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WIRELESS HILL PARK, ARDROSS - SUBMISSION NO 17 - EXCISION FROM A-CLASS RESERVE 
29813 

Motion for Disallowance 

Resumed from 10 December 2003 on the following motion moved by Hon Barbara Scott -  

That submission No 17 of 2003 - excision from class A reserve 29813, Wireless Hill Park, Ardross - 
tabled in the Legislative Council on 11 September 2003 under section 42(4)(a) of the Land 
Administration Act 1997, be and is hereby disallowed. 

HON JIM SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [2.01 pm]:  The Greens (WA) have already indicated they will support 
the disallowance motion on this reserve.  We will not, at this late stage, change our position even though the 
Government, through Hon Ken Travers, has said - I will allow him to tell us in his own words - that a lot of 
concerns that I have about the area, such as the loss of recreation areas and heritage sites, will be addressed.  I 
have concerns that the heritage in the area will be built out and that we will see a gradual erosion of the reserve, 
with more areas being taken out as far as Canning Highway.  Hon Ken Travers said that covenants could be 
placed on the lots affected by the excision, which would protect the heritage sites from being built over or 
developed by any new owner of the properties and prevent destruction of the heritage buildings.   
At this stage I am not prepared to change my position.  I have deep concerns about the selling off of these lots, 
not just in the City of Melville, but throughout the metropolitan area.  Public open spaces are extremely 
important to the wellbeing of the community.  As our city becomes larger, the more important these areas 
become.  I support the disallowance.  

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [2.04 pm]:  The House is considering a proposal by the 
Government to excise a portion of the A-class reserve known as Wireless Hill.  The location of the property is in 
the proposal - submission No 17 of 2003.  I will also refer to deposited plan No 34740 in the course of my 
remarks.  The land consists of blocks upon which are situated four buildings and an access driveway off Hickey 
Street in Ardross.  The four buildings are of 1911 vintage and were built as accommodation for staff occupying 
the wireless station, after which Wireless Hill is named.  The houses are at the bottom of a track, which leads 
down the hill from the site of the old wireless station.  There are three houses, which were presumably used as 
married quarters, and an additional large building, which was probably single men’s quarters.  The buildings 
were occupied by the manager, the assistant manager and by other staff from 1911 onwards.  Incidentally, the 
three houses have been in continuous use - they are still used today - as private residences.  They are fulfilling 
that function today with lessees in residence under the landlordship of the City of Melville.  The fourth building, 
the former single men’s quarters, is partly occupied on an occasional basis by a classic car club.  However, a lot 
of it stands empty.  I have inspected the buildings inside and out and they are certainly interesting structures.  
They are typical of the domestic architecture of the period.  I believe they are unique in this State for what they 
represent.  The interiors are showing their age because, as tenanted properties, they have not enjoyed the tender 
loving care, refurbishment or maintenance that they deserve as prime heritage buildings nearing their one-
hundredth anniversary.  I will return to that later. 

For our purposes their history started in the 1960s when the then possessor of the site, the Overseas 
Telecommunications Corporation, ceased to have an interest in maintaining the site for its operations.  The 
Commonwealth contemplated what it would do with the site, as it was commonwealth land.  The upshot was 
that, after a good deal of correspondence and consideration from people in the then Town of Melville and the 
State and federal Governments, a decision was reached by all parties that the entire area, including the area 
proposed to be excised under this disallowance, would be reserved in perpetuity for the benefit of the public.  I 
thank Mr Bruce Jones of Applecross, who provided me with a large number of copies of archived documents 
from that time.  I will refer to them later.  The catalogue includes the thoughts of the then Premier, Sir David 
Brand, and correspondence with the then Prime Minister, Harold Holt, and others.  They are very interesting 
documents to peruse for their own sake.  I also thank Mrs Rae Commins, now resident in Busselton, for 
information she provided.  Mrs Commins is a daughter of the late mayor, R.F. Carroll, OBE, who was then the 
Mayor of the Town of Melville.  In his day, he was President of the Roads Board, mayor of the town and finally 
Mayor of the City of Melville.  Mrs Commins provided me with a very nice letter and enclosed a copy of chapter 
15 of a book, written by Malcolm Uren called “The City of Melville from Bushland to Expanding Metropolis”.   
Chapter 15 contains the history of Wireless Hill according to Mr Uren.  It is a very useful document and I thank 
those people for providing those documents. 
In summary, the desire at that time of the local government and the State Government was for this land to be 
reserved as a park and for its ownership to be transferred from the Commonwealth to the local people.  
Arrangements were made and the concessional value of $1.2 million was struck.  It was to be a joint gift to the 
people of Melville from the State and the Commonwealth.  The State paid the Commonwealth half that value; 
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namely, $600 000, and the Commonwealth provided the land at a net value of $600 000.  Wireless Hill was 
vested in the City of Melville and it remains that way today.  
The land is mostly bushland, although Wireless Hill Park surrounds the old wireless station on top of the hill.  
However, the portion we are concerned with is that to be excised adjacent to Hickey Street.  I draw the following 
correspondence to the attention of the House.  First, I have a letter dated 31 October 1968 on behalf of the 
Commonwealth Deputy Crown Solicitor to the General Manager of the Overseas Telecommunications 
Commission.  It discusses disposal of the site to the State of Western Australia.  However, the part that concerns 
us is the following - 

. . . I raise the question of the disposition of four houses at present on the land and ask for your 
instructions whether the State Authorities are to be informed that the removal of these improvements is 
to be effected, as their retention would be in conflict with the express intention of the parties that the 
land be used for public open space.  

In response, on 8 November 1968, a representative of the General Manager of OTC wrote to the Secretary of the 
federal Department of the Interior in Canberra.  Among other things in his letter he included - 

With regard to the four houses at present on the land, it was agreed in negotiations that these buildings 
were included in the sale price at no additional cost, and the Commission would have no views as to 
whether they should remain in situ or be removed if the Commonwealth so directed.  

It is interesting that at that time nobody cared much for those houses.  They were an unnecessary encumbrance 
on whatever was to become a park.  The attitude was that the old houses at the side of the land were not worth 
anything so they should be included with the parcel of land and be off their hands.  The attitude now is very 
different.  As I said in my opening remarks, those properties have substantial heritage value.  They are almost a 
mini village of the era.  They sit at the bottom of the track leading up to the wireless station.  I am told that the 
original track, remnants of which remain, is the oldest macadamised track in Western Australia.  
I became aware of the proposal to excise this land when the Government advertised its intention.  I subsequently 
met with local residents and received submissions from a very wide range of people.  I acknowledge some 
people who were particularly helpful with suggestions and advice: Miss Josephine Stone, local resident; Leonie 
and Barry Jones; Mr Phil Rohrlack; and Mr Robert Halvorsen.  I have already referred to Mr Bruce Jones and 
Mrs Rae Commins.  I also acknowledge Mrs Ronda Carroll, another daughter of the late Mayor Carroll.  From 
all the discussions at on-site meetings, a number of ideas were floated.  However, a central theme was the bottom 
line that the houses should be preserved as a precinct for the future heritage value of the State.  
Like other members, I examined the issues and consulted with various parties.  I also asked questions in this 
place.  It became apparent to me that the City of Melville wanted to stop being a landlord for these properties 
and relinquish its responsibility for their upkeep.  If a conservation plan is developed for the properties, as there 
needs to be, quite a lot of work would be required.  I understand that the State’s involvement - we will hear from 
the parliamentary secretary shortly - was the facilitation of a request from the City of Melville to act in concert 
with the city to dispose of this land to realise a sum of money to be repaid on the City of Melville’s debt back to 
the State Government in respect of Heathcote. 
Hon Ken Travers:  The State Government owes the money to the City of Melville as a result of the Heathcote 
coordination agreement.  However, what is not paid back will be met by the sale of Canning House.  Whichever 
way we look at it, the ratepayers and residents of the City of Melville lose out if the houses are not sold.  That is 
the simple answer.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will be interested to hear the argument Hon Ken Travers will no doubt provide in a 
moment.  The conservation of these houses remains the bottom line.  The City of Melville and the State 
Government recommended - I am sure it will be repeated today - that that goal be not compromised by the 
proposed excision of this land from the A-class reserve to be sold to new private owners.  
I asked a number of questions about the matter in this place.  On 12 August 2003 I asked Hon Nick Griffiths in 
his ministerial capacity and Hon Ken Travers in his representative capacity question on notice 1099.  The 
answers were not immediately available because of the nature of the cross-portfolio.  However, Hon Nick 
Griffiths undertook to liaise between the several portfolios and make sure an answer was provided in due course.  
I acknowledge his courtesy in doing that and I thank him for it.  The question reads - 

(1) Had a comprehensive assessment of the heritage value of the group of four houses, including 
the access road, been completed prior to the publication in The West Australian on 16 June 
2003 of the notice of intention to excise the area?  

The response reads - 
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(1) Wireless Hill Park was included on the state Register of Heritage Places on a permanent basis 
on 2 September 1997.  Therefore, the protection of the Heritage of Western Australia Act 1990 
applies.  The 1999 conservation plan will need to be upgraded to incorporate detailed material 
on the four houses, and heritage agreements will be prepared with any sale or lease documents.  
These matters will be addressed as part of the government heritage property disposal process in 
consultation with the Heritage Council prior to the disposal of the houses.  

At that stage a comprehensive plan had not been developed.  Indeed it still has not been developed.  I also 
asked -  

(2) Is it the Government’s intention that subdivision and/or redevelopment of the blocks upon 
which the buildings are situated will not occur if and when the land is excised from the 
reserve?  

(3) If so, how will the Government ensure that subdivision and/or redevelopment of the blocks 
upon which the buildings are situated will not occur?  

The response from the Government was - 

(2)-(3) Four single residential lots will be created to provide title for the existing residences.  
Redevelopment and/or subdivision will be restricted by placing a memorial on each certificate 
of title.  An amendment to the metropolitan region scheme and the City of Melville town 
planning scheme will also be required to provide controls on future redevelopment and/or 
subdivision.  

I also asked on the same day - 

(4) Is there any substance to the claims attributed to the member for Alfred Cove that the site 
could be redeveloped with high-rise Raffles redevelopment-style buildings?  

To which the answer was a curt no.  I asked - 

(5) Will the Government ensure the conservation plan is prepared prior to any decisions being 
made regarding the future of the Hickey Street houses?  

The answer was yes.  Again, I thank Hon Nick Griffiths for coordinating those responses through his office.   

Further questions were then addressed to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure, one of which occurred on Tuesday, 9 September - question No 2054.  At this stage, I had had the 
opportunity to examine the historical documents provided by Mr James - to which I alluded earlier - about the 
terms of the transfer of land and asked - 

(1) Was it a condition of the transfer of title of this land from the control of then Overseas 
Telecommunications Commission to the Crown in December 1968 that the land be reserved in 
perpetuity for the benefit of the public; and, if so, was the transfer effected thereby for a 
concessional purchase price less than the true value of the land?  

The answer was yes.  I further asked - 
(2) Does the Government have advice or an example of precedent to determine the meaning of 

“reserved in perpetuity” in this case; and, if so, what is the meaning of the term?  
The response was - 

(2) Yes.  In some past reservations of crown land, the “A” classification was applied with the 
intent that the land would remain for the purpose originally proposed until Parliament 
determined otherwise.  All past amendments to class A reserves have been tabled in the 
Parliament for agreement.  

As indeed they have to be under the Land Administration Act.  I asked - 
(3) Do the conditions of the transfer of title permit the excision of a portion of the reserve for 

purposes other than those originally specified?  
The answer surprised me - 

(3) Yes, subject to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure’s seeking and obtaining 
commonwealth agreement.  

I asked - 
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(4) Given the circumstances of the acquisition of land in 1968, is the Government confident that 
the provisions of section 42 of the Land Administration Act 1997 are sufficient to lawfully 
excise the land from the reserve; and, if so, what is the legislative basis for that confidence?  

The answer was - 
(4) Yes.  Sections 42 and 43 of the Land Administration Act enable the proposal to be considered 

by Parliament and subject to approval. 
On the following day, 10 September, I asked some more questions to clarify those answers - 

Noting the minister’s advice that the conditions of the transfer of title permit the excision of a portion of 
the reserve for purposes other than those specified, -  

Members will recall that was to be reserved in perpetuity for the benefit of the public - 

subject to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure seeking and obtaining commonwealth 
agreement, I ask -  

(1) Will the minister table a copy of the document that makes provision for this?  

I had not seen anything of the sort.  The answer was - 

(1) No.  Advice from the Crown Solicitor’s Office has determined that any interest created under 
the Transfer of Land Act does not subsist once the land has been revested and place under the 
provisions of the Land Administration Act 1997.  Sections 42 and 43 of that Act allow the 
excisions to be effected.  

I then asked - 

(2) Has the department sought and/or obtained commonwealth agreement for the proposal; and, if 
so, will the minister table this correspondence?  

The answer was - 

(2) Any commonwealth agreement required will be sought once both Houses of Parliament have 
agreed to the proposal.  

A classic case of putting the cart well and truly in front of the horse.  The Liberal Party approached this proposal 
in good faith.  We went to the parties affected, we listened to the public, we spoke to the City of Melville and we 
asked questions.  Those questions to which I have just referred are not the only questions on the matter asked in 
this place.  We considered our position in terms of the interests of all parties as well as the interests of the 
heritage catalogue of Western Australia.  Every time I ask a question, I get the answer that it does not come 
within the minister’s portfolio - that was said by one or two people, except for Hon Nick Griffiths, who extended 
a courtesy to which I alluded earlier.  We received answers that said yes, there is a conservation plan needed but 
we do not have it, it will be fixed up later.  Bearing in mind the original terms of the transfer and the price paid, 
is commonwealth approval required?  The answer I got was that once this Parliament has approved it, 
commonwealth approval would then be sought.  This just seemed to be a rather slapdash way of dealing with the 
matter.  However, we were determined to persevere because that seemed the responsible thing to do.   

The proposal was tabled the day after I asked the question on 10 September last year.  There was no further room 
for discussion, even though members of the community had already thrown up some ideas, one of which was 
whether this total quantity of land needed to be excised.  There is a significant portion of land at the back of the 
houses that -  
Hon Ken Travers:  I thought you wanted to maintain the heritage value of the precinct.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes. 
Hon Ken Travers:  If you don’t include them as part of the land with the houses, you will destroy the heritage 
value of the precinct.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Is the member familiar with the site? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Yes. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Has he been there and paced it? 

Hon Ken Travers:  Yes.  I made a point of going out there to look at it before this debate.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That was a good thing to do.  Earlier I said I would be referring to deposited plan 
34740, which is with the proposal.  Has the member got it in front of him? 
Hon Ken Travers:  Yes. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The houses are situated on the western portion of these blocks adjacent to the laneway.  
The proposal for the southernmost block, the one that is farthest up the hill, would extend from the front of the 
roadway right back to Hickey Street itself.  Am I correct?   
Hon Ken Travers:  Yes.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The house on that property already has a very big yard - a person could kick a footy in 
it.  That yard extends roughly to that point shown on the map at 169 degrees 19.7.  A fence is also thereabouts 
and beyond that fence is another significant piece of land that a person could play a bit of cricket on or kick a 
footy on - it is huge.  It is so much more land than that required for residential use in a household of that size -  
Hon Ken Travers:  The whole end block would be 1 563 square metres, which is bigger than a normal housing 
block.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am not sure if that is the size of that particular block.  It is not shown on the deposited 
plan that we are looking at.  However, I have a document from the City of Melville.  I thought the block was 
actually bigger than that, but in any case -   

Hon Ken Travers:  The one with the car club on it is 1 799 square metres and then the one farther up the hill is 
1 563 square metres. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  As I said, I do not have the actual square metreage of the land, but it is of significant 
size.  The parliamentary secretary is talking about it being another block again; that is, twice the size.  What is 
the point of having that enormous backyard if the owner cannot do anything with it?  It is not currently included 
as a backyard, because a fence cuts through it half way.  This is separate territory.  Why sell off that bit of land 
and place a memorial on it which states that nothing can be done with it?  What would a new owner do with it?  
Would he just maintain something like a paddock, a big rose garden or an enormous bowling green? 

Hon Ken Travers:  He would maintain it in keeping with the heritage values of the site.  That is what he would 
be required to do.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  However, that land is not part of the precinct that is occupied by the four houses; it is 
part of the park.  It is extra land.  Indeed, it is fenced off. 

Hon Ken Travers:  What would you do with it then?   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The parliamentary secretary should hang on.  He will have his say in a minute.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  Hon Simon O’Brien is right: the parliamentary 
secretary will have his say in a moment.  Members will note that there is only one Hansard reporter.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien has the call.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  It is as if a significant triangle of land, which is quite 
wide at its base, encompasses and goes behind those buildings.  It is fenced off from the backyards of those 
houses right through to Hickey Street.  It has never been part of the backyard of any of those houses; it is 
adjacent parkland.  One of the residents in the street said, “Hang on, why are you putting in all of that land as 
well?  It is not needed.”  However, if that land were included, some time down the track - it will not be next 
week or next year - a push could be made by a new owner to say that it is his property.  He will ask why he 
cannot build on his land and what is stopping him from doing so.  We were not allowed to pursue those sorts of 
ideas with the Government.  Although the Opposition had signalled its willingness to look at all possibilities, the 
Government brought in this proposal on 11 September, expecting that the Opposition would support it.  Liberal 
Party members then got a chance to consider this proposal when it was tabled on 16 September.  We announced 
on that day that we would move a disallowance motion in both Houses.  That is what we have done.  In the case 
of this disallowance motion, that is what brings us to where we are at today.  On 17 September the parliamentary 
secretary came into the House with the following statement -  

I wish to clarify information in the answers that I gave to the House last week in response to questions 
without notice . . .  At that time I was given advice in relation to the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure seeking agreement from the Commonwealth for the excision and sale of land in Wireless 
Hill reserve A 28913.  I am now advised that commonwealth agreement or approval is not required in 
relation to this matter.  However, the department is consulting with the Commonwealth with regard to 
the proposal as per its normal processes.  

That correction by the parliamentary secretary was too little too late.  We had made our decision on the previous 
day based on everything that the Government had put forward during the previous weeks.  It seemed a very 
slapdash way for the Government to go about it.  It left unanswered a range of queries about the State’s 
obligations to the former owner - the Overseas Telecommunications Commission - and on the purpose of this 
very valuable piece of land.  Its concessional value had been put at $1.2 million for the sake of the transfer back 
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in 1968.  It would be worth heaven knows what now.  The point is that if the land had been sold for the amount 
that the City of Melville had hoped to get, which was $1.79 million, would a portion of that money have gone to 
the former half owner, the Commonwealth?  These questions needed to be answered.  The Government told us 
on one day that commonwealth approval was required but that it would worry about getting it after the 
Parliament had given it a tick, and then on a subsequent day it said that the Commonwealth did not need to give 
approval but would give it anyway.  That subsequent advice was too little too late because we had made our 
decision, which was to move a disallowance of this proposal.  We made our decision as a party, having 
considered the respective motivations of the parties involved.  It appeared to us that this was more about getting 
$1.79 million for the land and exchanging that cash for the responsibility of preserving the precinct, and we 
thought that was very poor motivation indeed.   

The Liberal Party does not have any disagreement in principle with heritage property being in private ownership.  
Why should it?  Stacks of heritage property is in private ownership all over the State and is very well maintained.  
The Liberal Party has no problem with heritage buildings continuing to be used exclusively for residential 
purposes.  Indeed, there are many examples of that all over the State.  However, the Liberal Party is concerned 
about these buildings.  The heritage value of that precinct was approved.  We were not convinced that the best 
efforts of the State had gone into making sure that conservation plans were in place, that there was adequate 
protection of the State’s position vis-a-vis the former agreement with the Commonwealth, and that adequate 
provision had been made to prevent, at some stage in the future, the despoiling of the houses and the blocks they 
occupied.  We were mindful of the strong representations made by the community, which wanted these 
buildings, together with the land upon which they are situated, to remain in public ownership, on the public 
inventory of property, available to members of the public and together as part of an integrated Wireless Hill 
precinct.  For all those reasons I will support this disallowance motion.   

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.38 pm]:  When a party comes to 
government it often feels honour bound to fulfil arrangements that were put in place and deals that were signed 
by a previous Government.  Governments will often consider the circumstances in which those agreements were 
reached.  They may have been signed on 9 January 2001, when an election was to be held on 10 February 2001; 
that is, during the dying days of the former Government.  When a party gets into government it must honour 
those deals.  That is what this State Government has been seeking to do with the City of Melville on the 
Heathcote cooperation agreement.  Members on the other side of the House have gone extensively through the 
history of the houses in the House but have not gone through the history of how we have reached the point today 
of having this motion before us.  The history of this matter is that the previous State Government entered into an 
arrangement with the City of Melville on 9 January 2001 - very close to the last state election.  I will not go into 
the full details of the agreement - it is quite complex - but I will try to summarise it for members.  In effect, it 
placed an obligation on the State Government to sell land identified by the City of Melville to the value of 
$6 million, to settle a debt resulting from the previous Government’s intention to develop the Heathcote lower 
lands and refurbish the buildings there.  There was local opposition to that.  

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member can give his version of the story in due course, but I will give mine now.  
The situation was that the Government had an obligation to sell land identified by the City of Melville to repay 
this $6 million debt.  The agreement has at the bottom that Canning House - I think that is the name of the 
building - will be given to the City of Melville.  

Hon Peter Foss:  The first agreement provided for it to be sold.  It was not to be sold by the Government.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  What the city does with it is its choice, but it will be responsible.  Under the agreement, 
Canning House will go to the City of Melville, and the value of Canning House will make up the difference 
between the $6 million and whatever was sold.  We are presently up to the value of about $2 million.  If the 
value of Canning House, at about $4.75 million - I think there are some arguments about that between the 
Government and the City of Melville - is added to that figure, that will effectively clear the debt.  If the 
Government had been able to sell more land in the local government area under this agreement, as identified by 
the City of Melville, more of the value of Canning House would have been maintained for the ratepayers.  That 
was the nature of the agreement.  It was signed, interestingly, by the Minister for Lands, who was also the local 
member, in the dying days of the previous Government.  That local member, I understand, is on the comeback 
trail, but we will not get into that for now.  

If this property sale does not go through, the State Government will not be out of pocket, but the residents and 
ratepayers of the city of Melville will be.  In accordance with the agreement, the Government has used its best 
endeavours to sell the land that was identified - this is very important to note - by the City of Melville.  One of 
the sites the City of Melville identified was these four heritage properties in Hickey Street.  There seems to be 
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general agreement, and the Government has no disagreement with the view, that those four houses as a precinct 
need to be maintained and have their heritage value preserved.  Currently, that is not occurring.  Under the care 
and management of the City of Melville, the houses are falling into decline.  They are getting only essential 
maintenance.  That is not a good outcome from a heritage point of view.  However, that is the responsibility of 
the City of Melville, because it is the management authority in which the properties are vested.  That may have 
been part of the motivation for the City of Melville.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It was certainly convenient.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The local member indicates that, from his point of view, there may be some truth in the 
comment that it was convenient that the city was not able to find the money to do the maintenance of the heritage 
value, which the member accepts is the responsibility of the local authority.  We all agree, including Hon Jim 
Scott, that the heritage values need to be maintained.  I thank Hon Jim Scott for reconsidering his position when 
I approached him on this matter, and giving it earnest consideration, as he always does.  He is always good to 
deal with in that sense.  An argument can be put to him, and he will always listen, although it does not always 
lead to the same outcome.  From his comments today, it is clear that he has also accepted that, on the issue of the 
heritage values - he should correct me if I am wrong or misinterpreting his comment - the measures the 
Government was prepared to put in place to protect the heritage values in the form of covenants and heritage 
memorials made it possible to address those concerns.  I invite him again to correct me if I am wrong, but Hon 
Jim Scott was saying in essence that he would prefer the houses to remain in public ownership rather than in 
private hands.  I understand that.  The Greens (WA) often come from that position in debates.  Interestingly, the 
member on the other side is making it very clear that the Liberal Party did not see anything wrong with 
properties being in private ownership, and that heritage properties could remain in private ownership and be well 
maintained.  That is what the Government was proposing.  Arguably, they would be better maintained by people 
who actually cared for them and managed them in accordance with the heritage plan they would be required to 
sign when they purchased the property, than by their current owners.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  Do you have any examples of that happening?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Is the member referring to restrictive covenants?  In the suburb of Menora, there is a 
restrictive covenant over the properties, and no-one has been able to subdivide them.  

Hon Murray Criddle:  What kind of arrangement would be put in place for that to happen?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I am happy to deal with that point, although it is a bit out of the order in which I intended 
to deal with things.  No doubt some renovations would need to be done to the properties and a conservation plan 
developed.  Part of that work would be determining what the purchaser would be required to do, and the 
purchaser would be required to sign an agreement to do this as part of the agreement to purchase the property.  
Some of the work would be done in advance of that, but the money spent on that would be recouped from the 
sale.  The alternative plan is that the Government somehow would do that work and then try to recoup the cost 
by way of lease payment.  The reality is that that is not a viable option in view of the sort of money being talked 
about, but I will come to that point.  Some of the work would need to be done before sale, and then a binding 
agreement would be required to ensure that the remaining work was done.  To overcome all the furphies about 
high-rise development that are being bandied about, conditions could be placed on the title to prevent anyone 
from doing that.  I will come to that a bit later on.  The alternatives could potentially make it easier to do the kind 
of things that some members have been suggesting.  In fairness to the members in this place, members in the 
other place have been responsible for that but, unfortunately, members in this place have fallen for their game 
plan for their re-election strategy; that is, to beat up the City of Melville, and anyone else they can find, on any 
issue at any opportunity to create mass hysteria in the hope that that will get them re-elected.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  I have a good relationship with the City of Melville.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I was making the point about members in the other place doing this.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Name one.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member for Alfred Cove.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Fair enough.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I thought members in this place would be well aware of that, but that is the reality.  I 
made it very clear that I did not believe that members in this place were doing it.  I may later get onto the issue 
about the motives for some members in this place supporting the member for Alfred Cove in her campaign.  
Members on this side would be more than happy to assist them in stopping Hon Graham Kierath coming back 
into the Parliament.  They can trust me on that one!  We were pleased that the member for Riverton, Tony 
McRae, got rid of him at the last election.  
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  Why are you afraid of him? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We are not afraid of him. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!  We are now delving into irrelevancies. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The state government plan was to excise these four residential blocks, identify their 
heritage needs, sell them and make sure all the necessary restrictions were put in place to protect them in 
perpetuity, even to the point that people could not build big fences out the front!  All of those things were to be 
put in place to ensure that the heritage value was maintained and, effectively, that the people who bought them 
would be the ones who paid.  Binding agreements would be put in place requiring all of those things to be done, 
before or after the sale. 

In contrast, I refer to the Liberal Party’s position statement concerning this matter.  It states - 

In Government, the Liberal Party will assist the City of Melville to conserve the precinct to the 
required standards as set out in a Conservation Plan. 

The statement does not indicate who will pay for the plan and it does not say what “assist” means.  I am 
interested to hear from members on the other side what to “assist the City of Melville to conserve the precinct” 
actually means, because at the moment we accept that it is falling into disrepair and it is not being maintained to 
the proper standards, but the plan is that the Liberal Party will assist!  Does that mean they will find a cash 
amount?  Hon Barbara Scott looks absolutely dumbfounded on this matter. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  I am pleased that a Labor member is standing up in this Parliament promoting a Liberal 
position paper. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, I am questioning it.  What does “assist” mean? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Deathly silence, Mr Deputy President.  They cannot tell us what they mean by “assist”. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Put it on notice. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  All right.  The statement continues - 

While the houses may be privately occupied, they will always remain in public ownership under a 
Liberal Government. 

Further - 

The Hickey Street houses would continue to be rented . . .  

Again, I ask this question of members opposite who were involved in developing this wonderful policy statement 
- I say that with sarcasm in case anyone tries to misquote me in the media.  How do members opposite intend to 
ensure that these houses are privately occupied and continue to be rented? 

Hon Barbara Scott:  By not selling them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Does the current management order applicable to that reserve allow them to be rented? 

Hon Barbara Scott:  You should know that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, it does not. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  No.  Surely you know that. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  How will the Opposition allow them to be rented?  What will be required?  Members 
will need to come into this place and change the management order for that reserve to allow those properties to 
be used for residential purposes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  They are already being used for that purpose. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  But in contravention, I might add.  The member may find that the City of Melville does 
not have the powers to be doing what it is doing.  If members had done all their research, they should have been 
aware of this fact.  That is a problem that members opposite will have to come to terms with.  Even if they can 
get through all of that, they will need to come back under the Land Administration Act and give the city the 
power to rent and lease the properties.  They will also need to change the purposes of the reserve to allow it to be 
used for residential purposes, or the City of Melville will have to do something else with those properties.  If the 
work cannot be done with the minimal rent it is now receiving, I do not know how members opposite expect it to 
be done.  We have not yet found out what “assist” means.  We have not heard a dollar term or anything about 
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financial contributions - we have just heard weasel words in the policy statement about what Opposition 
members are proposing to do. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You are not suggesting that it is as devious as that proposal - 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is as devious as the promises made to the people of east Wanneroo as part of the 1993 
election when the blue roads were taken out and the land was rezoned urban.  It still needed arterial roads, but 
they were taken out of the metropolitan region scheme amendment.  At that point the people were deceived by 
the opposition policies, and I think they are going down the same path this time.  I have followed the way the 
Liberal Party writes its policies.  When I see these sorts of words, I start to wonder what they really mean.  The 
Liberal Party would be required to come back into the House, with the necessary implications that would 
involve.  What would happen if the management order were put through to allow the City of Melville to use the 
land for residential purposes?  What would happen if they were allowed to have the power to lease the properties 
under the Land Administration Act?  What controls would the members on the other side put in place to ensure 
that there is not high-rise development?  The Government has a very clear plan to make sure that that does not 
occur, but I am interested to hear from members on the other side what their proposals are for bringing in the 
necessary management order changes and the necessary changes to the powers under the Land Administration 
Act.  What provisions will there be to stop that sort of thing happening? 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Exactly.  To implement the coalition policy as a coalition partner, Hon Murray Criddle 
will need to start following this up before he signs off, because he will be bound by it, like he was to the railway 
during the previous Government. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  The parliamentary secretary might address his comments and questions 
through the Chair. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The whole point is that the Liberal Party policy has to be enacted.  Hon Murray Criddle 
was correct with that interjection - it is in an A-class reserve - but implementing that policy to allow these places 
to be used as residential properties and to allow them to be leased out on a long-term basis would require a 
change to the reservation.  The purpose of the A-class reserve would need to be changed to allow that section to 
be used for residential purposes.  It would require a change to the Land Administration Act to give the City of 
Melville the power to lease out the houses.  At that point those opposite would need to come into this House with 
the necessary instruments to enable that to occur.  It cannot be done as it currently stands.  That is the point I was 
trying to make.  There is still deathly silence on the other side about understanding the policy documents and 
how they will put in place the necessary protections to ensure that the heritage values of this precinct are 
maintained.  That is what we are prepared to put in place.  The only difference between ourselves and our friends 
from the Greens (WA) is that they believe that should be done by having it in public ownership.  We say the 
necessary protections can be put in place and have it in private ownership.  Interestingly, our comrades on the 
other side say they do not mind it being in private ownership but they will not agree to it. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Who are you calling “comrades”? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The way those opposite are behaving at the moment, they are all comrades. 

Hon Peter Foss:  That is a misrepresentation.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Would the member prefer me to call him Tovarich?   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Another issue raised was whether there had been adequate consultation.  The reality is 
that the City of Melville, which was the proponent of this proposal, held considerable discussions with its local 
community about this issue prior to its occurring.  That issue has been dealt with.  This is a flawed plan.  It is 
estimated that between $100 000 and $150 000 would need to be spent on restoration and improvements for each 
house.  From talking to people about these matters, I understand that those figures can very quickly blow out.  
Therefore, the cost of improving the four properties would be at least $500 000 or $600 000, not including the 
plan, which the City of Melville would need to pay.  Although the City of Melville does not have the money to 
do that, the Liberal Party has said it will assist the city.  I look forward to hearing from speakers on the other side 
tell us whether the Liberal Party will commit today to providing that $500 000 or $600 000 for those houses to 
be restored.  That is what we need to hear from members on the other side of the House.  If they do not make that 
commitment, let us be under no illusion that if this motion is passed, the ratepayers and the residents of the City 
of Melville will have to find that $600 000.   

Hon Jim Scott:  You have not heard about the slush fund, that is all.   
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Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Right.  On top of the $500 000 or $600 000 I have referred to, the City of Melville will 
miss out on $1.5 million if this sale does not go through.  I find it fascinating that the members for that region are 
moving a disallowance motion that will place on the ratepayers and the residents of the City of Melville an 
impost of at least $1.5 million.  That figure is based on a deal that members opposite signed when they were in 
government.  The amazing thing is that the City of Melville would lose out on that money because of a deal that 
mates of members opposite signed when they were in government.  The deal was signed by the same bloke who 
wants to knock off one or two Legislative Council members from the Council ticket.  Maybe that is what this is 
all about. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Rob Johnson does not want to knock us off.  Have a look at the signatory on the Heathcote 
deal.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I have. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The member for Hillarys would be very cross with the member.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The member is fascinating and he seems to know a fair bit about the agreement.  
However, if he had read it, he would have seen that it was signed by the then Minister for Lands.  I cannot think 
of the terminology that was used, but the Minister for Works - Hon Rob Johnson - signed an additional 
document.  I must add that all the documents were signed on the same day - 9 January - in a rush to get it 
through before the election.  In the dying days as Dougie was clinging like grim death to try to save his seat, he 
signed it, but it was the then Minister for Lands - the bloke who is coming after two Legislative Council 
members - who signed it.  The Minister for Works then signed it.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Surely he is not going for your seat.  He used to be a Labor Party member.   

Hon Ken Travers:  Half of the Liberal Party members are ex-Labor Party members.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I am not surprised half your party has left.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  When we get rid of the riffraff, we send them to the Liberal Party.   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Members are at risk of sounding like a rabble.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  There is an addendum to show that he and the Minister for Works agreed with it.  The 
substantive agreement was signed by Doug Shave as the Minister for Lands.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Heathcote has nothing to do with this.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The cooperation agreement was signed by the Minister for Lands and an attachment that 
adds to that was signed by the Minister for Works.  I do not deny that.  There is a signature on it. 

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Was that done just outside the caretaker period?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It was done in the dying days of the Government.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  Coalition Governments do that. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  We will mark those words.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  You will long since be retired.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  We will underline them in Hansard.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I suspect that by the time they see it, we will all be long since retired.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  This Government is dying from the neck up.   

The DEPPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If this motion is passed, the City of Melville will be out of pocket to the tune of some 
$2 million.  It will be out of pocket because of the $1.5 million spent on the Heathcote agreement and the 
$600 000 spent on the restoration of the four homes.  That is a total of $2.1 million.  That is by how much the 
City of Melville will be out of pocket.  The heritage values of the buildings continue to decline and the buildings 
will decay because the City of Melville would not have the money to restore them.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It cannot do that until this matter is resolved.  That is why I asked you to bring this on last 
year so that the buildings would not keep deteriorating while you prevaricated.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The Government tried to get the matter brought on last year, if the member remembers 
correctly, but we ran out of time.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 3 March 2004] 

 p221b-235a 
Hon Jim Scott; Hon Simon O'Brien; Deputy President; Hon Ken Travers; The Depputy President; Hon Peter 

Foss; Hon Barbara Scott 

 [11] 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You ran out of time because you had other priorities.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We tried to get an agreement.  I cannot remember who it was, but it was not a member of 
the Labor Party who talked it out.  There was an attempt to bring it on and there was an agreement.  Hon Barbara 
Scott was about to sit down during the debate.  She was trying to get through the debate as part of that 
agreement.  However, because of a delay prior to that, I indicated to her by way of interjection that she could 
keep talking on the debate if she had more information with which to inform the House.  I did that because Hon 
Jim Scott, Hon Simon O’Brien and I would not have had enough time to speak on it.  We tried to bring on the 
matter last year.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Five minutes before the last session.  Get off the grass!   

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order, members!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  We had an agreement that was not met.  Let us consider what would happen if this 
motion were defeated.  The ratepayers of the City of Melville would be out of pocket to the tune of $2.1 million.  
It is easy to do the maths.  The heritage values of the buildings would decline.  Who would be the beneficiary?  
The beneficiary would be the member for Alfred Cove.  I can picture the front page of the Canning-Melville 
Times with the headline “Woollard Wins in Attempts to Stop High-rise Development on the Hickey Street Site”.  
That is the campaign she has run.  It is completely misleading and dishonest in its approach.  She has said that 
that is what this Government is attempting to do, which is clearly nonsense.  I am sure she will attempt to have 
that type of headline splashed on the front page of the Canning-Melville Times.  The Liberal Party will not get 
any benefit from it.  It will only have given the ratepayers a $2.1 million bill and destroyed the heritage values of 
the buildings.  The Liberal Party will have played into her hands.  Some members on the other side might want 
to assist Janet Woollard to knock off Graham Kierath in his comeback.  I do not know.   

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I beg your pardon.  That should be withdrawn.  It is unparliamentary.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I just asked the question.  Maybe some people opposite who are running this campaign 
have brought the Liberal Party on board.  Maybe they are doing it because they want Janet Woollard to be seen 
to be the winner.  Her strategy for re-election is to beat up these types of issues and to create perceptions around 
them that are not right.  The heritage values will be protected.  High-rise developments will not be allowed to be 
developed on the site under any circumstance.  All those issues will be completely addressed.  The winner will 
be Dr Janet Woollard.  As the buildings decline and the residents and ratepayers of the City of Melville have to 
find the money - 

Hon Peter Foss:  You talked earlier about “blue highways”.  How do they fit into your argument? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I was giving the example that members opposite went to the 1993 election with a policy 
to delete the eastern perimeter highway in Wanneroo.  Members will be aware that “blue” roads in the 
metropolitan region scheme are regional roads.  It was taken out of the MRS but the area around it was 
urbanised.  What happens when an area is urbanised but does not have regional roads?  The local council still has 
to build the roads. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Are they actually going to be built?   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  Regional roads are being built as we speak because the area has been urbanised.  People 
have to be got in and out.  Roads are needed for that.  This Government likes to build railway lines as well to get 
people in and out, but that is another issue.  Anyway, that is what I meant by that.  Members opposite used a bit 
of deception because they said they were going to get rid of those roads.  They took the eastern perimeter road 
out of the MRS but, in reality, that road still needed to be built to carry traffic.  Those issues still need to be 
addressed.  That is what I think members opposite are trying to do with this.  The issues will not go away.  The 
Opposition says it has policies that will help assist, but it cannot say how.  Where will the money come from?  
We can only assume that the minimum estimate of $600 000 - maybe more - will have to be picked up by the 
residents and ratepayers of the City of Melville.  They will lose their $1.5 million.  With the way house prices 
have gone since the valuations, it is probably closer to $2 million.  They will be the losers.  Janet Woollard will 
be the winner because members opposite will have fallen for her game.  When it all blows up and people realise 
this, the people who miss out will not blame Janet Woollard, they will blame the Opposition.  Members should 
remember that.  That is why members should oppose this disallowance motion and support the Government on 
this matter. 

I have talked today about putting necessary protections in place to ensure that heritage values are maintained.  If 
this disallowance motion is unsuccessful and the Government can proceed with the excision, it will still require 
an MRS and town planning scheme amendment to deal with all the issues.  At that point members will have 
another chance to ensure all the things I have outlined today are put in place.  However, we need to get on with 
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this.  We need a starting point.  There is no point, as Hon Simon O’Brien would like us to do, in starting to spend 
money in certain areas.  He is quite right in that the City of Melville will not do anything while it does not know 
the status of the land.  That is the body responsible for the land.  I know members opposite have already taken 
their position, but they often tell us that they are free to vote as they like.  I urge members opposite to support a 
sensible approach on this and not to support Janet Woollard in her attempts to remain as the member for Alfred 
Cove.  If members opposite want to help Graham Kierath get back into Parliament, they should vote with the 
Government. 

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [3.14 pm]:  I had not intended to speak in this debate but I feel the 
need to correct a few matters.  Some factual inaccuracies have occurred due to many members speaking third, 
fourth or fifth-hand on events.  I will rely on my memory of events, although they are somewhat distant.  
However, I want a few things on the record. 

The Heathcote site was a hospital.  It closed when I was the Minister for Health.  The proposal to close it came 
from the former Government; it had put the process in train.  It occurred when I was the minister. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  They are still closing hospitals now. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Yes.  The process that used to apply was that a property would remain with the department 
that held it at that time.  The problem with that arose very clearly when we saw what happened to the other 
mental hospital, which was also closed as part of the same process of moving people out of institutions.  I am 
referring to the Claremont mental hospital.  No planning was undertaken until such time as it closed.  It was 
handed over to the Department of Works.  The department found itself with an empty building.  Once a building 
becomes empty, there is a real risk of vandalism.  The Department of Works did not appear keen on looking after 
the building.  The scandal of the time was when the main staircase of the hospital was sawn off with a chainsaw 
and stolen.  That is how carefully the department was looking after the building!  Not much was done to find out 
who did it.  It has remained a real mystery about how a huge jarrah staircase could be stolen.  It would not have 
been easy to move.  It just disappeared.  That was only one major act of vandalism.  The other was the sheer 
neglect of the place.  By the time we became the Government, necessary repairs arising from neglect were costed 
at $5 million.  In other words, there had been $5 million worth of neglect to the Claremont mental hospital by the 
previous Government.  Due to the processes that Government followed, what could have been a fantastic 
community building had to be restored to its original condition before the community could use it.  It would have 
cost $5 million.  Montgomery Hall is a classic example of something that had been totally neglected.  It was then 
handed over to LandCorp, which, because the Burke Government and others needed a lot of money at the time 
because they had been wasting it all on WA Inc, went for the maximum return on the land.  I do not know 
whether members have been to the site, but there was a huge area of land and a new suburb was created almost 
to the doors of the old Claremont hospital.  It is a disgrace; it was sheer ignorance of planning that allowed it to 
happen.  It was a denial of all the normal processes of planning.  It was a rape of public assets.  There was 
neglect followed by rape.  The real benefit of that public asset was lost.  I was very mindful of that because my 
attention was drawn to it as the Minister for the Arts.  The Government had to do something with Montgomery 
Hall.  A number of groups wanted to use it but there was a $5 million deficit just to stop it from falling to bits.  
We had to spend $1 million just to try to stop the rot.  It needed a proper roof and things like that.  When it 
became clear that Heathcote was going to close, I tried to establish a different process so that before it closed we 
were discussing what was going to happen to it.  That is exactly what happened.  The group included, I think, the 
then Minister for Lands, the Minister for Works, the Premier and the relevant minister.  By the time things got a 
bit further down the line, I had ceased to be Minister for Health and I think Graham Kierath became the minister.  

Hon Ken Travers:  All the old names keep coming back.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Burke, Dowding, Lawrence.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  They do.  The name I keep hearing in connection with this Government is Burke, Burke, 
Burke.  I can tell members opposite a few things about Mr Burke.  At least we know that members on this side 
are all honest.  

Hon Sue Ellery:  Put your hand on your heart and say that.  

Hon Ken Travers:  He couldn’t do it.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I do not need to do that.  I think most people, particularly members south of the river, would 
say that Heathcote is a tribute to government planning and proper processes and is a fantastic asset.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is magnificent.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is a credit to the Court Government, which I think planned it well.  That was to be a 
staged process.  However, the City of Melville wanted the process expedited.  It made an offer - it was not the 
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coalition’s suggestion - to advance the money for some of the work it wanted done so that it could be completed 
in that year.  The coalition was to do some of the work, sell some of the land and use the proceeds to pay for 
further work.  However, the coalition agreed that the City of Melville could do the work if it wanted it done 
straightaway.  Some land was identified for sale and that was agreed to by the City of Melville.  However, once 
it had been agreed to, the City of Melville got cold feet.  It did not want those pieces of land sold and it told us it 
wanted to change the deal.  As a result of that change to the deal, the coalition Government ended up owning 
some land near the South Perth Yacht Club.  That led to a campaign.  If the coalition had stuck with the original 
agreement with the city, that problem would not have arisen.  The City of Melville tried to dump on the coalition 
Government.  I found the behaviour of the City of Melville quite insufferable.  If I had had the opportunity, I 
would have come out with the gloves on and told a few people what I thought of their reversal of attitude.  From 
then on the City of Melville said the process would cost ratepayers money and the State Government was to 
blame.  The reality was the change in the City of Melville’s attitude caused the problem that led to the succession 
of events we now face.  

I wanted to get that on the record.  I do not know who signed the final site document. 

Hon Ken Travers:  It was signed by Doug Shave.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I accept that.  That was the third proposition.  The essential point is that it is a state asset.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Who owns it?    

Hon PETER FOSS:  I think it is owned by the State.  

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The City of Melville. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Does the City of Melville actually own it?  I thought it was just vested.   

Hon Simon O’Brien:  That was the idea.  It is vested in the City of Melville.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  The City of Melville has it.  The Government left the coalition with an asset in the 
Claremont hospital that had a diminished value of $5 million.  The coalition inherited a liability on which it had 
to spend money.  The Labor Party has been left with something worth far more to the community than a hospital, 
and members opposite are complaining about $1.5 million.  

Hon Ken Travers:  The residents and ratepayers of the City of Melville will complain about that.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I have a suggestion, although I am not saying it is brilliant.  Given that the coalition had to 
pay $5 million because the Labor Government caused the land value of the Claremont mental hospital to 
decrease by millions of dollars through incompetence and its neglect to plan, it should give the City of Melville 
$1.5 million.  Is that a solution?  The Government might say that it cannot afford that.  One of the reasons it 
cannot afford it is that it has already paid $5 million to repair Montgomery Hall.  The Government is very good 
at blaming someone else for its problems rather than solving the problem.  If it thinks this issue is a problem and 
it does not like what we are suggesting, it must seek other solutions.  Is it not time members opposite looked a 
little forward rather backwards?  It will stumble into something if it keeps wandering into the past.  If members 
opposite want to go back into the past, let us talk about WA Inc.  Half our problems - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is not in the past; that is in the present. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  It is in the present, that is quite true. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER (Hon Jon Ford):  Order, members. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.   

Hon PETER FOSS:  I am glad the member mentioned funny promises.  I do not think it is relevant.  However, I 
remember weasel words being used by the Attorney General about how the Government would pay for the legal 
costs of the people who wanted to sue the Government over the finance brokers scandal.  I read about it.  If we 
read it carefully, we could interpret it to mean that a court must order the Government to pay those victims.  Of 
course the Government would have to pay for the legal costs if the court ordered it to do so; there would be no 
choice.  What was the point of the Attorney General making a promise and then saying the Government would 
pay only if it was ordered to do so by the court.  That is what I call classic weasel words.  Members opposite 
probably know more about weasel words than anyone else.  I do not want to talk about them.  They have nothing 
to do with this debate.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  I am glad Hon Peter Foss does not want to talk about them.  Perhaps it 
might be easier on the member’s voice if he lowered the volume.  
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Hon PETER FOSS:  I would love to lower the volume of my voice.  I raise it only when I am interrupted.  I do 
not wish to speak loudly, but I will continue to talk despite interruptions.   

Hon Nick Griffiths:  I think you are misleading the House. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!    

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I think he is right.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I know I am right; I have read the policy.  One of the good things about weasel words is that 
they can be read either way.  There is no doubt that Mr McGinty’s words can be interpreted either way.  That 
was not what the victims of the finance brokers scandal were intended to understand.  I am pleased that he is 
now saying that the Government has no liability.  Is it not funny that members opposite accused the coalition of 
being a terrible Government and should be liable.  Now it has released a report saying that the Government has 
no liability.  

The Liberal Party has always disagreed with authorities being able to resume private property without paying 
compensation.  Wireless Hill is already government property.  I can remember Hon David Wordsworth’s story 
about his property in Esperance called Dempster House.  When he bought it, it was a wreck.  It had been 
condemned by the council and was to be razed to the ground.  He and his wife restored it to a beautiful heritage 
property and filled it with heritage furniture.  It is now a wonderful heritage item.  They open it to the public so 
that people can see it.  However, people have said that it is a lovely house and is so valuable that the State should 
own it.  The Opposition objects to people thinking they can appropriate properties just because they happen to be 
heritage places.  We cannot go around taking over people’s property because it is of heritage value.  On the other 
hand, if it is in the hands of the Government, as I think are the surrounding lands of the Claremont hospital, there 
is an obligation to make sure that the use is not changed and that the Government has some responsibility for it.  
I do not have a difficulty with this.  I do not think we are being inconsistent with our views on private or public 
ownership.  The fact is that it is already in public ownership.  This Government is seeking to take that ownership 
away and give it back to the private sector.  I am quite happy to listen to my colleagues and to accept their 
recommendations on this matter.  I am not a member for the South Metropolitan Region.  I have great respect for 
our members from that region who are some of the best thinking members around.  I do not know what the 
government members from that area are like because I do not have the privilege of hearing from them.  
However, I certainly respect our member’s opinions and am prepared to support them.  It is important, however, 
that Hansard is not full of errors, which was going to be the case with Hon Ken Travers.  One other thing 
worries me.  I have listened carefully to the debate and what disturbs me is the rather flippant attitude that Hon 
Ken Travers has taken with regard to it.  It could be - I suspect that this is the case - that he takes a flippant 
attitude towards everything and he does regard this matter seriously.  However, he gives the appearance 
whenever he speaks that he thinks it is a big joke, although he is actually serious in the arguments he makes; he 
is not just scoring points and genuinely believes in what he says.  However, it is a problem.  When we observe 
the way in which he has behaved during this debate, we get the distinct impression that it is one big joke to him.  
Unfortunately, this is not something that shows up in the Hansard.  On one hand we had a series of facts that 
were not facts that were going to appear on the record, which I felt we had to correct.  On the other hand, we had 
a series of words on the record that were flippant and did not appear to be flippant.  I thought that I had better put 
both those things right so that anybody reading Hansard will know that the facts put forward by Hon Ken 
Travers were not actually all that accurate and that his attitude towards this matter is quite regrettable as far as 
this Chamber is concerned. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [3.33 pm]:  As the mover of this motion and having spoken at 
length prior to the Christmas break, I do not intend to keep the House for long.  I will just take a few moments to 
thank the members who have made contributions to the debate this afternoon, in particular, Hon Jim Scott, Hon 
Simon O’Brien, Hon Peter Foss and Hon Ken Travers.  I will confine my remarks to the issue rather than diverge 
into the political smartness that Hon Ken Travers decided to leap into this afternoon.  I remind members in this 
Chamber why I took up this disallowance motion and moved it in support of the local residents.  The member 
opposite is suggesting some political connection, but I put on record that we, as Liberals, have listened to the 
local people in the area.  Some 3 000 people signed a petition that I presented to the Parliament and many people 
gathered at a number of rallies that Hon Simon O’Brien and I attended as their elected representatives.  As the 
shadow Minister for Culture and the Arts, I responded to a request by members of the local community to 
address them at a rally.  I have put on record in this place the uniqueness of this heritage site not only to Western 
Australia but also to Australia and the international community.  That was why I said at that point that I would 
make sure that the Liberal Party, in opposition, opposed the excision from the reserve that is proposed by the 
Government.  Subsequently the Liberal Party supported the local members and the local people in that 
endeavour.   
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The land that the Government proposes to take out of this A-class reserve is, as Mr James said in his letter to me 
and to others, unique.  It is the only remaining complete site of this age in Australia.  It is unique because of its 
age and the type of radio communication that operated there.  When I spoke before Christmas, I detailed the 
connection that this wireless station had to telecommunications during the war, and the reason it ought to be 
kept.  We are not, as Hon Ken Travers would like us to think, just talking about one or two individual heritage-
listed houses.  This is part of a unique piece of Western Australian history.  I have always spoken about 
maintaining the integrity of the whole site.  Once part of Wireless Hill Park is excised, it will take away from the 
whole site the uniqueness of the area.   

One other point that has been raised, and of which I remind the House, is that the State Government, when 
considering this heritage proposal, needs to follow a certain procedure.  Part of that procedure is that policy 
requires the responsible agency to ensure that a conservation plan is completed for the future of the area.  To 
date, the Government has not come up with a conservation plan, and, therefore, there is no guarantee that the 
uniqueness of the four houses that are proposed to be excised from the heritage listing at Wireless Hill Park will 
be preserved.   

I will refer to a letter, to which other speakers have referred, from the Commonwealth Government that sets out 
the history of this issue.  In 1967 negotiations commenced between the State of Western Australia and the 
Commonwealth about the future of the site.  This followed plans for the organisation that used the site at that 
time, the Overseas Telecommunications Commission, to relocate to an area north of suburban Perth.  In the 
course of those negotiations, the state Minister for Lands wrote to Hon J.D. Anthony, MP, federal Minister for 
the Interior, on 18 April 1967 and stated -  

I thank you for your letter of the 5th instant regarding the Applecross Wireless Station site.  It is the 
considered opinion of the Government of this State that the subject land should be retained for all time 
as public open space.  Public opinion in Western Australia overwhelmingly supports the preservation of 
this area for parklands, etc.  For information, I enclose a comment which appeared in “The West 
Australian” of the 14th April, 1967, which is an indication of public interest in this vital matter. 

The House needs to be reminded that just as support was there in 1967, local support, which we have responded 
to, is also present today.  The issue at stake today is the preservation of a unique heritage site that needs a 
management plan, and, yes, an income stream.  Many people involved in that area have already done some work 
on those issues and recognise the reality of keeping the integrity of the site and proposing to develop it as, 
perhaps, a future public site and museum.  Unlike the Heathcote site that has been turned over to public use, 
those involved see this site as being part of a museum site.  I thank those members -  

Hon Ken Travers:  That’s not what your policy says.  

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  If the member reads the policy he will see that it will assist the City of Melville to do 
the sorts of things that the people of Melville want to do.   

Hon Ken Travers:  And you’ll rent it out as residential housing.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I have not denied that that may be part of the plan.  However, the member cannot 
expect private home owners to retain, at their cost, a unique site that had significance during the world wars and 
provided the first wireless connections between Europe and Australia - it was absolutely vital - so that it is not 
lost to private ownership. 

Hon Ken Travers:  Will it be a museum or used for private purposes?   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The parliamentary secretary does not listen, so I will not repeat what I said.  The 
community has rallied around this unique site.  It is already putting in place a management plan to preserve this 
area as a unique, national heritage site.  That is the desire of the community. 

Hon Ken Travers:  That is not what your policy says.   

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  The Opposition has said that it will assist the City of Melville to further the 
management plan, which the State Government has not put in place.   

I will finally acknowledge and recognise the huge community support to which the Liberal Party has responded.  
I acknowledge my guests in the President’s gallery today - Josephine Stone and Leonie Jones.  Some people 
were not able to be here today because of work commitments.  They are the main protagonists of the group that 
has led many others in this region and further afield.  People have travelled from all over the State to attend some 
of the rallies because of the use of that wireless station and its importance to them and to the whole of Wireless 
Hill Park.  I thank members for their support and urge them to vote with the Opposition on this matter.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result -   
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Ayes (18) 

Hon George Cash Hon Peter Foss Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Ray Halligan Hon Barbara Scott Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Frank Hough Hon Jim Scott Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Dee Margetts Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon John Fischer Hon Norman Moore Hon Bill Stretch  
 

Noes (9) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Nick Griffiths Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Tom Stephens 
 Hon Barry House Hon Kate Doust 
 Hon Alan Cadby Hon Adele Farina 

Question thus passed.   
 


