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SUNSET HOSPITAL SITE BILL 2006 
Third Reading 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Housing and Works) [7.00 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [7.01 pm]:  I want to make a few comments on this bill, mainly to reiterate 
what I said in my contribution to the second reading debate.  This bill ought to be consigned to the rubbish 
dump.  The reason for that is this government came to power in 2001 on the back of support from the Greens 
(WA) and the liberals for forests that it would not sell off the Sunset site.  The bill we have before us does three 
things.  It sells off an A-class heritage listed reserve that was set aside for public ownership by Sir John Forrest 
in 1890 when this state was a colony.  It has been in public ownership ever since then.  This government is now 
bringing a bill before this Parliament to sell off part of that site.  The Liberal Party does not believe in selling off 
any A-class reserve.  The Liberal Party has for a number of years quietly gone about protecting A-class reserves.  
Yesterday, when I was driving along either Oceanic Drive or The Boulevard in Floreat, I passed the entrance to 
Bold Park.  Bold Park, under the Liberal government, was brought under the care and control of the former 
Kings Park Board.  When I drove past yesterday, it was obvious to me that Bold Park was in the care of 
professionals.  They have built a limestone wall, which has a beautiful feature on it announcing that it is Bold 
Park.  It is a 400-hectare site that looks as though somebody cares for it and it is under somebody’s control.  
Instead of the Sunset site being sold off and given away - a $200 million site - I would like to see it remain in 
public ownership and for it to be brought under the control of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority.  We can 
bring a 400-hectare site under the control of that authority.  If we can bring Araluen Botanic Park and Whiteman 
Park under the control of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, surely we can bring this wonderful state 
treasure of 8.25 hectares under the control of that authority. 

I was interested to note in last week’s edition of my local western suburbs newspaper, published by Post 
Newspapers Pty Ltd, a letter from Margaret Sears, Deputy Vice-Chancellor of the University of Western 
Australia.  She had written a letter to Post Newspapers that was almost apologetic saying that the university had 
not been the instigator of this plan in the bill before the house, but had been approached by the government and 
that the government, not the university, was moving to bring forward the aged care development.  The university 
seems to have washed its hands of this issue.  The minister knows that the only reason this bill is before the 
house is that the whole plan for the site was reconfigured after the Sunset steering committee brought down its 
findings on what should happen to the site.  The Sunset steering committee, comprising very many notable 
people from the area, met a few years ago and discussed what they should do with the site.  Originally, there was 
a unanimous vote at a public meeting that the site not be sold.  The views of the people at that meeting were 
suddenly discounted.  The government went forward and insisted on selling the site.  That is why we have this 
bill before us today.  This bill is not about community consultation; there has been no community consultation 
on this site.  If the government had bothered to listen to what locals and others outside the community thought or 
felt, it would know - it does know - that people do not want this site to be sold.  I guess the government has taken 
the opportunity that it thinks it has to get this bill through both houses of the Parliament.  I suppose it has 
grabbed the opportunity because Sunset has been a bit of a thorn in the side of successive governments, only 
because people have been more concerned about the buildings than about the site itself.  The site itself is very, 
very important.  As I said, it was dedicated for parks and recreation by Sir John Forrest in 1890.  He made the 
effort to bring into this Assembly a bill that would ensure that any A-class reserve would be protected, because 
any proposed sale would need to go through both houses of Parliament, which would make it very difficult for 
anyone to sell off an A-class reserve.  The government, through consultants Syme Marmion and Co, has been 
given a plan that it hopes will rid it of this burden.  However, what it is doing with this bill is giving away an A-
class heritage listed site that has been in public ownership since 1890, instead of thinking creatively about what 
to do with this site.   

The Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority - formerly the Kings Park Board - would work wonders with the 
Sunset site.  A journalist said to me a couple of weeks ago that what I said in my speech about Sunset in relation 
to what had been done in Bold Park sounded like a socialist manifesto.  In fact it was straight off the Bold Park 
web site.  It was thought that this government was doing with Sunset what the previous Liberal government had 
done with Bold Park; that is, involving the community in what was going on and keeping the site in public 
ownership.  That is what my local community would like this government to do with Sunset.  I took time and 
spent money to take a full-page advertisement in my local Post Newspapers publication to show the very simple 
difference between the government’s bill and the bill that I have proposed.  My bill proposes to bring the Sunset 
site under the control of the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority.  Some people have said that the Kings Park 
Board was not very good with buildings  In fact it was very good with buildings.  I had dinner at Fraser’s 
Restaurant a few nights ago and had a look around the buildings there.  They are very large buildings.  The 
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Kings Park Board was very good at looking after buildings.  That is not what the board is worried about; it is 
worried about the commitment from whichever government is in power to give it the funds to ensure that the site 
can be brought back to life.   

It is plain for anyone driving past the Sunset site to see that it has not been maintained in the 10 to 11 years it has 
been mothballed, and that in particular this government is no longer maintaining the site.  For the first four or 
five years, until this government took over, an effort was made to mow the lawns and keep the grounds tidy.  
That has now stopped, and the Labor Party is saying to people in a blue-ribbon seat that if they do not agree with 
what the government has put forward - selling off the A-class reserve - the site will just be allowed to deteriorate.  
It has become an eyesore.  However, over the years the taxpayers of Western Australia have spent a great deal of 
money on making that site an eyesore.  As I have outlined in the second reading speech on my private member’s 
bill, my contribution to the second reading debate on this bill and my advertisement in the local newspaper, the 
money that has been spent on just keeping that site mothballed could have been spent incrementally on making it 
a beautiful place today, a lot like Heathcote.  I talk to people about this issue, and they talk to me about it.  On 
the weekend I was talking to a group of people at a function.  They told me that at Heathcote, which was set up 
by the previous government, it is impossible to find parking on a Saturday or Sunday because the area is so 
popular.  At Peppermint Grove on the river, people congregate from all over Western Australia at all times.  It is 
the same with Matilda Bay and Kings Park.   

The government needs to rethink.  I am hoping that, with the help of the Greens, this bill will be thrown out in 
the other place.  I am happy to sit down with the minister and work things out.  The minister would be doing 
herself a big favour - she would be a white knight - if she saved the Sunset site. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  In Nedlands? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  I’d like to be a princess, too! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister might be the queen of hearts.  She is certainly not held in very high esteem in 
my electorate at the moment, and neither is her government.  It is not only Liberal voters, but also Labor voters.  
I refer to Mueller Park, another A-class reserve the government is thinking of decimating.  I am not sure why the 
government is doing this, because the Labor Party held itself up and got into government on the old-growth 
logging issue.  It got into government on a pretence, because it was just political.  The government is not actually 
interested in long-term planning and what is good for the citizens of Western Australia.  If it were, it would not 
be flogging off this site and thinking of completely uprooting Mueller Park.  In the Nedlands electorate, 27 per 
cent of the primary vote went to the Labor Party, which did not even have a candidate until the night before the 
ballot was drawn.  There was no advertising, but 27 per cent of the primary vote went to the Labor Party.  The 
government has voters to look after in the electorate as well, and it is not looking after them.  The liberals for 
forests must feel dreadfully betrayed by what the government has done, and the fact that it is still trying to sell 
off the site.  I am not sure whether the government is really sincere or whether it is just trying to get up the noses 
of blue-blooded Liberals.  I do not think this bill will succeed in the upper house, but if the government is 
successful there will be a huge campaign against its plans.  I urge the minister to look again at the Botanic 
Gardens and Parks Amendment Bill 2006 that I introduced, which would give control of the Sunset site to the 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority.  I do not know whether the minister or anyone else in the government has 
been to Bold Park, but that 400-hectare site has been preserved for the community for generations to come.  
There has to be some long-term planning. 

I referred just now to the letter from Margaret Seares in the Post newspaper, and I would like to respond to it.  
Margaret Seares mentioned that the government came to her with a plan about the aged care facility.  In my 
second reading speech on the Botanic Gardens and Parks Amendment Bill 2006 I referred to the Sunset Steering 
Committee.  This bill is before the house now as a result of the Syme Marmion report, which resulted from 
Mr Bill Marmion being appointed after the Sunset Steering Committee had looked at the issue over many 
months, along with many people from the minister’s department.  My second reading speech on my private 
member’s bill states -  

It can be seen at once that the government’s bill pivots around giving the parks and recreation area, 
which is worth millions of dollars, to an aged care developer.  It is worth noting that the business case 
analysis of the Sunset site prepared by Syme Marmion was only ever meant to look at the use of the 
heritage buildings. 

The Sunset Steering Committee, formed by the present government under former Nedlands mayor John 
Patterson, took many months and employed many advisers and consultants and came up with a plan.  It then 
wanted someone to say what to do with the buildings.  The second reading speech continues -  

Also, it followed directly on the heels of the work of the Sunset Steering Committee.  That committee 
comprised some eminent people in the Dalkeith-Nedlands area.  The committee, after many months of 
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meetings, had specifically rejected an aged care facility as being appropriate for the site.  It said in its 
“Sunset Community Village Concept” paper -  

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.  Because of the need for 
site security, this use would also restrict public access to and through the site.  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. 

Somehow the original brief has been reconfigured.  It now pivots around provision of land for an aged 
care developer. 

Margaret Seares, the Vice-Chancellor of the University of Western Australia, did not say in her letter that if that 
section of this bill is knocked out, the university would walk away from the deal.  I have the highest regard for 
the University of Western Australia, but it has been made very clear to the Liberal Party that if the aged care 
facility on the parks and recreation reserve does not go ahead, the university will not have any part of the deal.  It 
will walk away.  In trying to find a use for the buildings, the university been approached by the government.  
The government is using the University of Western Australia and its reputation in the community as a front to 
put up the aged care facility, and the university has consented to this because it has said that if the government 
does not do the deal with the aged care facility the university will walk away from it.  What is this all about?   

I do not need to go into all the other issues I raised in my second reading contribution on this legislation, but I 
thank most sincerely Emeritus Professor Geoffrey Bolton and all the people in my local community who have 
approached me from different groups, such as the Sunset Heritage Association, the Keep Sunset Safe Group, the 
Friends of Point Resolution group and all the many constituents who have taken the time to write to the Leader 
of the Opposition, Hon Paul Omodei, to make their views known.  In concluding, I will quote again from an e-
mail I received from Geoffrey Bolton, whom I took to see the Leader of the Opposition, along with Mr Richard 
Frith from Jutland Parade.  The e-mail reads -  

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.  

I hope that the government rethinks the concept of this site.  If the bill is not passed, something must be done 
with the site.  There is no reason that the whole of the Perth community cannot use it.  The public will not get 
access to it if an aged care facility is built on part of it; nor will the public gain access to the Iris Avenue section 
on which 57 units are to be built.  We do not know what will happen to the middle section of the site - the 80 per 
cent that will be granted to a private body corporate.  

As politicians, we must take heed of and reflect on whether other members of Parliament in this place had a 
long-term vision when they were considering A-class reserves.  In my second reading speech on the Botanic 
Gardens and Parks Amendment Bill 2006, I said that our first Premier, Sir John Forrest, was a remarkable 
person.  He was an explorer and a surveyor and, of course, his training led him to think long term.  It is his words 
about this site that come back to haunt us.  In 1899 in this Legislative Assembly 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 or any other piece of land which may have been set apart for public 
purposes.  

I am very proud to be standing here representing my constituents because I believe that this site should be 
rezoned for recreation for all the citizens of Western Australia.  It should be retained in public ownership 
because it is a unique site.  I hope that once the third reading has been, hopefully, negatived, I can talk to the 
minister about her supporting my private member’s bill, the Botanic Gardens and Parks Amendment Bill, which 
is supported by the Liberal Party. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [7.21 pm]:  I too rise to speak on the third reading of this bill, because it is 
worth reflecting on how it came to be introduced to this place, and also because we all agree that something 
needs to be done with the Sunset hospital site.  However, it must not go unnoticed that up to the last election the 
Liberal Party had a very different policy on this site from what it is advocating now.  I note that the member for 
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Nedlands referred to the full page advertisement that she placed in, I think, the Claremont-Nedlands Post 
recently.  Not one mention was made of the Liberal Party in that ad; it was all about the member’s view.  It is 
worth noting on the record the Liberal approach up to the last election.  I assume this position statement of the 
Parliamentary Liberal Party was drafted by the member for Nedlands.  Under the heading “The Liberal 
Approach” it reads - 

The Liberal Party recognizes the unique heritage values of the Sunset Hospital reserve.  There is more 
involved in protecting Sunset Hospital’s heritage values than simply restoring the buildings. . . .   

The Liberal Party is sensitive to the wishes of the community and in keeping with the site’s former use, 
will consider the viability of quality aged care accommodation for the site, as well as other community 
facilities that may be appropriate.  New facilities for the aged at Sunset could be a valuable and socially 
responsible solution to the current shortfall of services and facilities in the area.  Any such facility 
would necessarily be state-of-the-art and compatible with community uses, incorporating appropriate 
security and access to amenities and public transport.  

This clearly reflects and builds on the comments in the member for Nedlands’ maiden speech, to which she 
referred a couple of times this evening.  In her maiden speech the member for Nedlands specifically states that in 
her view the existing Sunset hospital site is an ideal location for an aged care facility.  It is worth noting that the 
member for Nedlands’ view in this debate has been very different from the view she put to her constituents when 
she was elected in the last Nedlands by-election.  It is also very different from the view the Liberal Party put to 
the electorate of Nedlands at the last election.  I am intrigued to know the reason the member for Nedlands has 
changed her view.  I will not dwell much more on the member for Nedlands’ comments.   

I want to explain what the University of Western Australia proposes for the part of the site that it will use, and I 
will refer particularly to the Berndt Museum of Anthropology and exactly what it holds and what it proposes.  I 
have had a number of meetings with Dr John Stanton and Liesbeth Goedhart, who have had a long-term 
involvement with the museum.  It is clear that the Carpenter government is not driven by the interests of very 
small sections of the community on the use of this site; albeit I agree with the member for Nedlands that it is a 
very impressive site.  The Carpenter government is proposing to open this site for not only local residents but the 
entire Western Australian community.  Within this vision, the site’s historic buildings will be restored and the 
community will be able to access the area.  That is the key - the buildings will be restored.  The letter that the 
member for Nedlands referred to was titled “At UWA we value heritage”.  The letter emphasised how it values 
heritage.  There is nothing apologetic in the UWA letter as alluded to by the member for Nedlands.  She should 
perhaps have been up-front about exactly what UWA has said.  

Importantly, almost 90 per cent of the Sunset site will remain an A-class reserve.  That should not be lost on any 
member here this evening or on any constituents in the member for Nedlands’ electorate.  Eighty per cent of the 
site will comprise the UWA Arts Centre and, as I mentioned, Sunset will become home to a number of unique 
artistic and cultural collections, including the Berndt Museum of Anthropology, the UWA art collection and the 
Cruthers collection.  

As those who have seen the Berndt Museum of Anthropology will acknowledge, it is located in horrendous 
conditions.  Almost 90 per cent of the museum’s art and cultural artefacts are stored in a place where no-one can 
see them.  Given their value, the artefacts must be stored in a particular way that makes public display very 
difficult.  The Berndt Museum was established in 1976 within the UWA department of anthropology.  It houses 
a vast array of anthropological material, cultural materials, photographs, sound recordings and the like.  The 
museum also holds extensive collections of Australian Aboriginal art, and cultural materials from South East 
Asia, Melonesia and Asia.  That illustrates the value of this collection for the study of not only anthropology but 
also history and geography.  The museum is known for its excellent Australian collection from Arnhem Land, 
the Kimberley, the western desert and the south west regions of Western Australia and, indeed, some very 
impressive artefacts from your neck of the woods, Mr Speaker.  The Berndt Museum has very successfully 
documented where these artefacts have come from and their dates of origin.  The museum holds around 11 000 
objects, including art works; some 35 000 photographs, both historic and contemporary; hundreds of sound and 
video recordings; and a reference library comprising 4 000 volumes.  Aboriginal families and communities and 
individual researchers extensively use this photographic collection of more than 35 000 images.  During the 
number of times I have visited the museum I have seen just a tiny percentage of its collection.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Is it not right that it should come home?   

Mr B.S. WYATT:  The member for Yokine has beaten me to my punchline.  The museum houses a collection 
of art and artefacts that should not be hidden from public view.  It is phenomenal and it is right that, of all sites, 
the Sunset site should be used for not only the Western Australian but also the international community.  This 
site will attract international attention because of the nature of the Berndt collection.  That is why I have had 
grave concerns with the approach taken by the member for Nedlands throughout this entire debate.  It has been 
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mischievous and misrepresentative and has not acknowledged that almost 90 per cent of the site will be open to 
members of the public and they will be able to view some of the best but currently hidden art in our state.   

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland - Minister for Housing and Works) [7.30 pm]:  The Carpenter government 
has a plan to save the former Sunset Hospital site that will balance the interests of the broader community of 
Western Australia and local residents.  It will enable the site’s historic buildings to be restored and the 
community to have access to enjoy the site.   

Sunset was entered into the state Register of Heritage Places in 1997.  The land tenure and planning amendments 
in the Sunset Hospital Site Bill 2006 are consistent with the heritage significance of the site.  The bill provides 
for more than 90 per cent of the site to remain as A-class reserve 1667, with care, control and management being 
granted by a management order to the University of Western Australia.  About 80 per cent of the A-class reserve 
lot 302 under the bill will become the UWA Arts Centre.  This area is larger than the original heritage core set 
aside as an old men’s home in 1904.  To create the UWA Arts Centre, the UWA will restore the significant 
heritage buildings to provide for community use and access to the heritage buildings and grounds.  UWA has 
indicated that it will spend more than $40 million on the UWA Arts Centre to accommodate and exhibit the 
Berndt Museum of Anthropology and the UWA and Cruthers art collections on the site.  I thank the member for 
Victoria Park for his comments on and support for the use of this site.   

The University of Western Australia will also liaise with the City of Nedlands on other uses of the site.  The 
remaining part of the A-class reserve under the care, control and management of UWA is lot 303, which is 
approximately 12 per cent of the site.  This has been identified as an appropriate site for a new residential aged 
care facility.  This use complements the site’s original use as an old men’s home and hospital, it will provide a 
revenue stream for UWA’s investment in the site and offer quality aged care to an ageing community.  Just over 
10 years ago Sunset hospital provided about 280 beds, and had the same number of staff.  This proposal is for an 
aged care facility of up to 120 beds.  The proposal is for the facility to be located on the eastern part of the site, 
which currently includes two buildings - one a two-storey building and the other a Catholic church - a car park 
and other minor utilities.  In 1921, this part of the site was included in the hospital grounds, but it was incorrectly 
reserved in the original 1963 metropolitan region scheme.   

The existing reservation on the eastern side of the Sunset site is an anomaly.  It should be for “Public Purpose - 
Hospital” in the MRS, as is the rest of the site.  This land was never a park.  A memorandum of understanding 
between the UWA and the state government sets out a framework on the use of the A-class reserve 1667 by 
UWA in accordance with the bill.  Under the MOU, UWA will pay $2.5 million to the state government for the 
right to tender the residential aged care facility to enable UWA to use the rental income to contribute to the 
ongoing maintenance of the UWA Arts Centre facility.  The MOU provides for UWA to tender the residential 
aged care site by a public process.  This is what UWA will do.  No-one on this side of the house is interested in 
securing the aged care site for a particular operator or in keeping other aged care operators out of the site.  UWA 
will manage these lots in accordance with sections 14 and 15 of the University of Western Australia Act 1911 to 
enable it to apply UWA funds to develop and manage the site and lease the land.   

Before any work can commence on lots 302 or 303, UWA will enter into a heritage agreement with the Heritage 
Council of Western Australia on the management of the site.  This means that a heritage agreement must be 
completed before the residential aged care site can be offered by tender and any development can occur within 
the A-class reserve.   

There are other safeguards in the bill, including those in clause 13.  Clause 13 provides that the revocation 
powers of the Land Administration Act remain in relation to the site, if applicable.  Reasons for revoking the 
management order are specified under section 50 of the Land Administration Act and include agreement from 
the management body; noncompliance with the management order; and in the public interest.   

The remaining 8.2 per cent of the Sunset site in Iris Avenue, identified as lot 301, will be sold for residential 
apartments.  This small part of the site does not contain any heritage buildings.  It does contain a house, which 
has been used for residential purposes for 30 to 40 years.  This area was never part of the original old men’s 
depot reserve, but it was adjacent freehold land resumed in 1911, together with the closed road.  It was not 
formally included in the Sunset reserve until 1977.   

Under the bill, the Minister for Works must prepare a development plan for approval by the Western Australian 
Planning Commission.  The bill prescribes mandatory elements of that plan, including three building envelopes, 
a maximum of 57 residential apartments, specific height limits and the retention of significant trees.  The 
residential apartments will be a sensitive development that will provide some housing diversity in an area of low 
density, and a financial outcome within the government’s triple bottom-line sustainability framework.  This bill 
also provides for appropriate amendments to the metropolitan region scheme to support these uses.   
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Sunset is not Kings Park.  It was an operational hospital and is a developed site.  The site contains 15 buildings 
with more than 10 000 square metres of undercover building space.  The area containing these buildings, car 
parking, covered access ways connecting the buildings and associated infrastructure will cover between 40 and 
50 per cent of the site, or between three and four hectares.   

Through this bill, the Sunset site heritage buildings and its grounds will be properly conserved, and the site 
reinvigorated for the enjoyment of this unique heritage asset.  The Sunset Hospital Site Bill will enable highly 
appropriate and sustainable uses for the site to be implemented to achieve a great heritage conservation outcome 
and provide a significant community attraction for the enjoyment of all the people of Western Australia.   

As the member for Victoria Park has alluded to, I am sure it will attract many visitors from interstate and 
overseas.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (22) 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens  
 

Noes (16) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr G.A. Woodhams 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr G. Snook 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Dr S.C. Thomas 
 Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.J. Cowper 
 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr P.D. Omodei 
 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan  

Independent Pairs 

Dr E. Constable 
Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus passed.  
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


