
electorate of Swan Hills or Wanneroo that the member can either rule in or out, given the commitment of the 
Leader of the Opposition to close Nyandi Prison and locate it in an outer metropolitan area?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  We can rule you out of your electorate after the next election.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That was very hurtful, when I was just seeking information.  A person of the member’s 
wit, experience and ability - 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  I ask members to make their comments through the Chair.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  I find the member for Nedlands’s comments very hurtful to a young and inexperienced 
fellow such as myself.  I thought that the member would be a little softer on me.  I will not support the motion.  I 
am interested to hear, given that the member for Nedlands is silent on the subject, where the Leader of the 
Opposition intends to put the facility.  Will it be located in my electorate, Swan Hills or Wanneroo?   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [6.31 pm]:  I was reading Hansard the other day, as is my wont when some 
members waffle in here, and I came across a statement by a former Attorney General of some standing, Septimus 
Burt, who said -  
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A lawyer who is a rogue is like a dingo amongst sheep - he can do a lot of mischief.  There is no man 
who has so much power for evil in his hands as an unscrupulous lawyer.  Good ones are bad enough, 
and, if you get a really bad one, you won’t want to see his like again.   

I am not attributing that description to the Attorney General because I am not sure whether he is a lawyer, having 
never been entitled to practise.  Truly and honestly, I have heard the biggest lot of claptrap in this place.  If only 
the public really knew and if only the journalists stopped to analyse what this Attorney General has to say.  The 
Attorney General has missed his calling in life.  He is such a con man that if he were living in the last century, he 
would be selling pots and pans out of a caravan.  That should be his calling.   

The Attorney General wants us to show him some respect.  Honestly!  Let us get a few things right.  The 
Attorney General is a model of insincerity.  He has provided us with a policy of reducing the number of people 
who reoffend.  I hope that the journalists are listening, because I had quite a conversation with prison officers 
about reducing reoffending and the policy of this Attorney General.  He sends mixed messages.  That is why we 
have a problem with the Parole Board.  The Attorney General is saying that prisons should be emptied.  The 
prisoners are streaming out.  Everyone is trying their best to get them out.  Reports are being sent to the Parole 
Board by the truckload to get everybody out.  The Government is massaging the figures, the offences and the 
times people have served in the prison.  However, every now and then a fair dinkum beauty comes through, like 
Keating.  The Attorney General does his white knight trick and says, “Oh, my goodness, something is going 
wrong.”  The policies that are being implemented by the Attorney General to empty the prisons are coming back 
to bite him.  However, he is pretty cluey, because he has been in this place for a long time.  He acts as a white 
knight.  He says all the right things about offenders, such as, “He is a terrible man; I do not know how this 
happened.”  The Attorney General tarnishes the reputation of the Parole Board to save his own reputation.  That 
is what is happening here.   

This leads me back to the prisons and reducing the rates of reoffending.  Today the Attorney General talked 
about a poor group of people who he says lack employment skills.  He talked about Aboriginal women and their 
mental health, and their drug and alcohol abuse problems, their need for educational skills, and the abuse they 
have suffered.  All that is true, and I agree with him.  However, he is not providing programs to help them.  I will 
give members an example of the hypocrisy of the Attorney General when he refers to Aboriginal women.  Forget 
Nyandi; that does not need to be built in the middle of a residential village - I know why he is building it there, 
and I will come back to that later.  When I visited the Kalgoorlie prison I was told that, frankly, most of the 
Aboriginal women who were there had been sexually abused since they were young.  They are now incarcerated 
and suffer mental problems.  It is no wonder they have mental problems, after being sexually abused from a 
young age.  What programs are in place at that prison?  None.  This Attorney General stands in the Legislative 
Assembly and talks about women and their problems.  Yet between 11 and 17 women in Kalgoorlie prison need 
those programs but do not have them.  A $12 million facility is not needed to provide those women with a few 
counsellors.  The Attorney General also spoke about the disgraceful performance of past Governments with 
regard to women prisoners.  Why has he not told Parliament that there is a new $17 million prison -  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not want to hear from the Minister for Health.  He should be quiet and read his 
Lewandowski affidavit.   

Why has the Attorney General not told Parliament that there is a new $17 million women’s prison at Bandyup?  
Why has he not taken the media to it?  He says there is nothing in the system for them.  I have never heard such a 
lot of claptrap in all my life.  Male and female adult and juvenile prisoners suffer from mental health problems.  
They all need rehabilitation programs.  It is insincere of this Attorney General and this Government to refuse to 
fund those programs.   

I visited prisons when I was at law school studying criminology; I know what they are like.  The Attorney 
General talks in Parliament about reducing reoffending and throws $12 million at a new prison.  That will not 
stop it.  Money must be provided for programs now.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It is a darn sight more than you did.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Will the minister speak up in Cabinet and ask for money to be given to those Aboriginal 
women?   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I am more than happy to speak up in Cabinet to support the Attorney General, who, for the 
first time in this State, is allowing women not to be treated as second-class citizens, which your party has done 
for many years.  Your Attorney General did absolutely nothing for women prisoners.   
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The ACTING SPEAKER:  That is the danger of inviting interjections.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  There is no danger.  Once again, it is just claptrap from members on the other side.  We 
have not been told about the new state-of-the-art facility at Bandyup.  The renovations at Bandyup will provide a 
facility to comfortably house 141 women prisoners.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  Are you still peddling that nonsense?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Riverton should read the Department of Justice web site.  For goodness 
sake, he will always be on the backbench.  He should turn on his laptop.   

Only one drug-free unit was created at Acacia Prison.  Suddenly, another drug-free unit has been built.  
However, there has been no expansion of the sniffer dog program to stop the drugs getting into the prison.  The 
Attorney General just comes out and tells us things rather movingly, compassionately and insincerely, in my 
view, about the problems these women have.  All prisoners have these types of problems.  I will tell members 
what the prison officers told me about the Attorney General.  He has told us that he wants to reduce the number 
of reoffenders.  What has not come out is that the Attorney General has closed the workshops at Albany 
Regional Prison and Hakea Prison, and he has closed the minimum-security unit at Bunbury Regional Prison.  
Interestingly, a lot of prisoners go to Bunbury Regional Prison to get out of the system and into the early release 
program.  Those minimum-security prisoners must now be placed in medium security, and it has caused a 
despondency in those prisoners.  This Attorney General is not giving prisoners the opportunity to obtain skills.  
He has closed Pardelup Prison Farm.  Since the Attorney General was appointed, everything he has done has 
stopped prisoners obtaining skills to help them re-enter the community.   
Bandyup Women’s Prison is now a state-of-the-art facility.  I read somewhere that the Minister for Tourism, 
Hon Clive Brown, suggested when he was in opposition that the minimum-security prison should be built on the 
Bandyup site.  When the redevelopment of the old section of Bandyup prison is complete, there will be 141 beds, 
with a 16-bed overflow.  However, there are only 200 women prisoners in Western Australia, and many of them 
will be imprisoned in the regional prisons.  Therefore, I cannot work out why a 70-bed facility for women is 
needed.  I also cannot understand the Attorney General’s comment that there will be a facility there in which 
women can have their children with them for up to four years.  If a woman is in minimum security, she will not 
be in minimum security for four years; she will be in custody for four years if she has committed a very serious 
offence.  In the next sitting week of this Parliament, I will put forward details to show the way in which the 
Attorney General goes about reclassifying prisoners and gets people out of the system quickly.  How can a 
woman serve a four-year custodial term in a minimum-security prison if she has committed a very serious 
offence?  It does not happen.  Even under the new legislation, it would be an eight-year sentence if the woman 
got parole.  It would be a major offence.  If she is in prison now, she will be serving 12 years.  I am a little 
concerned about who will go to the Nyandi women’s prison complex.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Not the people whom you suggested. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  As the Attorney General said, they are unpleasant institutions with unpleasant people in 
them. 

In the Attorney General’s ministerial statement of 30 August 2001, he said - 

Over 70% of women in prison report a history of substance abuse; in June of this year 85% of the 
women at Bandyup were on medication; approximately 80% of female prisoners Australia wide suffer 
from emotional and mental illnesses including post-traumatic stress disorder as a result of abuse and 
neglect; and 39% of the women at Bandyup report a history of self harm.  Over 50% of female 
prisoners have less than three years secondary education and over 80% were unemployed at the time 
when they were imprisoned. 

These women need programs.  Yes, they do need help with empowerment.  People can buy a book at a bookshop 
and read about the four principles of which the Attorney General spoke.  They have been around for yonks; they 
are nothing new.  He could be applying those principles now in delivering programs.  Do members know what 
the situation is?  When that prison is built at Nyandi, the Government wants to rehabilitate the prisoners at the 
Swan Village of Care.  It is forcing that on the community.   

It is claptrap to suggest that prisons in Canada have been working on this sort of model for a long time.  When I 
was in Canada and was sent the newspaper cutting, I visited a male prison at Rockwood that had been there for 
30 years.   

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I say to the Minister for Health that, apart from him, this is the joke: the Attorney General 
has said that the Government is doing something unique that does not involve the male prison system.  However, 
in Canada a prison that is modelled on the male system is being built.  That is the issue.  I would like a good 
investigative journalist to go behind the scenes to see what is happening in our prisons.   

It was not I who raised the issue of Catherine Birnie; it was Hon Peter Foss.  He had a point.  That type of person 
is in Bandyup.  Of concern to me is how 70 women will be reclassified to fill the minimum-security prison when 
there are only 140 in the metropolitan area.  How will that be done?  In Nyandi at the moment are drug 
traffickers and people who have committed serious criminal offences.  To suggest that there should be an open 
community in which these people can walk backwards and forwards is an absolute nonsense. 

When I began my speech in this debate, it was about the electorate of Victoria Park, which, under the 
redistribution, could soon be renamed the electorate of the Bronx.  According to the residents, it has the second 
highest crime rate.  They say that they are spat on in the street and that all sorts of crime is going on there 
because nobody cares.  It is clear that on this issue the Premier does not care what his electorate thinks.  Along 
with the Attorney General, he has been prepared to ruthlessly pursue his agenda.  It is crackpot ideology and a 
crackpot scheme.  It will not work.  Nothing that the Attorney General has said either to me or in this Assembly 
tonight has convinced me that we need the new Nyandi Prison complex in that area. 

The Attorney General talked about the four principles that will be in place.  The first principle was empowering 
women.  They could be empowered now with decent programs, not the way the Attorney General wants to do it.  
There could be family responsibility now at the new state-of-the-art women’s prison at Bandyup.  An interesting 
issue is that the Attorney General wants these women to go into the Swan Village of Care community.  He wants 
to force them onto the community.  That does not happen in Canada. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You are misleading the House.  It already happens at Swan Village of Care.  Talk to the 
manager. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  They are already at Swan Village of Care, and it has cut back the program.  I know what I 
am talking about; the minister does not.  He should just keep reading his Lewandowski affidavit.  Get your story 
straight for this week, Mr Hamburger Man!   

The last principle to which the Attorney General referred was respect and integrity in prison, and cultural 
opportunities.  He needs to imbue respect and integrity in these women.  I suggest that he also needs to imbue 
some respect and integrity in himself, and so does the Premier.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  

Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.G. Pendal Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr R.N. Sweetman  

Noes (24) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Murray (Teller) 
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Pairs 

 Mr A.D. Marshall  Ms A.J. MacTiernan  
 Mr M.F. Board  Mr D.A. Templeman 
 Mr W.J. McNee  Mr M. McGowan 
 Mr M.G. House  Mr C.M. Brown 
 Mr R.A. Ainsworth  Mr P.W. Andrews 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus negatived. 
 


