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HILLVIEW HOSPITAL SITE, EAST VICTORIA PARK 
Motion 

MR EDWARDS (Greenough) [4.31 pm]:  I move -  

That this House oppose any actions that this Government may take to subdivide the historical site 
known as Edward Millen House, also known as Hillview Hospital in East Victoria Park. 

From the outset, I ask the House to oppose any proposal to subdivide the Hillview Hospital site for 
redevelopment purposes.  For the benefit of the House, I will describe this place and why it is important to the 
State.  Hillview Hospital, or Edward Millen Home as it was earlier known, is located on the corner of Albany 
Highway and Hill View Terrace in East Victoria Park on the border of St James.  Many members may know the 
site for its parklands and its local landmark status.  The land on which Hillview Hospital now stands was once 
part of the area known to the Nyoongah people as Beeloo country, according to the documents of our early 
settlers.  At the time of colonisation in 1829, it became part of an original land grant of unsurveyed bush known 
as Canning location 2, which was given to Samuel Bickley, one of the first settlers of this colony.  It was sold to 
Henry Manning in 1854 and passed through that family until it was sold in the 1880s to a development 
syndicate.  At this time, the Perth to Albany road, which had originally been built by convicts, was surveyed and 
gazetted.  In 1889, Canning location 2 was subdivided into 19 alphabetically named blocks with road frontages.  
Lot C of that subdivision comprised an area of 104 acres, and in 1893, it was sold to two buyers, Mr John 
Winthrop Hackett - later Sir John Winthrop Hackett - and James Rae.  Rae then purchased the south east 47 
acres, which were later sold by his widow in 1911 to Elizabeth Baillie, a nurse from Victoria Park, for £650.   

To put the time line of the land ownership in context with the development of this State, we should note that 
Victoria Park was declared a municipality in 1897, the same year that the Perth Observatory was constructed on 
the hill above the place where we are now sitting.  It was a time when the Western Australian gold rushes had 
provided a boost to the economy and the population had substantially increased.  In 1905, this increase in 
population in the Victoria Park area resulted in Perth Electric Tramways Ltd beginning its service from Perth 
across the Causeway and along Albany Road as far as Mint Street.  The tram not only serviced the existing 
population, but also encouraged further subdivision and settlement, so that by the time Elizabeth Baillie bought 
the land from widow Rae in 1911, there was a substantial increase in the number of new families.  In our present 
day terms, this population growth in Victoria Park provided a ready market to ensure a maternity hospital would 
be viable, and in 1912, the rotunda hospital was built.  The current site, after further subdivision and boundary 
changes caused by resumptions by the Government for service corridors, now covers an area of 5.1 hectares.  
The rotunda maternity hospital, which was built in 1912, is a two-storey building constructed in the Federation 
Queen Ann style.  It stands at the end of a long tree-lined driveway and dominates the Hillview Hospital site.  
The rotunda hospital is aesthetically pleasing and presents as a grand residential style with verandas that embrace 
three sides of the building on the ground and upper floors.  It is a rare example of this type of building, as it has 
generally retained its original structure, landscape qualities and relationship with its setting.   

In 1919, Western Australians were battling a massive Spanish influenza outbreak and the Commonwealth’s then 
Department of Repatriation compulsorily acquired the hospital from matron Baillie.  It was used to treat 
infectious diseases, including tuberculosis, and serviced returned soldiers for many decades.  This ties the history 
of the hospital into the broader history of the State’s health system.  The name of the hospital was changed at this 
time to Edward Millen Home in honour of the first Minister for Repatriation.   

In 1921, a new building was constructed as a ward block to accommodate the extra tuberculosis patients who 
were being transferred as a result of the closure of the Wooroloo sanatorium.  This ward block, which is now 
known as the Mildred Creak centre, is an aesthetically pleasing structure, although it is not as grand as the 
adjacent rotunda hospital.  Additional structures were built at this time, including the fumitory, which housed an 
incinerator, and a sputum destructor room.  Members should keep in mind that tuberculosis is contagious and 
was much more widespread through much of the twentieth century than it is today.   

At this time, the grounds were landscaped with advice provided by the supervisor of Kings Park.  The avenue of 
trees that lines the long driveway is extant, as are many of the pine and peppermint trees.  It is this parkland 
setting that has provided the community with a sense of place, an open space for recreation.  It has been a 
landmark along Albany Highway for nearly a century.  The landscape itself is recognised as a key element of the 
heritage significance of Edward Millen Home.  The Australian Heritage Commission, in its exposition on the 
heritage values of the site, lists this cultural landscape as a component that must be conserved.  The Register of 
State Heritage Places likewise gives recognition and legislative protection to the grounds as part of the site’s 
significance.   
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In the decades from the 1930s to the 1960s, Edward Millen Home continued to provide health care services to 
tuberculosis patients and returned soldiers.  In the late 1960s, these patients were transferred to the Hollywood 
Repatriation General Hospital.  The remainder of the uninterrupted health care history of Edward Millen Home 
includes provision of psychiatric care services, physiotherapy, occupational therapy and support services for the 
care of autistic children.  The place still provides health services to the community, and this continual use adds to 
its integrity as a significant heritage place.   

Having presented a potted history of the former Edward Millen Home, now known as Hillview Hospital, 
explained its continuous role in the provision of health care and illustrated the site’s significance to our 
community, I will summarise the reasons it needs to remain intact.  In doing so, I will refer to the statement of 
significance recorded for the place.  The statement of significance is the formal term that describes the reasons a 
place or object should be protected.  It identifies and enshrines the values which, under state legislation, must be 
conserved.  This legislation contains provisions to deal with the destruction of these values by deliberate action 
or neglect of registered heritage places.  The primary reasons the Hillview Hospital site is recognised as having 
cultural heritage significant are as follows: first, the aesthetic value of the former rotunda hospital and former 
ward block and their relationship with their formal landscaped setting; secondly, the potential for the site to 
illustrate the various aspects of the development of health care in Western Australia from 1912 to the present; 
thirdly, the contribution to the sense of place of the community, including those who have associations with the 
maternity hospital, the tuberculosis sanatorium and the Mildred Creak centre; and, fourthly, the buildings and 
landscape have been retained and well maintained as a coherent group, largely intact and in good condition.  

Later additions to the site have been well integrated.  The integrity of the site is high, with potential to sustain 
long-term viability.  Apart from the landscaping and architectural values, the place has great historical value: it 
was once a maternity hospital, predating King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women by four years; a 
sanatorium for tuberculosis sufferers; a repatriation hospital under the public health system; and a place that the 
community has identified as a landmark for many generations.  Its heritage significance was recognised by the 
previous Government; it was entered on the state heritage register on 29 June 1999.  The site has also been 
recognised for its national heritage significance, and was entered on the Register of the National Estate in 1982 
by the Australian Heritage Commission.  It is classified by the National Trust of Australia and is included in the 
Town of Victoria Park municipal inventory. 

The community expressed some concern earlier this year about suggestions by this Government for the 
redevelopment of part of the 5.1 hectare Hillview Hospital site.  An article in The West Australian of Tuesday, 
31 July reports a Department of Health spokeswoman saying that Hillview Hospital was -  

surplus to the department’s requirements. 

Furthermore, the future of the site’s integrity appears threatened, based on other comments attributed to 
Landstart Executive Director Ian Johnston, who said that housing options were being considered.  Naturally, this 
rang alarm bells in the community.  An article on the front page of the Southern Gazette of 31 July-6 August 
states - 

News that the Edward Millen site in East Victoria Park may be subdivided for a housing development 
has sent shock waves through the community. 

Victoria Park Mayor Mick Lee said the plan had come from left field and stunned the council, . . .  

“It seems our legs have been cut from under us,” Mr Lee said. 

Council chief executive John Bonker said at last week’s council meeting that officers from the 
Department of Housing and Works had told him of the plan, although the council had not yet received 
any official confirmation. 

The article highlights the lack of consultation by the Government on the future of this significant heritage site.  It 
seems indicative of the way in which the Government is running the current agenda for the people of this State. 

In my question on notice to the Premier dated 28 August 2001, I asked what steps the Government would take to 
ensure heritage values of the site were conserved.  His response, which I received a couple of months later, was 
contradictory.  On the one hand, he said that any redevelopment would take into account the conservation plan 
prepared for the site, yet on the other hand, he said that the Department of Housing and Works was seeking to 
identify opportunities to generate sufficient funds from the subdivision of part of the site to offset the cost of 
heritage restoration. 

Dr Gallop:  That is not a contradiction. 

Mr EDWARDS:  That is the way I saw it.  The Premier will have an opportunity to explain his position. 

Dr Gallop:  Sure.  There is no contradiction.  There are two objectives. 
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Mr EDWARDS:  Right.  The conservation plan recommends that the former Edward Millen Home be retained as 
a single lot.  Therefore, the Department of Housing and Works’ intention to consider subdividing the site goes 
against the recommendations of heritage experts and the principles of conservation. 

The issue of finding appropriate solutions to offset the cost of heritage conservation is not new.  It is a problem 
that will be with us for many generations.  However, the conservation plan for this place identified opportunities 
to sympathetically redevelop parts of the site that have been recognised as having little heritage significance.  
Places such as the more recently constructed buildings - there are some around the curtilage - could be removed 
or remodelled.  It does not mean that the Government can excise the back section of Hillview Hospital with the 
intention of constructing medium density housing, as has been suggested by agency staff involved in the future 
of the site.  Subdivision of the land at the rear of the rotunda hospital would not be acceptable in terms of the 
heritage listing of the site, or to the community. 

Dr Gallop:  Do you know what the previous Minister for Health wanted to do? 

Mr EDWARDS:  I am only too well aware. 

Dr Gallop:  Under the previous Government, the Health Department went to the council and said that it wanted 
to develop the whole site. 

Mr EDWARDS:  Perhaps I am putting forward a new direction on this issue from this side of the House.  Many 
mistakes have occurred in previous years when heritage sites have had curtilage reduced and development has 
been permitted to encroach on the space surrounding a heritage building.  One good example of that is Tranby 
House in Maylands, where medium density housing abuts the historic site, posing problems for residents and 
tourists alike.  I am not laying any blame about how that happened; the issue should be brought to the attention 
of the House.  We are only now coming to terms with the concept of preserving space around heritage places, 
which is very important.   

Heritage conservation is often about finding a suitable compromise.  It is not about preserving places so that they 
cannot be used now or in the future.  It is about adaptability and respect for specific heritage values and finding 
solutions, so that places can continue to contribute to the lives of current and future generations. 

It was recorded in Hansard of 12 November 1998 that Dr Gallop, as Leader of the Opposition, recognised the 
heritage significance of Edward Millen Home.  He said -  

The site should stay in public ownership - 

Dr Gallop went on to support the recommendation of the conservation plan relating to future ownership, saying -  

. . . it would be possible within a single management structure to consider various leasehold 
arrangements for the use of that site in the future.  

Residents within the Premier’s electorate are concerned that the Government might backflip on some of those 
comments and ignore the heritage significance of the site. 
Dr Gallop:  There is no backflip. 
Mr EDWARDS:  I am sure the Premier will provide me with all the answers.  I await his response with interest.  
The residents believe that the Government might subdivide the land to raise capital for conservation works.  
There are other answers to problems of heritage conservation.  I am sure I do not need to, but I urge the Premier 
to consult expert organisations such as the National Trust and the Heritage Council of Australia to find those 
solutions.  However, the Premier must not forget that a wide section of the community is concerned about the 
Government’s plans for the future of the site.  

Dr Gallop:  Who? 

Mr EDWARDS:  Members of the Victoria Park community. 

Dr Gallop:  Which ones? 

Mr EDWARDS:  Members of the community in general, including the council.   

I recognise that a number of the buildings at Hillview Hospital are deteriorating, as do all places in the built 
environment.  I understand an injection of capital will be required to undertake conservation works to the built 
fabric.  That is probably the crux of the issue.  It is now time for the Government to take some action to solve the 
problem of future use.  There is an opportunity to lease some of the subsidiary buildings or to redevelop some 
sections, as was identified in the conservation plan.  Failure to act on this matter will only increase the cost of 
conservation.  As is the case with most of these matters, time is the enemy. 
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I urge the Premier to instruct his team to commence the process of community consultation on the future use of 
Hillview Hospital.  I seek the Premier’s direction in maintaining this historic site as a single lot.  Action must 
now be taken to conserve this place. 

DR WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.47 pm]:  I support this motion because I am very concerned that previous 
Governments continually sold off community assets.  I do not believe that we can afford to keep selling off, or 
should be selling off, any more community assets.  This is a heritage building.  It is currently being used by 
various health services, as the member for Greenough mentioned.  I know that I am not alone in my views.  On 
issues of heritage, culture and vision for the future, this Government has shown vision by ending logging in our 
old-growth forests. 

Mr House:  That would be about the only example you could use.  Couldn’t you find others? 

Dr WOOLLARD:  I like to think that might be the first example. 

Dr Gallop:  Does the member remember the film, Life of Brian, in which someone asked, “What have the 
Romans ever done for us?”  The list began.  Don’t you try it, member for Stirling.  I will give you a big, long list 
if you want one. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  I would like to think that the cessation of logging of old-growth forests was just the 
beginning of this Government’s commitments to Western Australians.  It is important that we maintain our 
community assets.  Our heritage buildings are very important. Volume 1 No 3 of “WA Property”, contains a 
statement by the Minister for Education, as follows - 

“The Government is prepared to consider any reasonable option for the Claremont site provided its 
heritage values are protected, and that the site and buildings remain an asset of the education sector”. 

The Minister for Education was trying to protect the heritage building within his portfolio.  I hope that the 
Minister for Health will lobby vigorously for issues under his banner.  Obviously not only do I support this 
motion to preserve the Hillview Hospital site but also the arguments apply to the Heathcote Hospital site, which 
contains Duncraig House and the lowlands. 

Mr Kucera:  I also note comments made by another Woollard on how to meet health budgets in this State.  There 
are times when we consider how money for health services can be raised.  Some of these sites need to be looked 
at not only in terms of heritage but also from a pragmatic perspective in relation to how we run our hospitals in 
this State. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  Is the minister saying that he is not willing to defend preservation of the heritage site because 
he is not able to manage the health budget? 

Dr Gallop:  No. 

Mr Kucera:  Of course I will defend that notion.  However, I must also take into account how much money can 
be raised for the health budget. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  Is the minister referring to selling these heritage buildings?  

Dr Gallop:  In this issue, money must be raised to preserve the building.  Where will the money come from to 
preserve the building?  That is a very good question. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  The concern that the minister just raised with me was about the Heathcote site, which 
contains Duncraig House and the lowlands.  The community voiced its objections with the previous 
Government.  This Government has already shown vision for the future by saving the old-growth forests.  Why 
not add to that vision and save the heritage buildings?  Heritage is not only about buildings; it is about buildings 
and the environment. 

Mr Kucera:  We must also have a balanced approach so that we are in a position to help save people’s lives.  We 
cannot say that the health budget should be different from any other budget.  All of these issues provide an 
opportunity for a sensible, pragmatic and balanced approach. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  I have indicated several times to the minister that Duncraig House would be a suitable site for 
the southern region public health unit.  Has he considered that option?  Duncraig House could be used to house 
health services rather than be sold off as a very valuable community asset.  Is the minister willing to provide an 
answer?  It is very disappointing that he is not. 

Mr Kucera:  I am sorry I was not listening. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  I reminded the minister that I have suggested that Duncraig House would be a suitable place 
to house the southern region public health unit.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 December 2001] 

 p7015b-7021a 
Mr Jeremy Edwards; Dr Janet Woollard; Dr Geoff Gallop 

 [5] 

Mr Kucera:  I have received many suggestions for the use of Duncraig House along the lines of a hospital site 
and a site for aged persons.  All of those issues must be taken into account.  However, at the end of the day other 
things must be weighed up in relation to the health budget of this State and the capacity to use those sites for a 
range of purposes while taking into account their heritage.  A balanced approach needs to be taken.  The fact that 
the member for Alfred Cove has suggested a single option without any possible way of funding it does not 
necessarily mean that I, as minister, must take that option.  As I have pointed out on many occasions, I will 
welcome and examine all proposals for Duncraig House.  A range of options will provide a choice of uses rather 
than limit us to the single usage the member thinks is appropriate. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  I have not put forward one option; I have put forward several options suggesting that, like 
Hillview Hospital, Duncraig House could be kept as a community asset.  The community does not want those 
assets sold.  Housing a public health unit would be one use for Duncraig House and many other options are 
available.  The issue is about retaining the Heathcote Hospital site, in the same way as the Hillview Hospital site 
is intact, and preserving the site for our children and our grandchildren.  What will be left once all the assets are 
sold?   

As the member for Greenough said, the community is aware that the Government is seeking funding to meet its 
election promises.  However, the community would like to see these heritage buildings preserved for the future.  
The Hillview Hospital site, which dates back - 

Dr Gallop:  It dates back to 1912. 

Dr WOOLLARD:  - almost 100 years is from a similar era to the Heathcote Hospital buildings and should be 
preserved intact. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [4.56 pm]:  I am very pleased to see that members of the Liberal Party 
are taking an interest in this issue in my electorate.  Unfortunately, it was not a matter I could get resolved when 
the coalition occupied the state Treasury benches.  Towards the end of the coalition’s term, some progress was 
made, although the issue was not successfully concluded.  

In August 1996, I convened a public meeting to consider the future of this site.  I wrote to the Town of Victoria 
Park, I think, on numerous occasions throughout the last term of the Parliament.  I also wrote to the State 
Government on numerous occasions to seek a resolution of this issue.  During the term of the previous 
Government, in the first instance, the Department of Health was keen to maximise the revenue it thought it might 
get from this site.  A meeting was held between the Department of Health and the local council at which the 
officials from the Department of Health pointed out that it was a site zoned residential R30 under the zoning 
scheme and much revenue could be gained by developing the whole site.  Appropriately, the council said that it 
did not want to do that because in the first instance some very good public open space lay at the eastern end, 
which was used by the local community.  In fact, it is now under a management plan controlled by the council.  

The previous Government offered to sell the land to the council.  However, the council said it did not want to 
buy the land because it could not afford to properly look after the buildings and utilise the site.  At the end of the 
coalition Government’s term I raised the matter with the then Premier Richard Court, who said that some 
discussions needed to occur between the local community and the council before a decision could be made on 
the site’s future.  
Heritage considerations did not play a particularly significant role under the previous Government until the end 
of its term in office, when it began to address the matter.  Since taking office this Government has believed that 
this matter should be progressed.  Our objectives are clear: firstly, to preserve the heritage buildings and to 
ensure that they can be used by the community.  The challenge is how to fund that use.  This is a challenge for 
many heritage sites throughout the State.  It was also a challenge at Heathcote.  
The previous Government did an excellent job at Heathcote by raising some revenue; restoring the old buildings, 
which have been put to very good use; and creating some parkland.  It is a wonderful new park, although there is 
some unfinished business on that land to be resolved.  It is a good model.  Some of the land was developed to 
raise the money to restore the buildings and to create a new park.  It is a tremendous asset for not only the people 
who live there but also the broader community who visit Heathcote. 
Dr Woollard:  What the previous Government did was wonderful.  However, it did not go far enough because 
now if you go there in the evening or on a weekend, there is no room for people to put down a blanket and picnic 
because the area has become so popular.  That is why the community so strongly supports the preservation of the 
lowlands. 
Dr GALLOP:  Funds must be raised to do these things.  I will refer to the Victoria Park site.  The Government 
wants to preserve the heritage buildings and put them to use, but we must raise the revenue to do that.  We have 
suggested that a range of plans be presented that would raise revenue for the site and preserve its heritage 
quality.  That process must be done in consultation with the community.  I have met with councillors from the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 12 December 2001] 

 p7015b-7021a 
Mr Jeremy Edwards; Dr Janet Woollard; Dr Geoff Gallop 

 [6] 

Town of Victoria Park on a number of occasions and I have arranged a number of meetings between potential 
community users of that site and the council.  I am pleased that the matter is progressing well and that the 
community consultation stage will occur very soon.  The notion that none of this site can be developed because 
of its heritage significance is not borne out by the evidence.  The previous Government put together a draft 
heritage conservation plan that recommended the retention of the open space fronting Albany Highway.  I agree 
with that recommendation because that open space is very important.  The draft also recommended the retention 
of the historic buildings, including Edward Millen House, and suggested that there was an opportunity for 
unobtrusive development of the site.  

Mr Edwards:  I was not against some of the development.  I referred to the redevelopment of some sections that 
have been identified.  

Dr GALLOP:  The member for Greenough’s motion opposes any subdivision.  

Mr Edwards:  That is right.  I am talking about what is already there.  

Dr GALLOP:  How would the member raise the money to preserve the building?  That is the challenge for 
heritage sites all over Western Australia.  We must come up with a plan to enable us to restore the building and 
then manage it.  We have not yet got to the point of managing it.  It will be a challenge to manage the building 
after we have raised the money and restored it.  Local governments get nervous about managing heritage 
buildings because they are concerned about their budgets.  We will have to find a means of managing that 
property so that we can raise revenue to ensure that it is managed in the future.  There are many case studies 
similar to this one.  I use the old Midland TAFE as a good example.  That is a very vigorous community centre 
that has enabled the old buildings to be preserved because of the revenue it raises from the existing leasing 
arrangements.  

Mr Bradshaw:  Will you consider using the site for another hospital?  

Dr GALLOP:  I have received a letter from the chairman of the Swan Village of Care, Mr Nowak.  He has 
expressed some interest in converting the site into an aged care unit.  I am sceptical about that for the simple 
reason that many community groups want to use the buildings in Victoria Park. 

Mr Bradshaw:  Nobody wants to pay, that is the trouble.  

Dr GALLOP:  It is.  I appreciate the interest of the Swan Village of Care and I do not rule out its proposal.  
However, on balance it would be difficult to justify that proposal rather than a proposal for the whole community 
that involves the council and other community groups.  The member for Murray-Wellington made an interesting 
interjection and it is true that that interest has been expressed.  

Mr Kucera:  A pattern seems to be emerging in which a raft of decisions were needed to be made by the previous 
Government that have not been made.  

Dr GALLOP:  We now have a framework for dealing with the issue.  We have put together some options for the 
development of the site to raise money to preserve the buildings.  The proposals will have to pass the heritage 
test.  If they pass the test, revenue can be raised and the buildings can be restored.  The second challenge will be 
to implement a management plan for the building’s ongoing use.  The council and local community groups will 
have to form a management committee to develop a management plan for that site.  I urge members opposite not 
to rule out some development on that site.  If development on that site were ruled out, it would be very difficult 
to raise the money required to restore those buildings.  I wonder whether members opposite are motivated to 
oppose the development of the site because it is in my electorate and they think this is a good issue on which to 
have a go at the Premier.  They are opposing any development and they are trying to raise the community’s 
opposition to it.  Members of the Town of Victoria Park have said that there is room for development of the site 
if it meets the council’s planning requirements. 

Mr Edwards:  I have a very genuine interest.  

Dr GALLOP:  That is good.  I am pleased that the new heritage spokesman is taking an interest in Victoria Park.  
Unlike his country electorate, Victoria Park is an inner city electorate.  I am pleased that the member treats the 
constituents who live in that electorate with a value equal to that of his own constituents; that is excellent.  That 
principle of equality is a good one. 

Mr Day:  The Liberal Party covers Western Australia from Esperance to Wyndham and from Wyndham to 
Rockingham.  

Dr GALLOP:  Excellent.  I cannot understand why the Liberal Party does not support one vote, one value.  
Although I think members opposite secretly do support it, they want us to carry responsibility for its passage 
through Parliament.  
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The Department of Housing and Works is involved in the management of the site.  The options for the 
development of the site will go out for community consultation very soon.  Recently, I saw a representative from 
the company that has been appointed to conduct that community consultation and he indicated to me the process 
that would be followed.  I am confident that out of that process we will have a win-win situation.  The public 
open space fronting Albany Highway can be confirmed and the restoration of the buildings that have heritage 
significance can also be confirmed.  Some revenue, probably from housing, will be raised to enable that 
development to be undertaken.  Victoria Park is a very good area that would suit the development of 
accommodation for aged persons because it is close to facilities and public transport.  This development can 
result in a win-win situation for everyone.  I look forward to the Government’s consultations with the 
community.  Members opposite should not rule out some development.  The motion moved by the member for 
Greenough is not sustainable.  The former Government did not pursue the policy suggested in the motion.  
Indeed, the previous Government thought that some development of the site was possible.  It is a shame that the 
Opposition has changed its views on this matter.  It will not be possible to preserve these heritage buildings if we 
do not raise enough revenue.  There is an exciting future for this area.  At the centre of this wonderful site is the 
Hillview Hospital.  The land associated with the site is very good.  I agree with the shadow spokesperson on 
heritage that all the conservation and heritage issues must be properly taken into account in any proposal to 
develop the site.  Those matters will be undertaken in the planing and consultation process so that everyone 
concerned with the development of the site will win.  

Question put and negatived. 
 


