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SUNSET HOSPITAL SITE BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 May. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [10.17 am]:  It is indeed a privilege to speak on the Sunset Hospital Site Bill 2006.  
The lead speaker on this bill, the member for Nedlands, is not in the house at this time.  This speech is probably 
my swan song as opposition Whip in this chamber, because next week another member will be taking over my 
responsibilities as opposition Whip.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And we thought we had just broken you in! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Absolutely!  I have just started to get the idea of the Whip’s job and to work out the 
parliamentary procedure.  I suggest that as Whip I have also made the biggest faux pas of my parliamentary 
career, because during my first week in that job the leader of this side of the house was not in the house for a 
division.  What had happened was that I could not find him anywhere.  I had paged him.  I had called his mobile 
phone.  He had disappeared.  However, I was reminded by the Attorney General very firmly that evening that the 
responsibility for that could truly be laid at my feet.   

The Sunset Hospital Site Bill deals with a site that has been most controversial.  The Sunset site has been 
dormant for many years.  Even though I have not been intimately involved with that site, I have had briefings 
from interested groups on what they believe should happen to that site.  Sunset Hospital was formerly an old 
men’s home.  The site is located in a very valuable area alongside the Swan River, just near Jutland Parade, 
Dalkeith.  There is a strong feeling in the community that this site is so iconic that it should remain an A-class 
reserve, albeit with appropriate development, for use by the people of Western Australia. 

The bill proposes that the site be broken up into three portions, and that one portion of the site be placed under 
the auspices of the University of Western Australia for use as a museum precinct, another portion of the site be 
set aside for an aged care facility, and the third portion of the site be set aside for residential development.  The 
Liberal Party has some concerns about the proposed commercialisation of this iconic site.  I will now take my 
seat and allow the lead speaker on this bill to present the material and arguments from this side of the house.   

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [10.20 am]:  I thank my colleague.  We had conversations twice on my way to 
the house, and I was told that four members would speak on the Acts Amendment (Advance Health Care 
Planning) Bill 2006 before this bill was brought on, so I was waiting quietly in my office for them to come on.  
However, I am delighted now to speak on the Sunset Hospital Site Bill 2006.   

I wonder how this appalling bill ever got this far in this Parliament.  The bill contains muddled thinking, lack of 
vision and arrogance.  It seeks to give away 100 per cent of a state heritage listed A-class reserve.  Ninety per 
cent of the land is granted to a body corporate with no constraints on what it can do with the land, along with 
provision for that body corporate to bypass the State Supply Commission Act 1991 and the tender process on 
12 per cent of that 90 per cent of the A-class reserve, allowing it to grant a sublease to an aged care facility 
developer for up to 99 years, virtually freehold.  What a deal for an aged care provider - a licence to print money 
on a prime heritage site in the western suburbs.   

The Liberal Party opposes this bill.  It has been one of the most traumatic bills for the party, in many ways, 
because of the various interests and ongoing concerns of community members in the Liberal heartland of 
Dalkeith.  The Dalkeith polling booth polls the largest number of Liberal voters in the electorate of Nedlands.  
Most of those voters are not Liberal Party members, but they vote Liberal.  Many of the people in the different 
groups that have approached me - the Keep Sunset Safe group, the Sunset Heritage group and the Point 
Resolution group - are Liberal voters, and I know that.  At least one of them started a group with me and about 
40 other women in Dalkeith 24 years ago, called the Dalkeith Liberal interest group.  I will not name the person, 
but I know that these people vote Liberal.  They are totally opposed to any development or sale of this A-class 
reserve. 

Successive governments have not listened to the community.  There has never been genuine community 
consultation on this issue.  The Liberal Party has had several committee meetings on this subject.  I hold the 
University of Western Australia in very high regard.  It is my old university.  I spent 11 years studying there.  It 
is a good corporate citizen.  However, I do not think even the University of Western Australia took this bill very 
seriously, because it never made a formal submission to the Syme Marmion consulting group that was 
commissioned by the government initially to work out what to do with the heritage buildings on the site.  The 
University of Western Australia told Hon Ray Halligan recently, after a telephone call expressing our concern, 
that the aged care facility is an integral part of the process, and it will not proceed with development of the site 
without it.  The aged care facility, a 120-bed monolith, will not be built on the area where the historic buildings 
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are, because that would not be economically viable.  I understand that; I have spoken to aged care developers 
about it.  However, it will be built on the parks and recreation area.  That is anathema to the people in my 
community.  The rest of the site is set to be flogged off to a developer. 

It gets worse.  The minister is washing her hands of the matter, and is explicitly giving away her right under 
section 18 of the Land Administration Act to veto the sale or transfer of this piece of crown land.  This is 
unheard of - the minister, in this bill, is giving away her right to veto anything that may happen on this site.  This 
bill is a blank piece of paper for a body corporate to do what it likes.  I say that because, as soon as this bill is 
assented to, the University of Western Australia Act kicks in.  I will go through that in a moment.  Section 18 of 
the Land Administration Act is headed “Various transactions relating to Crown land to be approved by 
Minister”.  Subsection (1) states - 

A person must not without authorisation under subsection (7) assign, sell, transfer or otherwise deal 
with interests in Crown land or create or grant an interest in Crown land. 

Clause 12(5) of the bill states - 

The Minister for Lands’ approval under the Land Administration Act 1997 section 18 is not required for 
the exercise of a power referred to in subsection (1)(b). 

Clause 12(1)(b) states - 

subject to the University of Western Australia Act 1911 section 15 as applied by subsection (4), confer 
on the University of Western Australia power to grant a lease or sublease or licence over the whole or 
any part of the Crown land within Class A reserve No. 1667 for the purposes referred to in section 11.   

The purposes referred to in clause 11 can be taken to include arts, cultural and community purposes, and 
ancillary commercial or other purposes - in fact, anything.  This government is washing its hands of this precious 
heritage site.  It does not give a fig because it is in a blue-ribbon Liberal seat.  The government has allowed it to 
remain a dump.  These are the people who stood arm in arm with the liberals for forests and the Greens and said 
they would save the Sunset site.  However, now the government is giving it away.  Not only is it giving away the 
land, but also it is giving away its responsibility under the Land Administration Act on this issue.  I do not blame 
the University of Western Australia - the university is about education.  I love the University of Western 
Australia.  It is a beautiful university.  It is also very wealthy.  It does not need to put an aged care facility on this 
site; it has plenty of endowment land.  However, who would blame the University of Western Australia for 
agreeing to a deal like this?  What a deal!  

My questions are on behalf of my electorate.  How and why does the government propose to give away 90 per 
cent of the land?  We are led to believe that the body corporate will build a wonderful arts centre.  I have a pretty 
picture with me of the wonderful arts centre.  The Syme Marmion report tells us that the body corporate made a 
full submission.  That is wrong.  The University of Western Australia did not make a formal submission.  Earlier 
this year, the member for Cottesloe and I went to visit Professor Margaret Seares, the senior deputy vice-
chancellor of the University of Western Australia, and Mr Colin Campbell-Fraser was there.  I asked him about 
the formal submission that the Syme Marmion report states that the university had made.  The university was 
very frank.  It said it had not made a formal submission because it did not know whether the Liberal Party 
intended to support this.  I was given three pieces of paper, stating the position of the University of Western 
Australia. The final paragraph reads -  

The University hopes that the community will embrace this concept with great enthusiasm.  Already 
there have been many messages of support from different parts of the community.  The University is 
also aware that a significant number of its 3000 staff and 16,000 students live in the 
Nedlands/Claremont areas, and that more than 50% of its 50,000+ living graduates also live in the 
western suburbs.  The University sees the Sunset site as being a significant way in which it can give 
something back to them and their families and descendants. 

I do not know whether that was a coded message to remind me of the influence that the university has in my 
electorate.  Most of the people in the groups that come to see me are former university people.  However, I 
cannot let that stop me from doing what I think I should do.  I am elected to represent my community on behalf 
of the Liberal Party and by adhering to Liberal principles.   

In the 1890s Sir John Forrest set the site aside for recreation.  The site has had various uses, mainly for the 
indigent.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  If some members on the other side read the conservation plan, they might have a clue 
about this.  The fact is that they do not give a toss about this land, because it is in a blue-ribbon seat.  There 
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needs to be a shift in conceptual thinking about how we deal with this site.  Successive ministers have sought to 
develop the site instead of trying to preserve it for parks and recreation purposes, for the benefit of future 
generations, as Sir John Forrest intended should happen to the site. 

Minister Nick Griffiths appointed Syme Marmion and Co as consultants.  I think about six ministers have dealt 
with the site so far.  I want to deal with Syme Marmion’s statements about the University of Western Australia in 
the executive summary of its report -  

The University of Western Australia advised that it would be interested in being involved in any 
negotiations for the site and would consider taking over of the site comprising the heritage buildings 
and the parks . . .  

UWA estimates that it will cost about $12 million to upgrade those buildings.  Under the Court government it 
would have cost $6 million to upgrade those buildings.  Successive governments must have spent about 
$8 million on that site, yet had a different approach been adopted in the first place, the site could now be a 
paradise for tourists.  That is why I introduced my bill to bring this land under the Botanic Gardens and Parks 
Authority, to beautify it and make it a place people would want to visit and enjoy, which I believe would be a 
perfect result.   

What I cannot understand about the report is that it talks about the National Trust of Australia.  I believe that the 
National Trust is very dark about the way this whole process has been handled.  The report reads -  

The National Trust of Australia (WA) made a late submission (dated 24 March 2005) advising that it 
had a partnership arrangement with the private sector and it would be prepared to contribute $15 million 
to the government for the “immediate transfer of the Sunset reserve” to them.   

This was rejected by Syme Marmion because, as the report reads -  

The Trust has provided no plans on what scale or type of development it proposes for the site . . .  

UWA did not provide any plans either, yet it has been chosen.  The report by Syme Marmion states that UWA 
made a formal submission.  However, it did not.  To coax the public further, a memorandum of understanding 
was produced.  The most recent minister, the member for Midland, issued a press release that was published in 
the Western Suburbs Weekly, together with a photograph of the minister with Professor Robson.  It refers to the 
memorandum of understanding and talks about what UWA might do on the site.  The memorandum of 
understanding is not a legally binding document.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  That is why it is not called a contract. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, but the government wants to con the public.  I did not come down in the last shower.  
According to the article, both the state government and the university support the concept of restoring the site for 
purposes that will serve the coexisting interests of the university and the state government, but acknowledge and 
agree that, other than clause 13, the memorandum of understanding does not create any legal rights and 
obligations between the parties and is intended as a statement only of the parties’ intentions to work together in 
good faith.  The article refers to the exception of clause 13 of the memorandum of understanding.  What is clause 
13?  Clause 13 is very interesting.  It states that UWA will -  

Pay to the State Government the amount of $2.5m upon the order pursuant to section 12(1) of the 
relevant legislation becoming effective and only upon both the legislation and the management order 
being to the University’s reasonable satisfaction . . .  

That $2.5 million is for the purchase of the tender process.  The memorandum of understanding has a clause that 
refers to the body corporate agreeing with the Heritage Council.  Does that mean that nothing can happen until 
the Heritage Council says so?  Wrong!  It states that no other clause can commence until clause 12(1) of the bill 
is satisfied; that is, the transfer of total control and management of the site to the body corporate.  Then the 
University of Western Australia Act kicks in.  Section 14 of the University of Western Australia Act provides for 
control and management of the property.  This Sunset Hospital Site Bill, a blank piece of paper, is all about the 
Heritage Council agreeing.  However, why would the Heritage Council agree to flogging off a heritage listed, A-
class reserve?  Why it would agree to building a three-storey monolith on land that is zoned parks and recreation 
is totally beyond me.  The council has no credibility as far as I am concerned. 

I know people in the business section of UWA who are hard-nosed businesspeople, and they have to be.  They 
have a brilliant university and are good corporate citizens.  This is a great deal for them.  As soon as this 
legislation is enacted, certain provisions will operate immediately.  The University of Western Australia Act will 
kick in.  Section 14, as I say, provides for the control and management of the property.  This aspect is crucial for 
my electorate.  People need to know that as soon as this act kicks in, section 14 will apply.  It states - 
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The Senate shall have the control and management of all real and personal property at any time vested 
in or acquired by the University; and may set out roads, streets, and open spaces, and erect and maintain 
buildings upon and otherwise improve any land or other property as in their absolute discretion they 
may think fit, and may apply any trust funds of the University to any such purposes. 

Section 15 of the act, which provides for leasing of the land, states -  

The Senate, in the name and on behalf of the University, may grant leases of any lands vested in the 
University for any term not exceeding 21 years, and, with the approval of the Governor, but not 
otherwise, may grant leases for any term not exceeding 99 years . . .  

The university can lease that aged care facility land for up to 99 years with the consent of this government.  The 
university will get that consent.  That land, which should be used for parks and reserves, would be a golden gift 
to an aged care facility developer. 

A lawyer who has been in the planning sector for many years dissected this bill, as it were.  There are some 
issues with the bill.  The bill does not mention at all the memorandum of understanding provisions for the tender 
process; in fact, the safeguard for the lease of crown land under the Land Administration Act is specifically 
excluded under clause 12, as I have mentioned.  The lease to the aged care provider can go to whomever.  This is 
very important.  Although the bill and the memorandum of understanding require the body corporate to enter 
into a Heritage Council agreement, what will it be?  We should be able to see it prior to the bill being passed.  
This may be the only enforceable instrument relating to the development of the site.  It will be too late after the 
bill has been passed. 

I refer to the aged care facility, because the minister mentioned my maiden speech in this Parliament.  When I 
first came into Parliament, there was, and still is, only one nursing home south of the highway in Nedlands and 
Dalkeith.  I refer to the Melvista Nursing Home, which had 30 beds and was under threat of closing down.  A lot 
of very distressed residents came to see me.  The only solution I could think of at the time was to look at land 
that could be available in the Nedlands area.  The Sunset site came to mind.  I was talking at the time about 
finding a site for an aged care facility, because there would have been nothing left in the area.  In 2005 the 
western suburbs had nine nursing homes, offering a total of 410 beds for the elderly.  Those facilities were 
Alfred Carson Lodge in Claremont; the Brightwater Care Group facility in Subiaco, which has been finished and 
is very modern; Mosman Park Aged Care Facility at Freshwater Bay in Mosman Park, which I think is owned by 
Hall and Prior Aged Care Organisation; Hamersley Aged Care Facility in Subiaco, which is also owned by Hall 
and Prior; Hollywood Village Nursing Home in Nedlands, which was owned by the Salvation Army and is now 
owned by Macquarie Bank; Melvista Nursing Home in Nedlands, which is owned by the Nedlands Aged Persons 
Trust but is leased to Continuing Health Care; Montrose Nursing Home, which has since closed; Mosman Park 
Aged Care Facility, which I think is owned by Hall and Prior; and St Luke’s Aged Care Facility in Subiaco, 
which I believe is also owned by Hall and Prior.  Almost all of them are old buildings.  Under the 
commonwealth legislation, which I understand kicks in next year, those people will have to either upgrade their 
buildings or relocate their beds.  Aged care developers who provided business plans to this government will be 
looking for sites in the western suburbs.  We cannot blame them for that.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  That is clearly where the need is.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will not respond to the member for Girrawheen; she does not have a clue.  

The point now is that developments have occurred since then.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Why should my ageing parents have to go to Yanchep?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member should listen and learn.  She should look after her electorate and let me look 
after mine.  

Since then, the Salvation Army Nursing Home has been sold to the Macquarie Bank and is being run by 
Retirement Care Australia.  That organisation has plans to make it a state-of-the-art facility.  I think it has 
already submitted its plans to the Nedlands City Council.  The Melvista Nursing Home will have to be 
demolished and rebuilt.  Continuing Life Health Care, which is run by a very good friend of mine, Rhonda 
Peploe, has just bought the St Louis estate on Stirling Highway, opposite the Methodist Ladies’ College.  That 
land will be used for a nursing home.  Nedlands City Council could provide other land for nursing homes.  The 
council opposes the entire development on the Sunset site.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Have you done a backflip on this?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I initially believed that an aged care facility could be established in one of the historic 
buildings.  However, after many talks with aged care developers I understand that they cannot use those 
buildings.  I am not the only one who thinks that.  The John Paterson Sunset Hospital Site Steering Committee - 
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more millions of dollars spent by this government - came up with the view that the aged care facility should not 
be on the Sunset site at all.  From my discussions with aged care providers, I have heard that a new facility must 
be built.  Frankly, if this government had suggested that a new facility be built on that site, I would not have 
objected to it.  What has really riled the people in my electorate is that the facility is to be built on a parks and 
gardens reserve under a 99-year lease.  It will be given away.  What aged care developer would not want land on 
a magnificent site on the river on a 99-year lease?  What a joke.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  You are the Queen of the NIMBYs.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  If it were in the electorate of the member for Girrawheen, it would be a different matter; 
she would be standing up and speaking.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I would welcome it.  Where are aged people in your electorate supposed to go?  Would you 
turn them out on the street?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  My electorate will be catered for.  The member for Girrawheen knows the agenda behind 
this bill.   

I have described the plan for the aged care facility proposed by this government.  What else would we expect 
from this Minister for Housing and Works?  Who can remember the prostitution bill the minister introduced and 
then took off the notice paper and then introduced again?  It was eventually lost because it was full of holes.  The 
minister wanted drug dealers and organised crime individuals to run brothels.  She did not read the bill properly.  
Under this bill an aged care facility is to be built on a parks and gardens reserve.  That is the wrong place.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That site has been proposed despite a former Labor committee saying that the site was 
unsuitable.  It is an invaluable site to an aged care provider.  Why is the minister allowing the University of 
Western Australia to purchase a tender process for the aged care facility?  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr M.J. Cowper):  I remind members on my right that what goes around comes 
around.  They have been given latitude, but I would like to hear what the member for Nedlands has to say.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Why has this government allowed UWA to purchase the tender process for the aged care 
facility?  Why bypass the State Supply Commission?  The bill does not specify any formula for an aged care 
facility, nor does it require that income from the aged care facility be given to the proposed arts centre, or even 
that an arts centre should be developed.  Nothing in the bill stipulates that an arts centre should be developed.  
No mention is made of the fact that the $2.5 million will be paid.  It is a joke.   

Some of my constituents, some of the aged care providers and I have concerns about this bill.  I have here a nice 
photograph of Mr Bill Marmion posing with the minister, depicting a very cosy deal.  Mr Marmion was 
appointed to work out what to do with the heritage buildings because the Sunset Hospital Site Steering 
Committee could not work out what to do with them.  His report completely reconfigured the proposal for those 
buildings.  Just prior to Mr Marmion’s appointment, the front page of the Mosman Cotttesloe Post dated 4 
September 2004 had an article headed “Developers tote plans for ECU”.  It reads - 

Bruce Bailey . . .  said a man from Hall and Prior, an aged-care provider, had knocked on his door and 
told him about a proposal to redevelop the site with aged-care units.  

Mr Bailey said he and his neighbour had sat through the presentation and told the man that any 
development would interfere with the heritage value of the 100-year old-site.  

Another rate payer, who did not want to be identified, said a man had visited her as well.  

“It all seems a bit behind-closed-doors, a clandestine sort of approach,” she said.  

“It’s supposed to be hush-hush because of their competitors.  It is all so ridiculous,” 

Hall and Prior was concerned about its competitors.  To continue - 

The woman said proposals for the site should come through the council or another official channel.  

“No matter what they do, it’s developers, of course, so it’s all about greed,” she said.  

“Here they’re talking three storeys, imagine what that would look like,”  

Mr Bailey said that the plans he had been shown had 52 to 65 two-storey units along Goldsworthy Road 
with three-storey units facing the oval.  120 aged-care units along Bay Road, and other new buildings 
along Princess Road.  
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At least Claremont and Nedlands councils have got it right, because Mayor Peter Olsen, and south ward 
councillor Jock Barker, said, “Developers should not be allowed to raise money at the expense of a unique 
precinct.”  

That man was Mr Bill Marmion.  Then he was appointed by Mr Nick Griffiths.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  He has changed his mind the same way you have.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He was appointed to call in the other aged care providers to find out their business plan for 
the Sunset site.  I was not aware of that.  It is only since this bill has been brought on that that Mosman Cottesloe 
Post article has been pointed out to me.  I have a copy of a letter to Mr John Coles, in the Department of Housing 
and Works, from Mrs Rhonda Peploe, who was one of the aged-care providers and who was invited to provide a 
business-case analysis to Mr Bill Marmion.  However, suddenly, after representing Hall and Prior, Mr Marmion 
was invited to represent the government in examining proposals for that site.  The letter is dated 15 September 
2004 and states - 

On September 6, Garnstone met with Bill Marmion of Syme Marmion with regard to the preparation of 
the Business Case Analysis.   

. . .  

However, information has come to light which causes Garnstone grave concerns about the appointment 
of Syme Marmion, the latest of many processes that the government has set in train with regard to 
developing Sunset.  

Mrs Peploe is not just a friend but a very good friend of mine; nonetheless, she knows that I do not agree with 
her development plans.  Obviously, I think the site should be kept pristine and revert to its original use.  
Mrs Peploe’s letter states further - 

While it would like to participate in the latest process to identify sustainable uses for Sunset, before the 
October 1 deadline for submissions to Syme Marmion, we seek urgent clarification to the following 
issues:  

•  Is the government aware, and was it aware when appointing Syme Marmion to undertake 
the Business Case Analysis of Sunset, that Syme Marmion consults to aged care provider 
Hall & Prior?   

•  Is it aware that Syme Marmion’s involvement with Hall & Prior was publicly known as 
late as September 3 when Bill Marmion was visiting Claremont residents representing 
Hall & Prior on the potential redevelopment of ECU Claremont.  

•  Has the government held discussions with Hall & Prior with regard to the redevelopment 
of Sunset 

•  Is the government aware that Syme Marmion is seeking detailed financial information 
from potential users of the Sunset site in preparing its Business Case Analysis 

•  Is the government aware that despite many opportunities during his meeting with 
Garnstone Investments, Bill Marmion has not declared his involvement with Hall & Prior 

•  If the government is not aware of Syme Marmion’s involvement with Hall & Prior does it 
now perceive that Syme Marmion has a clear conflict in preparing a Business Case 
Analysis on Sunset 

It goes on.  I am happy to table that letter.  Mr Bill Marmion, who has been representing Hall and Prior, has 
asked the competitors for confidential financial information on behalf of the government.  After the report, we 
ended up with exactly the same plan for Sunset that was touted by Bill Marmion for the ECU site.  It was for a 
57 unit, 120-bed facility.  Mr Marmion wanted the 120-bed facility because of the 120 beds that Hall and Prior 
has in the western suburbs.  Those buildings have to go.  I was concerned about this matter.  Before I received a 
copy of that letter, I went to the UWA and said that I was concerned there was a conflict because I knew that 
Mr Marmion had been acting for Hall and Prior.  In any event, I want to distance myself from that.  I do not want 
to be involved because of Mr Marmion’s connection with our side of politics.  I do not wish to be associated 
with it.  I set myself apart from anything to do with that.   

I am not sure whether I will go into the detail of the rest of the bill and the legal opinion I have about its 
uselessness.  This reserve was set aside on 3 July 1899 under the Land Regulations 1890 - 160 years ago - by Sir 
John Forrest.  It was gazetted as an A-class reserve on 1 June 1900 following the Permanent Reserves Bill 1899, 
which was debated in this house on 15 August 1899.  I would like to read John Forrest’s second reading speech 
on the Permanent Reserves Bill.  He wanted to ensure that when land was gazetted class A, it would not 
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automatically be flogged off like it is now, and leased off for 100 years, but that it would have to go through both 
houses of Parliament, and it would be a very difficult process.  As I said in my local newspaper, John Forrest 
was a man of vision.  In the Assembly in 1899, he said - 

Squares and open spaces will be much required in the future, and it is felt that no department should be 
entrusted with the disposal of public reserves.  As the law stands, there is nothing to prevent the 
Government selling the Perth Park - 

now Kings Park -  

or any other piece of land which may have been set apart for public purposes. 

The Sunset site has been said to be an annexe of Kings Park.  This is exactly the sort of thing that Sir John 
Forrest did not want to happen to this type of land.  That land was gazetted in 1900.  I will not go into the history 
of the site because many people have done that before me.  It was used for the purpose of the old men’s home.  
This government wants $15 million out of it.  I looked at the conservation plan in detail yesterday.  The 
Department of Health never took over the use of the site until 1967 or thereabouts.  It had it for only 29 years, 
when the buildings were in place.  It does not deserve a cent.  An amount of $15 million would operate the 
health department for only one and a half days.  This government is able to give Mr Fong up to $1 million to 
relocate his office, yet it wants to draw out $15 million and flog off this heritage A-class reserve.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  Nine per cent of it.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It would not matter if it was one acre.  The government wants to flog off a heritage-listed 
A-class reserve.  The purpose of the reserve when it was gazetted was for recreation.  It was changed, and the 
additional land was added under the Permanent Reserves Amendment Bill.  It changed from recreation to an old 
men’s depot.  The purpose of the site as an old men’s depot remained that way until the Court government 
changed its purpose under the Land Administration Bill in 2000.   

I wish to say something about how A-class reserve 1667 was used between 1904 and when it was closed in 1995.  
I refer to an article by Anne Whyntie, which states - 

In 1908, the Mount Eliza buildings were sold but one large wooden building was cut into three parts 
and transferred by horse and dray to the new Claremont site. 

In 1921, additional land to the east, including the former Success Road, was incorporated into the 
Sunset reserve. 

With the Depression in the 1930s, facilities were stretched to the limit and up to 750 men lived at the 
home . . .  

In 1943, the name Sunset was formally adopted after an internal competition among patients . . .  

In 1966, Sunset was given hospital status . . .  

“It was not until the 1970s when modern treatment methods had been implemented that more radical 
changes were made to the institution and Sunset was finally lifted out of the poorhouse era.” 

. . .  

The State Government has announced it wants to raise $15 million from the site to put into health 
services and about $9 million extra to restore the . . . buildings. 

That is a very comprehensive history of this site.  The health department is not owed any money from this site.  
The site belongs to the people of Western Australia and it should stay with the people of Western Australia. 
I want to say something about former Premier Richard Court.  I do not agree with what he wanted to do on this 
site but he had good environmental credentials.  Under his government, the Liberal Party put Bold Park, an area 
of 400 hectares, under the authority of the Kings Park board.   
Mr A.D. McRae:  That’s why Phil Pendal stayed in government.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am talking about the environment.  He also saved Shenton bushland.  I think he has good 
economic credentials.  I do not want to criticise him on this.  In a letter to the residents of Nedlands in relation to 
his concept he said that the cost of restoration of heritage buildings was estimated to be $6 million.  That was 
then; this is now.  At least in his proposal he recommended that a Sunset park trust and a Sunset management 
committee be set up to oversee the redevelopment and provide ongoing management.  He did not throw it away 
and abandon it.  He actually set up a committee to make sure things were done properly on that site. 

In 1911, nearly 100 years ago, the area on the western side of the site was acquired by the government and 
incorporated into the reserve.  In 1911 an area on the east, including the site of the two-storey hospital building, 
was also acquired and incorporated into the A-class reserve.  In the 1920s a northern portion that had been used 
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as an experimental poultry farm was no longer needed.  It was excised and it reverted to its former use, 
recreation, and is now A-class reserve A-24669, Beatrice Road Park. 
The argument of my constituents is that, as that land is no longer needed for the old men’s depot, it should revert 
to recreational land.  That is how that park is now being used.  The question my constituents ask is: why did 
successive governments not legislate to return the land to the purpose of recreation as Sir John Forrest envisaged 
in 1980 and as was the original purpose for which it was set down?  One answer is that all the buildings on the 
site, along with the grounds, are heritage listed.  A purpose must be found for them.  On reflection, this site need 
not have been reclassified in 2000.  On my calculations, at least $5 million has been spent on this site for 
maintenance in the past 11 years, to say nothing of all the money that was poured into the Sunset redevelopment 
complex in 1999 and into the committees and meetings.  The Sunset steering committee was set up in 2002, 
again at enormous expense.  Dozens of government officials used to go along to meetings.  It was canned 
because no-one knew what was in the detail of the proposal for the site.  Then under Nick Griffiths there was a 
business case analysis in September 2004 by consultants Syme Marmion and Co with more coloured pictures 
and plans, words and meetings.  During all this, it was found that the whole of the site and buildings could be 
cleaned up for $8 million.  The most appalling thing throughout all this is that there has never been any genuine 
community consultation.  The Liberals set out in their position statement in 2004 - which I will not read - that 
they were opposed to any sale of the site.  I thank my colleagues and all the members on this side of the house at 
that time who supported me in opposing this bill. 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), the site could be looking pretty good now, but it is not looking pretty 
good because people are continually attempting to do deals with it.  The sale of the land and the grant of long 
leases are anathema to the local and broader communities and are not supported by the City of Nedlands.  They 
are also not supported, for instance, by Professor Geoffrey Bolton; I will shortly come to an e-mail he sent me.  
In 2000 the Land Administration Amendment Bill 2000 was introduced into the Legislative Assembly by the 
then Minister for Employment and Training on behalf of the Minister for Lands.  The bill sought to deal with 
8 000-odd hectares for the reclassification of the purpose of the reserve from “old men’s depot site” to 
“retirement village, parks and recreation, community, and ancillary commercial purposes”, and to excise 
1.835 square metres to be sold off for residential purposes.  This was the Sunset redevelopment concept.  Under 
the proposal there would be 32 new single-level villas, 16 apartments and two apartments in the heritage 
buildings; therefore, 50 apartments spread over the site of the retirement village and 1.835 square metres of land 
to be flogged off. 

The next proposal came from the Sunset steering committee.  The terms of reference and objectives were to 
result in the recouping of $15 million from the site.  This was to be a living site, but for whom?  It was for the 
developers.  There were 35 lots of between 277 square metres and 400 square metres running all the way around 
Iris Avenue and Birdwood Parade; therefore, 18 per cent of the site was for subdivision and redevelopment.  
This proposal fell in a big hole because the committee, after months of deliberation, could not specify what the 
heritage buildings could be used for.  One community workshop came out strongly against any sale but it was 
hijacked by the then mayor because he thought that the group was hijacking the whole process.  The group did 
not want the site sold.  The community keeps saying that it does not want it sold.  However, it is not just the 
community that is saying that.  The real hero of the site, I think, is Mrs Anne Pooley.  Mrs Pooley stood at the 
steps leading down from Iris Avenue to the foreshore and collected signatures, not only from the local 
community but also from people all over Western Australia.  She stood there hour in, hour out, day in, day out 
and week in, week out collecting signatures.  The Sunset village concept committee considered aged care and 
had this to say in another pretty brochure with a picture - 

The committee carefully considered uses for aged care-related purposes as the site has a tradition of 
care for elderly people.  However, the high capital cost of upgrading and remodelling the buildings 
could not make this use financially viable.  . . . Sunset is relatively isolated from shops and services.  It 
is not well serviced by public transport which could restrict social contact with older relatives and 
friends who may themselves no longer drive a car. 

On 11 February 2004 the new Minister for Housing and Works said that the site needed a business plan and 
issued a media statement to that effect.  The minister advised that it had appointed Mr Bill Marmion, who had 
been touting around hunting for land on behalf of Hall and Prior Aged Care Organisation.  However, rather than 
the viability of the buildings being assessed, they were reconfigured.  There was to be a change of land tenure, a 
change of zoning and a division of A-class reserve 1667 into five lots, three of which were highly contentious.  
One lot was to go to a body corporate for free and one lot was to be set aside for an aged care developer for free.  
The tender process was to be purchased by the body corporate so that it could use the lease moneys for the 
upkeep of the site; there was nothing in the bill about that.  There is now the Sunset community master plan, 
which involves 57 apartments to be developed on 8.2 per cent of the site, an aged care operator on 12.6 per cent 
and the University of Western Australia as the body corporate on 79 per cent.   
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Constituents do not support this plan.  The government is not listening.  Successive governments have not 
listened, and this one certainly is not listening.  I am talking about the charlatans on the other side of the house 
who before the 2001 election linked arms with the liberals for forests and the Greens (WA) and said, “We will 
save Sunset.”  What double dealers they are! 
I want to say something about my constituents and my local council.  I want to read into Hansard an e-mail from 
Professor Geoffrey Bolton sent to me on 15 June 2006.  He is an Emeritus Professor at Edith Cowan University 
and is a very well known, well loved and highly respected academic and historian in this state.  He asked me to 
use this e-mail as I thought fit.  I took him to see our leader, Hon Paul Omodei, the opposition leader and - 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  You had to think for a while there! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I did not actually; I was wondering whether or not I should use the Leader of the 
Opposition’s name instead of referring to his electorate of Warren-Blackwood. 
On 15 June 2006 I took Professor Bolton and Mr Dick Frith of Jutland Parade to see the Leader of the 
Opposition.  Professor Bolton said that I could use his e-mail as I thought appropriate.  It reads - 

1:  Most of the site was dedicated for parks and recreation by Sir John Forrest in 1890.  An Act of 
Parliament changed its status to that of an old men’s home, replacing an earlier institution on Mounts 
Bay Road near the site of the Kennedy Fountain.  This site reverted to the status of a park and forms 
part of Kings Park.  On this precedent, once the Sunset site ceased to be used as an Old Men’s Home it 
should revert to its earlier status as a park and reserve.  (This was done when a small section of the site 
used as a poultry farm became surplus to requirements; it was converted into the Beatrice Road 
reserve). 

2:  Conversion of an ‘A’ class reserve to other uses sets a bad precedent for other ‘A’ class reserves, 
including Kings Park.  Once a considered decision is taken to nominate an ‘A’ class reserve its status 
should be respected. 

3:  It is forecast that the population of the Perth metropolitan region will reach 2 million by 2030.  It is 
more than ever necessary to conserve open spaces, especially those with scenic river frontages.  If it is 
true, as has been argued, that other parts of Perth are less well provided with open spaces than the 
western suburbs, this suggests the need for more ample spaces in new suburbs rather than eradicating 
those already in existence.  In any case the amenity and heritage value of the Sunset site is of potential 
benefit to the whole population of Perth, and not merely those who live close to it. 

4:  In its present form the proposal for the development of the site is vigorously opposed by 
neighbouring residents, as well as by resolution of the Nedlands Council.  Their opinions should have 
some weight. 

They do not but they should.  The Minister for Planning and Infrastructure led us on a merry dance in this place 
yesterday about federal Liberal members not taking notice of the overwhelming view of local government.  The 
e-mail continues - 

5:  The buildings contemplated in the present scheme are inappropriate and out of proportion to the 
environment. 

6:  Whatever the case for the provision of additional retirement and aged care facilities in the 
Nedlands/Claremont area, other sites are available (e.g. Melvista Avenue). 

I have touched on that matter.  It continues - 

The provision of such facilities should be planned with due regard to such factors as access to shops and 
public transport; availability of staff as carers; and established policy about the provision of beds in the 
Perth metropolitan region as a whole. 

7:  Following the model of the St Ives development at Murdoch University, The University of Western 
Australia is perfectly entitled to act as ground landlord for a project providing accommodation to the 
aged, and also to apply the proceeds towards the funding of an adequate home for the Berndt Museum.  
However the University already possesses endowment land in the western suburbs, and should be 
encouraged to use this rather than encroaching on the Sunset site. 

8:  No objection is offered to the use of the site for its presently cited purpose, provided that there is no 
new development on the section zoned as ‘parks and reservation’, and that any new buildings are of a 
scale and type which would not detract from the Heritage and scenic value of the site. 

The Mayor of the City of Nedlands said in a letter to the then Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop - 
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At the Council meeting on 13 December 2005, the Council of the City of Nedlands considered its 
position on the State Government’s approved Sunset Community Masterplan announced in September 
2005.  In reaching a position, Council gave consideration to a submission presented by Cr Ian Argyle.  I 
have attached a copy of Cr Argyle’s submission for your information. 
I would like to inform you that Council has resolved, with regard to the A Class Reserve known as the 
Sunset Site, that you as Premier of Western Australia be advised that the Nedlands City Council’s 
position in relation to the Sunset Site, is for the site to be retained for the sole use of recreation as it was 
created for that purpose in 1890 and that it should remain for the benefit of all citizens of Western 
Australia. 

He goes on to say that he would welcome a discussion. 
I refer to a memo from Ian Argyle about the A-class reserve.  Mr Argyle, compared with other community 
members, is a latecomer to this matter, but what he has said about the Sunset site rings a bell with other members 
of the community and me.  He wrote to all my colleagues in the Legislative Council as follows - 

This is a PLEA on behalf of the wider community of Western Australia to secure a unique headland of 
the Swan River Estuary, and a stunning opportunity to support Tourism and a wonderful amenity for 
our citizens.  And to become a unique annex to Kings Park, incorporating the renovation of the finest 
example in Australia of DEPOTS built for homeless men following upon goldrushes of the 1850s in 
other States, and the 1890s in WA. 

Several members interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Members opposite have no imagination.  That is what separates the Labor Party from the 
Liberal Party in this state - dead, dull and boring.  Wait until I bring in my bill.  Members opposite are dead, dull 
and boring and they cannot think of a use for the Sunset site, so they flog it off.  That is what it is doing with the 
assets that should be for future generations.  They have no original thought. 

Mr Argyle said - 

I feel confident in my understanding and interest in this matter that our forebears expected this site to 
one day return to the public domain. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He went on to say - and I am speaking to the dullards opposite - 

The Swan Estuary is the only jewel in Perth’s crown; please be reminded that the Portugese and Dutch 
along with some French visited our isolated, uninviting land over some 200 years without settlement 
eventuating.  How fortunate we are that Mt Eliza (Kings Park) arises from the Swan Estuary on the 
western side and looks east and south.  You will appreciate if the Mt Eliza escarpment had been on the 
eastern side of the Estuary, eg Victoria Park and having to look west into the harsh afternoon sun, plus 
glare from the water and the prevailing south-easterly wind, Kings Park would never have been the 
No 1 Postcard from WA.  Looking east and south over inland water in Western Australia is indeed a 
precious and unique asset.  The Sunset Site being 8.2 h of estuary headland located on the western side 
looking east and south as does Kings Park and adjoining the Nedlands foreshore reserve which connects 
to Pelican Point thence to Matilda Bay in front of the University and onwards along the Swan foreshore 
to Perth central - completes absolutely, what I am on about!  

Further on he said - 

I understand some $15 million is being spent to restore the old East Perth Powerhouse; surely the 
taxpayers of WA have built up enough credit with our Government which is presently enjoying 
unequalled financial times to please grant “we, the people” - 

That includes the people from outside Dalkeith-Nedlands - 

equal opportunity with the old East Perth Powerhouse, to make the Sunset site, which is already a 
cultural icon, into something really grand and sought after? 

Members need only go to Matilda Bay, Point Walter reserve, Heathcote and Kings Park to see that Western 
Australians, in their thousands, enjoy the river.  What does this government want to do?  Flog it off.   

I will read some of the correspondence opposition members have received from my constituents.  One letter 
reads - 

 Dear Mr Halligan, 

 . . .  
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 I am dismayed by the proposal to sell a section of the “A“ Class reserve of the old Sunset Hospital.   

 Further dismayed by the proposed erection of multi storey units on this small area.   

 This is totally out of keeping with the established practice of low density housing in the Nedlands area. 

I have lots of letters from different people and I thank my constituents who have worked hard to try to impress 
upon my colleagues how, as Liberal voters, they feel about this issue.  They do feel strongly about this issue.   

The coalition’s position statement going into the last election was that it would not agree to the selling of the site.  
The coalition’s position statement now is that it believes the government should not be flogging off the site, 
taking any money out for health and flogging off the tender process under the State Supply Commission Act. 

To stop this haemorrhaging of taxpayers’ money, I have introduced into this house the Botanic Gardens and 
Parks Amendment Bill.  The Sunset site has been vacant for 11 years and the Labor Party does not give a hoot 
about it.  It has let it deteriorate, it has let people pinch all the copper from the building and it has allowed the 
bust of Padbury to be stolen.  It has not looked after the site.  It does not care about it.   

I suggest in my private member’s bill that the Sunset site be brought under the Botanic Gardens and Parks 
Authority.  The fence should be removed and the non-heritage buildings should be removed to allow the public 
in.  The site should be developed into something like Kings Park and Bold Park.  Bold Park comprises 400 acres; 
Sunset comprises only 8.25 acres.  How much is the government spending on the railway? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am not.  The minister should think.  She should look at the conservation plan and see 
which buildings can and cannot be removed.  With an immediate injection of approximately $5 million the 
government could make that into a magnificent site.  However, it thinks that it will be for the Dalkeith people 
only.  Members opposite are bound up in their ideology.   

The Sunset site A-class reserve is and was recognised by the first Premier of this state, the Right Honourable Sir 
John Forrest, as a stunning and unique headland on the Swan River estuary.  He believed that it should be 
protected and preserved for the recreation of all future citizens of Western Australia.  He had vision, which 
members opposite do not have.  They have no vision, and that is their problem.  The bill that I will introduce will 
ensure that that will happen and that the site becomes a beautiful and exquisite park for future generations.  Sir 
John Forrest took steps to do this by introducing the Permanent Reserves Bill 1899 to ensure sites designated as 
class A reserves would need to go through a special process.   
The Western Australian government, on behalf of the people of Western Australia, has been the owner of this 
site since 1830.  It is a unique annex to Kings Park and Botanic Gardens, which is a first-class tourist attraction 
and a centre of research for the conservation of floral heritage.  The Sunset site is also recognised as a significant 
and important landmark, with enormous historical, cultural and recreational value.  Its unique limestone 
buildings, which were quarried from Point Resolution in 1904, are set within established gardens, which include 
Moreton Bay fig trees, Norfolk Island pines and exquisite spotted gums.  These trees are all included in the 
beautiful description of flora and fauna on this site in the conservation plan for the Sunset site.  I doubt whether 
members opposite have read that plan.  I do not have the time now to go through it.  I have read it and I may, if 
we go into consideration in detail, refer to it. 
The Sunset site is a state treasure and since the closure of the hospital it should have been treated accordingly.  In 
the 11 years since the hospital buildings were closed, millions of dollars have been expended on maintaining this 
site.  The focus of successive governments has been on attempting to push through development of the entire 
site.  A conceptual mind shift is needed, and the bill that I have introduced seeks to allow that.  The focus should 
be on how we plan to beautify this site and deliver a vision, following community consultation, that allows the 
site to be used in the manner and style of other parks and gardens in the Perth metropolitan area.   

Under the recommendations of the Machinery of Government Taskforce in 2001, this government is bringing 
Araluen Botanic Park and Whiteman Park under the authority of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, 
which is the old Kings Park board.  I ask the government to do the same for the Sunset site.  The mission for the 
Sunset site should be to conserve and enhance Sunset park with the community and to conserve and upgrade the 
buildings.  The strategic policies should include a provision to improve and promote recreational and tourism 
services and facilities on the designated land; to manage, conserve and enhance any native biological diversity of 
the designated land; and to conserve, develop, manage, display and promote the site for educational purposes for 
its very rich heritage.  Members should read the conservation plan.  The strategic policies should also include the 
requirement to establish the Aboriginal colonial and contemporary cultural heritage of the designated lands and 
buildings and to conserve, enhance and promote it; to establish, support and encourage the friends of Sunset 
volunteer groups to participate in activities for the Sunset site; to maintain a community advisory group to 
facilitate community input; and to promote Sunset as a unique and historical example of the great history of 
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Western Australia.  This great man, Sir John Forrest, thought that that was what should be done.  Members 
should read his speeches.  The strategic policy should involve the development of a relationship with local 
schools and authorities to promote the cultural and historical significance of the Sunset site; the preparation and 
implementation of an education plan that encompasses natural and cultural history; the development and 
implementation of a promotional plan that builds an appropriate identity for Sunset park - it should be called 
“Sunset Park” - within the community; the increasing of public awareness of the beautiful values and the beauty 
of Sunset park; the design of facilities for recreational use; and the documentation of the history of the site, 
which is very rich.  A lot of history is contained in that conservation plan.  The plan should also provide for 
ongoing safe and suitable visitor access and establish the park as a resource for arts exhibitions, concerts and 
other events.  The Berndt and other collections can remain.  The University of Western Australia works with 
Kings Park now, and it would love that site.  The old Kings Park Board, now the Botanic Gardens and Parks 
Authority, does not see the buildings as an issue.  The government should inject some money into it and the 
authority could look after it and make it beautiful. 
The foundation is provided by the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act, which was introduced by Cheryl 
Edwardes, a former Minister for the Environment and member for Kingsley.  She thought of that foundation.  
Under that act, as opposed to this bill, there are safeguards that can be used for this land.  For example, under the 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority Act, the government cannot flog off and lease land for up to 99 years.  If 
any of the land is to be leased for longer than five years for the erection of permanent structures, road works or 
major capital works exceeding $100 000, ministerial approval must be obtained.  I was asked the other day why I 
think the Kings Park authority should look after this land.  If members look at Kings Park they will find the 
answer.  This bill should be consigned to oblivion. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [11.20 am]:  I will make a few comments based on the government’s 
environmental record over the long term.  Of course, this piece of land is of some environmental and cultural 
significance.  I will make some comments generally about the - 
Ms M.M. Quirk:  Are there any unique species on the Sunset site? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Not every piece of environmentally significant ground must have a unique species on it.  If 
we reserved only the areas that contain a unique piece of the environment, we would not reserve all that much.  
Therefore, I do not think it is appropriate for us to require that a unique species be present in every case.  In an 
environmental, recreational and cultural sense, every piece of land has some value.  The government might not 
think that.  One need only look at the government’s history of, shall I say, rolling over the top of the wishes of 
the local community.  I think that is a very good expression: “rolling over the top of the wishes of the 
community”.  I believe the Minister for the Environment used that expression in a conference earlier this year.  
From memory, I think it was about wind farms, but it does not really matter.  He effectively said that sometimes 
the government has to simply roll over the top - 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  You’re in favour of inflicting a brickworks on people, but inflicting an art gallery on them 
is just horrific, isn’t it? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is a good point.  If the state government was not so inept in its dealings with the 
federal government and in its planning work and environmental controls, maybe a better outcome with the 
brickworks could have occurred.  We are sidetracking a little, Mr Speaker, but as the minister interjected, it gives 
me an opportunity to comment on the matter.  If the government had the long-term future of the state at heart in a 
planning sense and in the provision of services, I suspect that we would not have had that debate about 
brickworks.  The government should have found an appropriate spot and dealt with the proponents in an 
appropriate manner, and not let the environmental controls that other brickworks in the state were required to 
comply with lapse.  In the Swan Valley, if this government is so concerned about environmental controls -  
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Are you defending the federal government’s decision to put a brickworks in Guildford? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The minister might be interested to know that I believe that the state government should 
control where industry goes in this state.  Along with the minister, I have a problem with the fact that the federal 
government is coming in over the top and making these decisions.  If we were sitting on the other side, I suspect 
that we would be as annoyed as the current government is about the federal government’s involvement in the 
process.  However, we probably would have acted differently from the government from the start.  We would 
have had a competent environment minister working with environmental controls, and a competent planning 
minister finding an appropriate place to put the brickworks.  Rather than turning it into a personal argument, as 
the various ministers in this place have done - 
Mrs M.H. Roberts:  If you were the minister you’d say, “That’s okay, Len.”   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No.  I have never met Len Buckeridge.  If he came forward with a proposal, he would have 
to go through the same process.   
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Mrs M.H. Roberts:  He built on land in Hazelmere with no approval.  He went to the City of Swan and applied 
for his approval after he had built on the land.  The city said no, so then he appealed to Graham Kierath, the then 
planning minister, and he said, “Okay, it is upheld on appeal”, despite the fact that Mr Buckeridge had no initial 
planning approval for it. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The difference between members on that side of the house and members on this side of the 
house is that we would treat his proposals based on their merits, whereas members on the other side of the house 
seem to treat his proposals based on the fact that he is Len Buckeridge.  He will not get an easy run from us 
because he is Len Buckeridge, but he will not be attacked because he is Len Buckeridge. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No more sausage rolls for the member for Victoria Park; they fire him up. 
Mr G. Snook:  Is it about the environment or is it about politics? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  In terms of what the government does, they are political answers rather than environmental 
answers. 
Mr G. Snook:  What about the approval of two new kilns in the Swan Valley by this government since it has 
been in office? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I do not have a problem with the approval of kilns, as long as the environmental record of 
this state is being maintained.  The approval of new kilns is actually not a bad thing.  The old hydrogen fluoride-
emitting kilns, which are poisoning bits and pieces of the landscape of the Swan Valley, have been closed, and 
new ones built.  That is not a bad idea.  The government was quite right to let that happen. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Are you just a time filler or are you going to talk about Sunset? 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am talking about the environmental issues.  The state government is rolling over the top 
of the environmental, cultural and heritage aspects. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I am sure that the piece of ground we are talking about at the Sunset site has great cultural 
and heritage significance for the people of that area.  How many parks would the member for Victoria Park see 
closed in his electorate or built on?  This government has a history - 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  How many square metres does he have in his electorate compared with the electorate of 
Nedlands?  That is an interesting question. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Victoria Park should ask on how much Bush Forever land this government 
allows construction to take place.  That is a good example of what this government does. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Is the member happy to build on the parks, though? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  That is what the member for Nedlands suggested in her first speech. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I suggest that the member for Victoria Park would be quite upset if the recreational grounds 
in his electorate were built on. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  What about the hospital site?  It is not a recreational ground.  It has never been a 
recreational ground. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  There are grounds and gardens on the site.  People recreate there.  It has cultural and 
heritage significance.  The government’s activity in this area is absolutely shameful.  The government is more 
interesting in telling us what we can and cannot do with a heritage-listed site.  If a person has a house that is 
heritage listed - one of the hundreds of houses along the coastal strip of Western Australia - he is not allowed to 
change it.  He cannot move a beam or touch something else.  He must live according to the state government 
regulations.  However, it is a different set of rules for the government.  It can change heritage and throw out 
heritage, if that is required, in areas that it does not feel are important.   

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  Do you know whom you remind me of?  Have you seen the random spruiker on The 
Chaser’s War on Everything on Friday nights?  That’s whom you remind me of. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  No; the minister is thinking of the lone haranguer from The Wizard of Id.  It is a completely 
different set of circumstances. 

This government has an enormous history of manipulating and using heritage when it wants to, and rolling over 
the top of it when it does not feel it is important.  Perhaps the member for Nedlands was quite right in suggesting 
that this legislation has political purposes.  The seat of Nedlands is obviously not important to the Labor Party.  
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It might as well write it off now, I suggest.  The new seat will be based around Nedlands.  Why would the Labor 
Party even run a candidate?  Why would it bother putting resources into that seat?  It will not win that one, so it 
will not look after it.  It will throw that one out; it is a waste of time.  The electorate is too well represented by 
the current member for Nedlands.  The Labor Party might as well forget about it.  Obviously, the current 
member is very popular.  Therefore, it would be a complete waste of time contesting the seat.  Therefore, it does 
not matter what damage the Labor Party does to the people, the environment and the areas of cultural and 
heritage value in that seat, because it is obviously not important.  The Labor Party can write that one off.  It is a 
bit like the country seats in the south of the state.  For example, in Busselton, the Labor Party will not win the 
seat of Vasse, so it does not matter how much beachfront land the government sells off.  It does not matter what 
it does there, because the Labor Party will not win that seat.  That is another prime example of the way in which 
this government plays politics with the issues.  This is another example of the government rolling over the top of 
the wishes of the community.  It is almost as though it is an election platform.  We heard it from the Minister for 
the Environment, and it is almost as though it is the Labor Party manifesto at the moment.  If people do not like 
the answer, the Labor Party will roll over the top of the community.  That is an absolute disgrace.  I am sure that 
other members on this side of the house would like to voice their opposition to the actions of this government.   
MR G. SNOOK (Moore) [11.29 am]:  I will take just a few minutes to place on the record that I do not support 
the Sunset Hospital Site Bill in its current form.  I believe that we are losing far too much of the precious 
remaining reasonably undeveloped reserve land in the metropolitan area.  This city is expanding at an enormous 
rate.  Huge areas of urban bushland are being turned into suburbs.  That must happen; that is the reality of 
population growth and demand.  Hopefully, sufficient sections of bushland will be preserved for the future under 
the current planning and development regime.  Lord Forrest believed that the Sunset site, as it is now known, 
should be reserved for the purpose of public open space.  The development that will take place on this site is 
overkill.  It is a sad state of affairs when economic expediency justifies developing a site that taxpayers, through 
the government, should readily be able to afford to keep as public open space.  The development on the site 
needs to be balanced against the remaining reserved area.  I do not support the development of 150-odd units on 
the western end of the site.  I agree with the aim of preserving the heritage buildings on the site and developing 
the significant arts centre that is proposed.  My view is that there is room to provide accommodation for aged 
people, but not on a large scale.  That is the balance we should aim for.  We need to replicate the development on 
the old Heathcote site.  The development on that site has encouraged community participation.  This area has 
such a prominent position on the river foreshore that we cannot afford for it to be developed to the extent that has 
been proposed.  It would be a great shame if we were to proceed with the level of development of the site 
outlined in the bill.  It would be viewed by future generations as a lost opportunity, and that would be a sad 
reflection on this generation.  For that reason we should strike a compromise between the level of development 
on the site and the reservation of land for public open space, so that the broader community can access this area.  
Therefore, I oppose the bill. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [11.32 am]:  This is a difficult issue, not so much in terms of the legislation 
but in terms of the site itself.  As other members have said, the Sunset hospital site is a very special site.  It is an 
area of about eight hectares.  It is the last remaining undeveloped headland on the Swan River.  Just as John 
Forrest had the presence of mind 100 years ago to preserve sites such as Kings Park, I think we have a 
responsibility today to preserve that area and to ensure that it is available for community use into the future.  
That is easy to say.  It is difficult, however, to find a functional use for a site with large and significant heritage 
buildings on it.  From my observations, the buildings appear to be structurally quite sound; however, they are not 
particularly functional.  A significant amount of work will need to be done according to heritage criteria to 
restore those buildings to the appropriate standard and to make them available for an alternative use.  There is 
little value in heritage buildings if a functional use cannot be found for them that can benefit the community and 
allow the community to visit them. 

The previous government grappled with the Sunset site.  It considered selling some land.  That is a matter of 
public record.  I will go back a little in history.  I know the site probably better than do most members of 
Parliament.  I grew up a hundred metres from the front gate of Sunset.  My parents lived in that house for some 
50 years.  As a small boy, I was under strict orders not to go near Sunset because it was the Old Men’s Home 
and many of the old men were drunks. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  And they ended up here! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, they ended up here!  My mother and father certainly warned me to stay away from 
the place.  We rarely spoke to the men at Sunset.  It was a different era then.  The men would wait at the bus 
stop, catch the bus down to the Nedlands Park Hotel - Steve’s - for a few beers, spend a bit of time in the TAB 
and then find their way back.  As a child I played around the Sunset site, the river foreshore and the bush area.  
Of course, at the base of the Sunset site is the old hot pool, which has a very famous history and was a 
particularly popular spot during the Second World War. 
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Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  We don’t want to know what you did there! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Only once in my lifetime did I see the hot pool with water in it.  There was an attempt in 
the early 1960s to rejuvenate the hot pool, but it did not work and that was it.  I have never seen anyone swim in 
the hot pool.  However, it has a colourful history from the 1940s and the war years.  I have a familiarity with the 
site and I am conscious that it is a large and special area of land. 

In this bill the government has sought to find a resolution on the use of that site.  I do not criticise the 
government for trying to do that.  It is not easy to resolve the issues with these types of sites.  I welcome the 
involvement of the University of Western Australia.  It is often difficult to find institutions that can take on a role 
of responsibility.  I make it very clear that although I do not agree with the bill as it is drafted, I endorse the 
involvement of the University of Western Australia.  It is close to the site, it is a public institution of great 
standing in this state, and it could play a very productive role in helping to manage and restore that site so that 
not only students and researchers, but also the wider public, could visit it.  However, I do not think the 
government has got it right in the bill, and I do not think the previous government got it right either.  Over the 
past few years the opposition has looked at the issue.  Members have visited the site and have tried to find some 
resolution. 
The first basic point I make is that this is a unique site.  We have a responsibility to preserve it.  It will not be in 
great demand by visitors in the immediate future.  It is not a remote site, but it is well separated from shops, 
employment areas and areas of high population density.  In Dalkeith the houses are built essentially on quarter-
acre blocks.  It is not a heavily populated area.  There is a lot of river and ocean foreshore in the western suburbs 
area.  However, I have no doubt that, like other areas such as Bold Park, which is in my electorate, the 
importance of the site will grow.  If we do not get it right in 2006, in 50 years people will blame us for not 
having the foresight to protect and preserve that site for public use.  That is our responsibility.  If people like 
John Forrest could look 100 years ahead, surely we have the capacity to look 50 years ahead.  The significance 
of the site stands for itself.  The buildings are also significant, and that is the difficulty.  Although there have 
been some fairly tacky additions over the years, the main buildings, although they are in urgent need of 
restoration, are, nevertheless, quite grand, and I hope we can ultimately find a good public use for those 
buildings. 
One of the major aspects of the bill is the selling off of part of the site along Iris Avenue to raise $15 million for 
health services in this state.  I do not know whose bright idea that was, but the government should be able to do 
better than that.  Raising $15 million would fund our health system for about a day and a half.  I do not think that 
that is a credible approach to public policy.  The site has a greater significance to Western Australia than a day 
and a half of the operation of our health system.  The government should dismiss that idea.  If any land at all 
were to be sold from that site, the principle should be that any funds raised should be used to preserve and 
restore the buildings on that site.  I absolutely dismiss the argument by the government that we need $15 million 
for the health system.  It is illogical.  Frankly, it reflects poorly on public policy making in this state if that is the 
level of argument we are going to have.  The site along Iris Avenue cuts off the main visual aspect of the site.  I 
do not believe that we should be selling any of that reserve.  The Parliament and the government of the day need 
to make the decision that the entire site will be preserved. 
The use of part of the site for aged care has been talked about.  Discussion about that dates back to the previous 
government.  There is a desire to find more sites for aged care, particularly as we baby boomers continue on in 
years.  However, it is not necessarily an ideal site for that.  It is at least two kilometres away from the nearest 
shopping centre, Dalkeith Village.  The area does have a bus service.  It has a nice aspect; it has nice parks, 
gardens, and river views and access.  That is terrific.  I think we should use some of those good sites so that 
people can have a high quality of environment in their surroundings, especially people in aged care.  However, it 
does not stand out that that is necessarily the best use of the site.   
As to the involvement of the University of Western Australia, as I said before, we need to find public institutions 
to try to help manage and, more importantly, make effective use of such sites.  However, I do not believe that it 
is responsible for this Parliament to effectively hand over responsibility for the entire site to the university.  That 
would be an abrogation of responsibility.  This is public land.  It is an asset of the community of Western 
Australia.  I mean absolutely no disrespect to the university.  The university is an ideal corporate citizen, if we 
are going to have one.  I do not believe we, as the state, should hand over that responsibility.  The responsibility 
for that land lies with the Parliament of Western Australia and the government of the day.  We should not 
abrogate that responsibility.  I hope that we can find a way of involving the University of Western Australia in 
the restoration and use of those buildings because I can think of no other organisation that could better do it.  I 
know that when I have dealt with a similar but far smaller and less complex heritage site in my electorate, 
Montgomery Hall, I tried for years and years to find a valid community-based use for it.  This government has 
decided that Montgomery Hall will be subdivided into apartments.  I agree with that because that is all that is 
left; it is the only viable use.  The previous government spent money restoring it.  A music group used it, as well 
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as various other community groups.  However, it never worked.  It is a large heritage building that is expensive 
to maintain.  That is the solution, somewhat regrettably.  Nevertheless, I accept and endorse it.  The Sunset site is 
far more significant.  It is the last headland on the Swan River.   
I urge the government to not proceed with this legislation.  The government should have a rethink.  The 
government should involve people such as the member for Nedlands in that.  It should involve the community 
and get a resolution.  I hope that the University of Western Australia does not walk away dismayed today.  It 
may well feel let down if the Parliament rejects this bill.  The university could house some of its marvellous 
collections for research purposes and for public exhibition - when appropriate - in the buildings.  That would be 
wonderful.  The university should not be expected to take responsibility for the entire site.  The university should 
not be expected to take responsibility for the cost of restoring those buildings.  They are part of the assets of 
Western Australia.  They are part of our heritage and we, on behalf of taxpayers, have a responsibility to restore 
them.  By all means, let the university lease those buildings at a peppercorn rent - if that is what it takes - and 
manage them and use them effectively.  That would be a great use of the buildings; that would be excellent.  
However, we cannot just shift the responsibility for this heritage asset on to the university and then say to the 
university that it can lease part of the public asset for an aged home from which the university will keep the 
income for the maintenance of the buildings.  What are we doing?  That is an absolute abrogation of our public 
responsibilities.  I am not critical of what the government has done.  We tried something during the 1990s and it 
did not work.  I do not think that this plan will work either.  I am not being critical of the government in a 
political sense.  This solution is not the one.   
The state needs to retain the whole site.  Retaining heritage sites is expensive; they are not cheap options.  The 
government should forget about the $15 million for the health system.  The government will not be remembered 
in history for the day and a half of the health system that was funded by the sale of Sunset.  People will not 
march in the streets celebrating that day and a half of health funding.  That is trivial.  The government should 
keep the entire site in public ownership.  Whether it takes five, 10 or 15 years, the government should be 
prepared to commit some funds to the restoration of the buildings.  It might take a long time to restore them.  It is 
a slow, progressive job.  It should be done well and properly.  The government should continue to engage with 
the university because it is the ideal institution and corporate citizen to play a role, if it remains interested.  I 
hope that it does.  As the buildings are restored, the university should be allowed to take some responsibility for 
them on a fair lease arrangement and to use the buildings for university research, education and public purposes 
to bring the site alive.  It was never particularly alive when I was young boy; it was full of elderly men.  Let us 
bring some life to the Sunset site.  That would be wonderful.  The gardens should be restored to make it 
attractive.  It should be made into a real asset for Western Australia. 
The member for Nedlands has proposed that the site be brought under the control of the Botanic Gardens and 
Parks Authority, which is essentially the old Kings Park Board.  I think that is a good idea.  If this government is 
contemplating bringing Araluen and Whiteman Park under that authority, that is sensible.  During our time in 
government, Bold Park was brought under the management of the then Kings Park Board.  The Botanic Gardens 
and Parks Authority has clear expertise in managing sites; it has clear botanical expertise.  It is capable of 
dealing with other organisations, such as the Department of Housing and Works and heritage authorities in 
restoring and managing buildings.  It is an ideal body.  If it is to become the body that manages significant areas 
of parkland and reserve, especially the more elaborately maintained, managed and visited ones, the Sunset site 
should be included.  We would be providing something for the future.  We would be providing something that, 
in 50 years, people will thank the Parliament for.  They might even thank the government for having had the 
good sense to preserve this unique asset.  That is what we should do.  If it means that we have to lock up some of 
those buildings and it will be many years before they are finally restored, so what?  They have been there since 
1904.  Let us do it properly.  Buckets of money are not required.  I know that the member for Nedlands spoke of 
foundations, sponsors and donors.  At one stage a significant Perth businessperson looked at the site as a possible 
location for his art collection so that it could be on public display.  Some people in this town have lots of money.  
People are willing to make contributions to heritage and the community.  Let us use that willingness.  Let us 
involve the University of Western Australia.   

I conclude by stressing that, in my view, the site must not only legally remain in the ownership of the state, but 
also remain functionally in the ownership of the state.  We should develop it for its future potential, bring in the 
university, restore the buildings and have a consistent plan for doing that.  If we do that, we will be showing 
some genuine commitment to our history and a genuine commitment to the future of Perth.  Perth has 1.2 million 
people.  It is not a very large city by world standards.  In 30 or 40 years the population may be pushing two 
million people, who knows?  The importance of the site and access to the river will be increasingly important.  I 
know that other people talk about increasing density in Perth.  That is happening; we are seeing some increase in 
density.  In my leafy suburbs electorate I live in an area of high residential density, probably more so than any 
other member in this chamber.  I live in a fairly high density pocket.  It is a bit of a myth that the western suburbs 
are all leafy, low residential density; they are not.  The area is changing through redevelopment.  The value of 
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the headland site at Sunset will become more significant as time goes by.  Let us take a long-term decision for 
the future of the state to accept our responsibility and keep the site in proper government-public ownership.  I 
would support that.  I believe the government should look seriously at the suggestion by the member for 
Nedlands that an authority such the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority - I still think of it by its former name, 
the Kings Park Board - be brought in to establish a foreshore and gardens on this site.  The Heritage Council of 
Western Australia should also be brought in to restore those buildings one by one and bit by bit.  Let us hope that 
the University of Western Australia is also brought in to contribute some of its exhibition, scholarship and 
research knowledge.  I do not think a case can be made that aged care facilities should be provided on the site.  
Even though I supported that in the 1990s, the case for that is no longer overwhelming.  There are better sites in 
the western suburbs, including in both the member for Nedland’s electorate and mine, that can be used to 
provide aged care facilities.  Let us not compromise this one last headland on the Swan River.  It is our 
responsibility to preserve that site.  

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr J.A. McGinty (Attorney General).  
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