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FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION ACCOUNT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 June. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [11.42 am]:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Point of Order 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I imagine that the member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale might not be the opposition’s lead 
speaker on this issue.  He might want to clarify whether or not he is the lead speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Would the member for Serpentine-Jarrahdale like to pass this 
over? 
Mr A.J. SIMPSON:  I would like to pass this over to the member for Vasse; thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  The late member for Vasse! 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.43 am]:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What am I doing here? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I beg the member for Yokine’s pardon? 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What am I supposed to be doing here? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know what I am doing here; I am just trying to do it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Just so that the member for Vasse is up to date, we are talking about Fiona Stanley 
Hospital Construction Account Bill 2007. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, thank you very much, Mr Acting Speaker, and my apologies for delaying or deflecting 
the proceedings of the house while I made myself physically present and got my mind around the issues before 
the house. 
The ACTING SPEAKER:  We do appreciate your efforts. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes.  The Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account Bill 2007 is an interesting bill, to 
say the least.  It is a bill that really covers two pages.  It is a bill that is technically sound to the best of our 
analysis.  It is also a bill that demonstrates nothing more than political posturing by the government.  I should 
say at the outset that the opposition will not be opposing this bill.  I cannot bring myself to say that we will be 
supporting this bill.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You don’t support building a hospital?  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Let us deal with this issue.  This bill is not necessary to construct Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
Let us understand that very, very clearly.  We do not need to pass this bill to construct Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
In fact, I cannot see anything in the bill that compels us to construct Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Maybe the 
Treasurer will show me the clause of the bill that compels the government to construct Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
Is there a clause in the bill that does that?  We might as well deal with this issue now.  In the Treasurer’s view, is 
there a clause in the bill that compels the government to construct Fiona Stanley Hospital?  The answer is no 
because he has already committed to that.  That is fine.  That is a policy decision that the government made some 
time ago.   

This bill compels the government to put some of last year’s surplus into a bank account and call it Fiona Stanley 
Hospital construction account.  That is all this bill does.  It will enable the government to draw from it if it wants 
to.  I do not think there is anything in this bill that compels the Department of Health to fund Fiona Stanley 
Hospital from the money in the account.  I ask the Treasurer whether there is. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’ll deal with that in consideration in detail.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Too right we will.  This bill has absolutely nothing to do with building Fiona Stanley 
Hospital.  The Treasurer has already made that decision.  The government has already started spending money.  
That process happened a long time ago.  For the Treasurer to say that he is glad we do not oppose the bill, 
because if we oppose the bill it means we do not want a hospital built, is absolutely ridiculous.  This bill is a 
stunt and has been drafted for purely political purposes to make the Treasurer feel good about taxing Western 
Australians to the hilt and accumulating this huge surplus.  It is a concocted attempt to deceive members of the 
public of Western Australia and to lull them into a belief that it is good that they paid all these taxes and the 
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government accumulated a great big surplus because they funded the hospital.  The hospital is already funded 
and the hospital will be built.   

Let us establish fact number one in our discussion on the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account Bill.  We 
could toss this bill out today and the hospital would still get built.  I am not aware that we need an act of 
Parliament to construct a hospital.  A new hospital is being built in the electorate of Vasse.  I have not seen the 
Busselton District Hospital construction account bill come before Parliament that I have to sign off on.  I cannot 
even see it in this bill.  I bet other hospitals are being built around the state, although probably not enough of 
them.  Have we passed a bill in Parliament to approve their construction?  Have we had an Albany hospital 
construction account bill come through?  No, because we do not need it.  The Treasurer should not try that 
bunkum.  This is just a stunt, a political charade.  As I said, that is why we will not support the bill, but we will 
not oppose it for a variety of reasons; actually, not many reasons.  I will move on.   

As I said before, this bill is simply a convenient way for the Treasurer to hide the huge accumulation of funds 
that he calls a surplus.  I remind the Treasurer that surplus equals excessive taxation.  When the final accounts 
were brought down last year - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  So are you advocating for a deficit budget? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I say to the member for Swan Hills that I am advocating for sensible reform, keeping in 
mind those hundreds of families who will eventually get land and move into the Ellenbrook area, which will 
hopefully be in the member’s new electorate, which will flow, according to the Liberal Party plan, into the 
member for Ballajura’s electorate and provide her with a safe seat, unlike her own party, which hung her out to 
dry, even though it made her a minister with L-plates.  Perhaps the member for Swan Hills has failed to impress 
Bill Johnston and the people in Beaufort Street.  Who knows why the Labor Party has decided to hang the 
member for Swan Hills out to dry.  Taxation reform would mean that those who want to move to that worthwhile 
place that is known as Ellenbrook and who want to be represented by the member for Swan Hills in this 
Parliament would receive -  

Mr R.C. Kucera interjected. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is an interesting point, member for Yokine.  Both party submissions in my seat were 
the same, even to the point that the roads used were just south of Margaret River.   

Surpluses are built on taxation revenues.  That is why when the Treasurer revealed the end of year accounts in 
the middle of last year, he stated that we had a record surplus of $2.2 billion which, he said, was good for the 
future of the state.  Everybody condemned him, because everybody knows that that surplus was built on the back 
of unbelievable levels of taxation.  I will use a simple analysis because I do not want to confuse the issue.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You wouldn’t want to confuse it with any complexity to improve people’s understanding.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not want to cloud the issue for the Treasurer.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  He doesn’t want people to know the real story. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  In relation to? 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The point that you’re raising.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, well here we go.  For the first few years of the government, there was a minimal 
increase in the surplus.  In 2001-02, the surplus was $197 000.  In 2002-03, it was $254 000.  Back then, the 
general government tax collection was $2.95 billion and $3.4 billion respectively.  In other words, those were the 
levels roughly associated with that level of taxation.  In the following year, 2003-04, there was a significant 
increase in the aggregate state tax collection in Western Australia.  It went up to over $4 billion.  Indeed, in 
2003-04 and 2004-05, it was $4.1 billion and $4.3 billion respectively.  At that time, the budget surplus was 
$799 million and $1.19 billion respectively.  There was a leap in taxation and a corresponding leap in the budget 
surplus.  The government’s huge budget surpluses in the past couple of years - $2.2 billion in 2005-06 and an 
estimated $1.8 billion in 2006-07 - have corresponded with a jump in the state tax aggregate take by about 
$1 billion.  The point that I am trying to make is that if we track the accumulation of funds back through the 
surpluses, we can track increases in the aggregate state tax take, particularly increases in property taxes and 
stamp duty.  I made the point yesterday that the government uses stamp duty to force Western Australian 
households to borrow more money to give to the government via the transmission mechanism of stamp duty, 
which is used for a variety of purposes.  The government is transferring state debt across to private sector debt 
through mechanisms such as stamp duty.  The other day I think the Treasurer said that about 50 per cent of 
stamp duty collections came from the non-business sector - once we clarified what the business sector was.  I 
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believe that was the case.  From my estimates, last year that was about $1 billion, and a lot of that would have 
been borrowed by that sector to make the government’s payments.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Do you know what state debt is now compared with the level when the Labor Party came to 
government? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  State debt has definitely been reduced.  I do not have the exact figures.  I do not have a 
problem with the government applying budget surpluses to reduce state debt.  The federal government has done 
that very successfully.  I do not have the historic figure of general sector state debt.  However, in 2006 there was 
no general government net debt.  General government cash deposits and lending were greater than gross debt to 
the point of $2.7 billion.  Most net debt in government is carried in public non-financial corporations and the 
like.  At the end of last year, net debt was $3.2 billion.  I refer the Treasurer to page 37 of this year’s Budget 
Statements.  However, interestingly, member for Dawesville, net debt is expected to more than double from 
$3.2 billion in 2006 to $8.2 billion in the 2011 forward estimates.  There is forecast to be a significant increase in 
net debt in this state over the next five years.  However, debt per se is not a bad thing. 

The member has distracted me from what I was speaking about; that is, the link between the growth in the 
budget surplus and the growth in state government taxation.  That leaves the Treasurer with a dilemma come the 
end of the financial year, because he suddenly has a surplus that he has to find a home for.  In effect, he has a 
windfall gain that he must find a home for.  As I have said, in previous years that home has been found in debt 
reduction.  However, last year and this year there was a very interesting development in this state whereby the 
government decided to concoct a home for those excess funds.  Last year it transferred the excess funds out of 
the budget surplus and claimed to have paid for the Perth-Mandurah rail project.  I understand that it paid off 
some of the debt instruments that had been incurred.  I am not sure whether they were incurred directly in 
association with the Perth-Mandurah rail project, but that was the great claim.  The government had this great 
budget surplus, but we should not worry because the rail project is now debt free.  There were other destinations 
that that money could have been directed towards.  We all know that that money was provided by the taxpayers 
of this state.  I suspect that the real reason that the Treasurer put that money into the Perth-Mandurah rail project 
last year was that he wanted to reduce the interest cost that would sit over that project for its life; in other words, 
to reduce the operating costs that surely he would have had to report on in due course.  That is why last year he 
decided, for nothing other than political purposes, to transfer that money to the Perth-Mandurah rail project. 

This year the Treasurer has sat around and thought, “Crikey; we’ve another big wad of cash - another billion 
dollars or so.  Where are we going to tuck that to look good?”  He thought about Fiona Stanley Hospital, and that 
is what the Treasurer has done.  It is nothing other than a political exercise.  In fact, this bill is nothing but a 
waste of Parliament’s time, because we did not need it.  Technically, we do not need the bill and I will highlight 
the reason for that.  The bill refers to the establishment under the Financial Management Act of a Treasurer’s 
special purpose account to be called the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  I thought to myself, “I am 
reasonably familiar with the Financial Management Act - 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  How many beds is the Treasurer going to provide? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will have to let someone else answer that question. 

Dr J.M. Woollard:  How many beds, Treasurer? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Hang on; I will get to that in a second. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  You’re not lost for words, member for Vasse? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have been stymied by a shot from over my left shoulder! 

I thought something was funny, so I looked at the Financial Management Act.  When we passed the legislation in 
Parliament, I could not recall there being a legislative requirement for Parliament to approve the establishment of 
a Treasurer’s special purpose account.  I read section 10 of the act and I was right.  To set up this account, the 
Treasurer does not need an act of Parliament.  This account can be established by the Treasurer without an act of 
Parliament.  Section 10 of the Financial Management Act 2006 reads -  

Treasurer’s special purpose accounts 
The Treasurer’s special purpose accounts . . . consist of -  

(a) any account established by the Treasurer as a Treasurer’s special purpose account for the 
purposes determined by the Treasurer; . . .  

I thought to myself, “The Treasurer doesn’t need an act of Parliament to establish a special purpose account; he 
can just do it.”  Of course, there is an option in paragraph (e) of the section for any account established under a 
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written law and determined by the Treasurer to be a Treasurer’s special purpose account.  However, we do not 
need an act of Parliament.  The Treasurer could have just got up one day, worked through the process within his 
department, created a special purpose account, called that special purpose account the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
construction account and transferred the money into it.  We do not need an act of Parliament to do that.  Why are 
we here debating a bill that will become an act of Parliament when the Treasurer could have written a memo or 
whatever he does to Mr Marney, along the lines of “Fix it up, Timbo”?  He is a very competent public servant, 
and the money would have been available.  

Mr J.A. McGinty:  You are not opposing it, I hope.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We are not, minister, who is not sitting in his seat!   

The Treasurer did not need to work through this charade.  That is a fact.  One of the reasons we passed the 
Financial Management Bill was so that the Treasurer could set up these sorts of accounts without wasting the 
Parliament’s time; without requiring someone to draft this bill and draw up the explanatory memorandum and to 
avoid the need for the Treasurer to make that incredibly stimulating second reading speech!  Perhaps that was a 
good reason for the bill - we enjoyed the second reading speech so much!  There is no need for this bill.  
Procedurally, the Treasurer could have given the Minister for Health the money under the Financial Management 
Act.  The substance of this bill - the stunt that it is - is just more political window dressing.  

The Treasurer says in his second reading speech that the purpose of the bill is to stop political parties getting 
their hands on this money in future and using it for other political purposes.  He wants to stop this money 
becoming a pork-barrelling slush fund.  I think that is somewhat abstract from the political reality.  If the 
Treasurer had established a special purpose account under the Financial Management Act and placed in it 
$1.1 billion, and at some stage down the track someone tried to plunder it, does he not think there would not be a 
fair amount of scrutiny of that decision?  It would be plundered only by the government of the day.  I have not 
seen slush funds plundered by oppositions.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is precisely the point.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The government of the day can change the act. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Isn’t it the point that, by establishing the account under legislation, it will be extremely 
difficult for people to use the money for other purposes? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not accept that premise.  Both major political parties in this state are committed to 
funding Fiona Stanley Hospital, or the first stage thereof, as I understand it.  

Dr K.D. Hames:  Both, now.  

Dr J.M. Woollard:  The Liberals are committed to 1 000 beds.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Members should stop talking about beds; that is throwing me off the track.  We support the 
project.  We would not plunder the money that could be put into a project.  Can members imagine the public 
outcry if we did?  The Treasurer’s use of that as an excuse for this political window dressing is abstract from 
political reality.  If the government of the day felt strongly enough about it, through legislation it could easily 
take that money out of this proposed account.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Not easily.  Do you think a government of the day would have an automatic majority in the 
upper house?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Does the Treasurer need this bill, technically, to establish this fund?  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I will deal with that in consideration in detail.  I think it is better to establish it by legislation.  I 
think it provides more protection because of the very political factors that you have just mentioned.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not agree with that.  That is widely distant from the political realities we face.   

I will not talk for too long on this bill.  We will explore these issues in consideration in detail.  The third issue I 
have on this bill is: what happens to the funding that has been committed to in the forward estimates?  Where 
will that go?  This hospital has been committed to and the funding appears in different components of the 
forward estimates.  The Treasurer is putting money into a special purpose account to build a hospital that he has 
already funded.  I cannot understand the logic of that.  My colleague the shadow Minister for Health, the 
member for Dawesville, will, I am sure, seek clarification of what has happened to that money that had been 
earmarked through the forward estimates process for Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Has that been absorbed into health 
operating expenses?  Has the Minister for Health received a significant increase in his recurrent expenditure?  
Has it been put into another project; for example, a children’s hospital?  That seems to be a topic of discussion 
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whenever we talk about a football stadium: “I need a football stadium.  I need a children’s hospital.”  No-one is 
going to say that we do not need a children’s hospital.  Where has the money gone? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What choice would you make? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Okay; the Treasurer can tell me.  What is the constraint? 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Hang on.  That is a good issue.  Treasurer, let me clarify it.  What choice would I make?  
Will the Treasurer tell me what the constraint is?  Is it funding?  Is the constraint funding?  I do not know what 
the constraint is.  If the Treasurer explains to me what the constraints are, I might be able to make an informed 
decision.  I cannot imagine that the constraint would be funding; I cannot imagine that.  I think that capital 
funding will become less of an issue with the potential to grasp some of the new funding opportunities that are 
being presented as we move forward into the twenty-first century - the century of well-cashed-up superannuants.  
Anyway, that is a discussion for another day.  Is it recurrent expenditure? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Unless they are prepared to take full risk, you can’t abolish the obligation on the government.  
There is obviously a constraint on the level of obligation that the government can take on, and that is set by the 
need to retain the state’s AAA credit rating. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, I am not arguing with that.  I am just interested in understanding what constraint is 
stopping the Treasurer committing to both.  No-one has been able to articulate that.  People just come up with 
the very simplistic argument, “We have a stadium for $800 million.  Surely we’ll have to have a children’s 
hospital.”  That’s a fairly base argument.  The decision would be a lot more complicated.  I think the Treasurer 
needs to articulate the constraints that prevent the government doing both, if he wants to have those styles of 
argument in public debate. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think you’re just avoiding the question. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not avoiding the question at all.  The Treasurer cannot give me any details on which to 
make a sensible statement.  I refer to last year’s budget papers, and in particular to the Department of Health’s 
10-year forward plan for hospitals and capital investment.  The southern tertiary hospital, new stage 1, at a cost 
of $741 million, appears in those budget papers.  Therefore, I can only assume that somewhere in the 
government’s budgeting process, money has been allocated in the future for Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Indeed, 
when I look at the detailed capital estimates and capital contribution, the budget papers show “Southern Tertiary 
Hospital” - it is not called Fiona Stanley Hospital - “New Stage 1”.  Looking at the forward estimates, the papers 
state - 

Funding for the Department of Health’s Capital Works Program for health reform . . . have been 
appropriated as a Department of Treasury and Finance Administered Item.  The Department of Health 
will be required to submit business cases, including planning details to Government for approval to 
access funding from the global amount. 

I then went to the budget paper that relates to the Treasury, and I looked at that line item.  I see that the 
Department of Health has, in the forward estimates, a significant sum of money, running at well over a billion 
dollars, that is allocated for capital works; it is under line item 131.  In the footnote to the Department of 
Health’s administered capital - I am looking at last year’s budget papers, Treasurer - it states - 

Reflects global funding to be applied to health reforms and related broader health initiatives as part of 
the Department of Health’s Capital Works Program.  The Department of Health is required to 
submit . . . to access these funds. 

I know that the provision of that capital is not all borrowings in the future.  In fact, there is a graph, which I will 
not go to, in the Treasurer’s Economic and Fiscal Outlook that provides, by pie chart, the source of the 
breakdown.  Therefore, moneys must have been allocated in the forward estimates to Fiona Stanley Hospital.  In 
other words, this legislation puts money into an account to pay for a hospital that the government has already 
made provision for.  I would like to know where that money has gone.  That is the question.  Show me the 
money!  We might explore that in some detail in consideration in detail, because our concern is that it has 
disappeared up some hollow log, or down some political ferret hole or rabbit hole, and it will be dug out on the 
eve of an election when it is very difficult for all parties to track.  That is my concern.  I would like the Treasurer 
to clearly articulate where the money has gone and into what hollow log it has been stuffed.   

Another issue arises out of the Treasurer’s decision to put $1.09 billion into this account; that is, the opportunity 
cost.  The member for Dawesville asked about state debt.  I understand there are state debt instruments that could 
be retired with this money.  My reading of the budget papers suggests that there is gross debt in the general 
government sector.  Certainly, there is gross debt in the public non-financial corporations sector to which the 
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Treasurer could have allocated this funding.  For whatever reason - I suggest for political reasons - he decided 
not to.  He decided to stuff it into the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  An interesting point is that 
money deposited into an account generally receives a lower rate of return than money borrowed.  In other words, 
the Treasurer’s decision has associated with it an opportunity cost.  It is not something that is done at no cost to 
the taxpayer.  The Treasurer’s political charade costs money.   

We had a briefing last week and I received follow-up advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance that 
indicated that the average rate of interest on existing borrowings is 6.1 per cent.  As we discussed the other day, 
some will be above the average and some will be below the average and the expected rate of return on a 
medium-term investment will be 5.8 per cent.  In other words, the Treasurer has put the money for Fiona Stanley 
Hospital into the Western Australian Treasury Corporation, a very competent body, I hasten to add, judged on 
our interaction at the estimates committee, and it invests it.  We would expect that investment to earn 
5.8 per cent.  The money could have been used to pay off debt instruments.  The average rate of interest on the 
debt instruments is 6.1 per cent.  The government might have been able, through a bit of selective planning, to 
pay off the more expensive debt instruments.  The differential is 0.3 of a percentage point, which is not a lot.  On 
$100 it is 30 cents.   

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  Do you want a calculator?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I calculated this the other day and if I am wrong, please excuse me.  

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  You are correct.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  If that had been done with $1 000, it would cost the taxpayers of this state $3, but a bit 
more was spent.  If $1 million had been used, the opportunity cost of the Treasurer’s political charade would be 
$3 000.  However, he used $1.1 billion and the opportunity cost is $3.3 million.  I appreciate it will not be an 
annual cost, because eventually the money would be spent and it may have to be re-borrowed.  At least, in the 
short term, the cost of the Treasurer’s political charade to create this account to deposit the ill-gotten budget 
surplus is $3.3 million per annum.  Is that true, Treasurer?  Does the Treasurer follow that logic?  I am sure he 
will articulate that in his response.  I suggest that there is logic to it and members of Parliament need to take 
note.   

I have in my hand the bill that we do not need to have.  Actually, it is not the bill; it is the file that the bill is in - 
the bill is a lot less substantive.  There is nothing in this bill to ensure that Fiona Stanley Hospital gets built and 
there is nothing in this bill that is needed to put the money into the account.  Therefore, we do not need the bill.  
There is an invoice that comes with this bill addressed to the taxpayers of Western Australia.  It says, “To the 
taxpayers of Western Australia; for the purposes of funding the Treasurer’s charade in dressing up his budget 
surplus as the Fiona Stanley Hospital reserve account, $3.3 million.  Please pay within 14 days.”  That is 
effectively what the Treasurer has done.  He has sent a bill to the taxpayers of this state for $3.3 million for his 
little stunt.  I base that information on the advice provided by the Department of Treasury and Finance.   

I have a couple of minor issues relating to this bill that I wish to raise.  I know that some of my colleagues will 
want to make further comments.  I would like to know whether the Treasurer has decided that he has to protect 
money he has put aside for future projects from the potential for political pork-barrelling.  I assume such pork-
barrelling would be by the Liberal Party when it is in government, so I presume the Treasurer is living in fear of 
that event occurring at the next election. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It’s risk management; you have to manage even minimal risks! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That has brought an interesting point to my mind.  As I understand it, stage 1 of Fiona 
Stanley Hospital will be opening during 2012-2013. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  We expect construction to be finished in 2012. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The money will be spent in 2012 - is that right?  This money will be gone in 2012.  The 
Treasurer is telling me that we need this bill to protect the money from being plundered by the government.  The 
Treasurer has told us that this government will not plunder it.  Does the Treasurer assume that the opposition will 
win the 2009 election?  I very much appreciate that wonderful vote of confidence.  Perhaps that is the reason.  
Maybe I have found a reason for this bill.  I can leave the house thinking it is not just political balderdash.  The 
reason for the bill is that the opposition will win the next election.  I thank the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Even you wouldn’t believe that! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  There is no other rationale. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I suppose there’s a five per cent or a two per cent chance, which we have to manage! 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  There is no other reason.  I invite the Treasurer to come over here, and I will embrace him 
now. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Is that a promise or a threat? 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  That would be on camera.  We don’t want the evidence! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Maybe we will go down to Cottesloe to embrace; the Treasurer is probably more 
comfortable in surrounds that are known to him! 

I want to know why the Treasurer chose to tag this project ahead of all the other projects.  Why did the Treasurer 
not - 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  Can I get this straight: you’re objecting to the opportunity to scrutinise a piece of 
legislation that has come into the house?  You’re saying it should have just been done by memo for $1 billion?  
Is that what you’re saying? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am saying that it is a nothing bill. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  If the Treasurer writes a secret memo for $1 billion into an account, you’re happy with 
that? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It cannot be a secret memo.  Maybe this is reflective of the union the member comes from, 
but in government, $1 billion cannot be moved on a secret memo.  I am really sorry to disappoint the member.  
The government has things called accounts; they are reasonably good accounts.  They are pretty easy to read and 
follow. 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman:  It’s all done under the department and you don’t get the chance to scrutinise it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  One cannot send a secret memo and move $1 billion, because the opposition might just pick 
it up. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You reckon the opposition could pick that up? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What does the Treasurer reckon? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Not on the basis of recent form! 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer does not think so?  He should try.   

Why did the Treasurer not tag these funds for something else?  I had a quick look through the budget papers.  
Why did the Treasurer not create a future water fund and put $750 million into that?  He could have done that.  
Why did he not put $450 million into a housing affordability fund and draw down on that over the next few 
years?  He could have done that.  Even better, why did the Treasurer not put $1.1 billion into the funding of an 
upgrade of the state’s electricity infrastructure over the next few years?  Let us go for a small one.  Why did the 
Treasurer not put $100 million into a Kimberley prison and work camp fund?  These are all things announced in 
the budget this year, including Fiona Stanley Hospital, which the Treasurer could have funded.  Why did the 
Treasurer choose Fiona Stanley Hospital?  He would have sat around with his boffins, saying, “God, we’ve got 
all this money; we’ve got to put it somewhere.  We could put it into the electricity upgrade fund, but that doesn’t 
sound too good.  We could’ve put it into the future water fund.”  That sounds better.  I think the Treasurer would 
agree that that sounds a little more politically sexy.  Instead, he bunged it into Fiona Stanley Hospital.  He 
thought, “A hospital fund; that’s a great way to attempt to politically window-dress this budget surplus we’ve 
got, built on the back of record taxes, which we’re trying to tizzy up for consumption by the public.”  That is all 
this is.  

The Treasurer could have chosen any one of those major investment projects and allocated the funds to it, and he 
did not.  Maybe when he replies he will explain why he chose Fiona Stanley Hospital, a worthwhile piece of 
infrastructure that we support, over other worthwhile pieces of infrastructure that the government committed to.  
The reason is that the government did not get the same political impact that it is attempting to get from this 
nothing of a bill.  There are a couple of matters we are keen to explore with the Treasurer in consideration in 
detail, in particular some aspects relating to the funding of the stages, the definitions of completion and the like.  
As I say, the bill is not full of detail.  Another point we will raise in consideration in detail is that the bill does 
not even compel the Department of Health to utilise these funds.  I know it has to, but the bill does not do that.  It 
is a very odd bill. 

I will conclude where I started by saying that the bill is a stunt.  The hospital was already funded in forward 
estimates.  Technically, the Treasurer did not need to introduce the bill.  The opposition, whilst not supporting it, 
will not be opposing it.  
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The SPEAKER:  Just before I give the member for Dawesville the call, I want to remind members that I have 
given permission for the Cancer Council to bring 30 students, or strangers I suppose, onto the floor of the 
chamber for a short period after the chair has been vacated at one o’clock, to promote healthy living and eating 
habits.  I ask that as many members as possible remain in the chamber after one o’clock. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [12.21 pm]:  As was said by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, we do not 
support this bill but we will not oppose it.  Certainly, the concept of funding for Fiona Stanley Hospital is one 
that we strongly support.  There are a couple of things in the bill that disturb me.  One is the clause that talks 
about what happens to the money that is left over, if there is any left over.  The legislation requires that the 
money go back into Treasury.  That does two things: firstly, it makes absolutely certain there will not be any 
money left over, because whoever is running this show will make sure they spend every last cent of it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I can tell what sort of minister you would have been! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is true; the Treasurer knows how government departments operate.  The Treasurer and I 
have been ministers and it is something ministers always have to watch out for - that their departments do not 
spend money just for the sake of making sure that their budget goes up next year and they are not seen to have 
any money left over.  They will make sure they spend every last cracker.  If there is money left over, there is a 
great opportunity here to look for the funding of stage 2.  In the previous commitments by the Minister for 
Health for stage 2, which I have already indicated that we support, largely because of the need for a maternity 
hospital at Fiona Stanley, which has not been included in stage 1, and also because that when Royal Perth 
Rehabilitation Hospital is closed, I understand, a significant proportion of the patients at that hospital, certainly 
the spinal injury patients, will go to Fiona Stanley Hospital - 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  That would be the state rehabilitation unit that will be relocated from Shenton Park. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  That is right.  The new state rehabilitation unit is yet to be funded, a maternity hospital there 
is yet to be funded and, of course, there will need to be an expansion of beds over the period during which the 
hospital will be built based on growing demand and particularly further development of the southern region of 
our state. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  Thank you very much because I think bipartisan support for the totality of that development 
is important and I think we have now achieved that. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Yes, it is, and I will be pleased to see bipartisan support for the whole package.  All the 
minister has to do to achieve that is to change Royal Perth Hospital to a 400-bed Alfred-style hospital, which 
would link in extremely well with the rest.  I still do not think the minister will be able to fit what he is proposing 
to fit onto the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital site.  That package would be far better than what we are heading for 
now.  It would be a great bipartisan package to achieve.  However, this is really more directed at the Treasurer 
because I am sure that the Minister for Health would love to have the money there for stage 2 of Fiona Stanley 
Hospital.  I know the Treasurer is reading something terribly important, but I am not going to talk for long, so 
perhaps I could have his attention.  In the Treasury papers, the Minister for Health has gone right out to 2014-15 
with the forward estimates of costs for all the capital works projects and beyond that is the funding required for 
the out years.  As members know, the opposition supports most of those projects, yet there is not a single dollar 
for what the minister and the shadow minister are both fully committed to; that is, Fiona Stanley Hospital 
stage 2.  In fact, I know the member for Alfred Cove is going to move an amendment sometime to reflect that. 

The Treasurer has not put any dollars in for that at all.  Given that there is a Fiona Stanley Hospital construction 
account and all of us are committed to stage 2, why would he not leave that account and whatever money is in it?  
Why does he have to bring back to Treasury whatever is left?  If he left it, so that the fund would remain there 
and be used as the vehicle to fund Fiona Stanley Hospital stage 2, then there would not be the determination to 
spend all the money.  Any leftover money would still be there and, of course, it could then be added to by future 
amendments, to put the money in there for when stage 2 of Fiona Stanley Hospital comes about.  Of course, we 
really have no idea how much or when that will be.  We agreed in estimates that the chances were that stage 2 
will not be ready until 2016-17, given that stage 1 probably will not be officially opened until 2013.  That is what 
everyone is guesstimating.  Even though I note that the final amount is in the 2012-13 budget, everybody who is 
involved in the project says that it will be 2013 by the time it is finished.  The design and construction of stage 2 
is fairly certainly going to be beyond that.  Therefore, I believe that this should be amended to make sure that 
account does not go back to Treasury, but stays in place so that it is still there as a vehicle.  I agree with the 
comments that our shadow Treasurer made that the bill is unnecessary.  Nevertheless, if we are going to have a 
bill, it may as well do a job that both sides of this house support.  That, in effect, will lock the opposition into 
supporting stage 2, because through my arguments today we will commit to proceeding with the extra work that 
we all know will be needed in the future, without putting a specific monetary value or number of beds on it.  We 
really do not know what will be there for the future; we only know that it will need to happen at some stage. 
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I unfortunately missed the first part of our shadow Treasurer’s speech.  An issue that concerned me was the 
Treasurer putting this money into a specific funding arrangement, which is separate from the normal budget and 
will not be used to pay off debt.  I agree with the shadow Treasurer that the government is only doing this 
because it sounds good and not because it achieves any great purpose.  Although the interest that is earned from 
this money will be available for use in health, the reality is that if it was paying off debt, the state government 
and the people of Western Australia would be far better off.  Perhaps the Treasurer could help me out because I 
would like to know: what interest will be earned on that $1.09 billion in an account compared with the interest 
that is currently being paid on the state debt?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I will deal with that in my reply. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Okay.  My understanding of the way these things work is that the state government pays 
much less interest than would normally be the case for borrowed money.  However, the reality is the difference 
between the interest that is actually earned from the funds in a savings account and what is being paid on the 
debt in a debt account; the latter is less than the former.  Therefore, there is a loss to the state government of 
about $11 million a year on what this money would achieve in paying off debt rather than sitting in an account 
and earning interest.  I do not know why the government would not retire further debt.  I know debt has been 
reduced.  As per our previous discussion, the amount of debt today is not very much different from when the 
Labor Party came to government.  When we left government, we had sold AlintaGas and a significant portion of 
that money was used to retire debt.  We had reduced the state’s debt to the order of $3 billion or $4 billion.  That 
is about how much the debt is today.  Debt is always associated with a cost.  The cost of the debt is greater than 
the money that the government would otherwise get.  The government is about $11 million a year worse off 
based on the estimates we have been able to calculate, given the lack of detail we have been provided about what 
the interest rates are.  It does not make sense to me.  The Treasurer says that the money that will be earning 
interest in that account will be good for the Minister for Health because it will help to offset the rising costs.  
However, the Treasurer and I both know that the rising costs that we have experienced, particularly over the past 
five years, have been enormous.  That is particularly the case due to the lack of construction workers available.  
Costs have risen enormously faster than the amount of interest earned by money sitting in an account.  The 
reality is that the value of that money is reducing all the time.  If the same sort of deal had been in place for the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure and the construction of the railway line, she would have finished up 
three-quarters of the way to Mandurah because the final amount that must be paid for the railway line is far 
greater than the amount that would have been earned if the money were put aside to earn interest in a bank 
account.  The interest earned would not have matched the actual increases in the costs of the construction of the 
railway line.  I predict that the same thing will happen with the hospital.  The further down the track we get to its 
construction, the less money will be available to design the hospital.  What will happen is the hospital will be 
designed and the costs will be worked out but it will cost more than was estimated and I will have to ask the now 
shadow Treasurer when he is the Treasurer for more money to build the hospital that has been proposed.  I 
support the proposed design of the hospital.  The television probably did not show it because whenever I agree 
with something the Minister for Health does, it is not shown on television.  However, I did a television interview 
and said that I agreed with the Minister for Health’s single-bed proposal. 

Mr J.A. McGinty:  I saw that on television.  That was well done. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am surprised that it was shown.  Well done Channel 9 or 10, whichever it was.  I think it 
was Channel 10.  It is not very good politically for me to do that, is it?  I cop flak for doing that sort of thing all 
the time.  The reality is that we will need to get extra money to build the proposed design.  We support the 
concept, but more money will be needed.  If the design cannot be paid for out of the $1.09 billion, there will 
need to be a call on Treasury.  The government’s argument is a nonsense argument.  The government could just 
as easily have paid off debt and then provided the money when it became available. 

Another matter I would like clarification on concerns the forward estimates and how they relate to the other 
source of money.  I do not have in my close proximity this current year’s budget but I have the figures for the 
previous budget.  The previous figure for the building of the hospital is $741 million.  That budget provides 
$54 million for 2007-08, $100 million for 2008-09 and $180 million in 2009-10.  Where the four-year forward 
estimates contain significant amounts of money for Fiona Stanley Hospital now there is money to fund them 
from a totally different source - the budget surplus.  What happens to the money that was in the budget, given 
that the government would have balanced the budget for each of those years in the forward estimates?  Does that 
mean that that money is therefore available to the government for other projects?  It is still on the budget figures.  
It is still balancing the forward increase on the estimated income over the next four years.  Presumably, that 
money is still available.  Is that how it works?   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is essentially a borrowing capacity.  We are replacing the debt funding for the hospital with 
the funding that is available from the 2006-07 cash surplus.  The government has a forecast debt to revenue ratio 
of 38 per cent at the end of the forward estimates.  Our self-imposed cap is 47 per cent.  That remaining capacity, 
if the government wanted to run right up to the cap, could be used for infrastructure.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Sure, so the Treasurer has predicted future incomes.  The Treasurer has also predicted that 
he will be able to retain that balance.  The Treasurer has also been able to slot into the latest budget $1.09 billion 
worth of projects.  Presumably, since the Treasurer has taken these funds from another source - the surplus - that 
borrowing capacity is still in place.  Therefore, the government can now fund a new Princess Margaret Hospital, 
given that that will cost only about $500 million.  Is that correct?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The government has presented to the house a budget in which there is a $21 billion 
infrastructure program.  That has been kept within the context of a debt to revenue ratio that is forecast to peak at 
38 per cent.  Given that we have a self-imposed cap of 47 per cent, that means that, in principle, some additional 
borrowing capacity is available to the government within the confines of the AAA credit rating.  However, a lot 
of projects are competing for that additional borrowing capacity.  A prudent person would not want to run right 
up to that self-imposed cap. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  No, but the Treasurer is not running anywhere near that cap in the forward estimates.  The 
Treasurer has retained that at the current 38 per cent. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: We expect it to peak at 38 per cent. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  If it peaks at 38 per cent, it will be well below the cap.  That includes the $1.09 billion for 
Fiona Stanley Hospital that is in the forward estimates, does it not?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  Taking into account that we are allocating this cash surplus for Fiona Stanley Hospital, 
and all the other things that we are doing, we expect the debt to revenue ratio to peak at 38 per cent.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  But the Treasurer did not know, presumably, when he prepared the budget, that there would 
be a $1.09 billion surplus.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  When we prepared the budget, we were expecting a $1 billion-odd surplus for 2006-07, so all 
the calculations come together with a peak debt to revenue ratio of 38 per cent.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The Treasurer knows that Princess Margaret Hospital is very important.  I presume the 
Minister for Health would be giving the Treasurer a lot of good advice about that.  The building is in a bad state 
and is getting worse.  That hospital is being propped up with an allocation of $5 million a year, or whatever the 
actual figure is.  The Treasurer knows that hospital needs to be rebuilt.  Under the current program, it will not be 
rebuilt until 2017.  That is 10 years down the track.  The Treasurer and I will be long gone from this place before 
that happens, unless the Treasurer does something about that now.  The Treasurer knows that he has the capacity 
to do something about that now.  An election is coming up.  That will be a good time to announce a new Princess 
Margaret Hospital!   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  How closely do you work with the Minister for Health?  I am worried about this alliance!  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Not that closely!   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think the shadow Treasurer and I need to talk to each other a bit more, given how closely you 
seem to be working with the Minister for Health! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I will be studying the Treasurer’s statements in this debate very carefully, so that when we 
get to the election and the Treasurer is doing his spin-doctoring and I am working out what needs to be spent to 
improve the health system in this state, I will know money is available.  I will not listen to the shadow Treasurer 
when he tells me that no money is available, because the Treasurer has told me that there is plenty of money to 
do the things that I believe need to be done.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I would encourage you to take that approach in the election campaign! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am sure the Treasurer would encourage me to do that!  We will find the sources of funding 
for these things - do not worry about that!  There are a few salaries around the place that the Treasurer might 
want to look at. 

I hope the Treasurer will look at the issue of closing that account at the end of the completion of construction of 
Fiona Stanley Hospital, so that that borrowing capacity is available for the state.  I have not seen the final 
amendment proposed by the member for Alfred Cove, because the original version I saw referred to 1 000 beds, 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 14 June 2007] 

 p3120c-3131a 
Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Eric Ripper; Acting Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Speaker; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Jim 

McGinty 

 [11] 

and it will not necessarily be exactly 1 000 beds.  In fact, it was more than 1 000 in the “WA Clinical Health 
Services Framework”.   

Dr J.M. Woollard:  It was 1 058.  

Dr K.D. HAMES:  There - it was 1 058.  It was a public relations exercise, so that people who are feeling really 
bad about paying all the Treasurer’s extra stamp duty will, in the Treasurer’s view, be more satisfied in knowing 
that that money is going to build a hospital.  As I told the Treasurer yesterday, I have just purchased a house in 
his electorate that my children will be staying in.  I think I will be up for about $18 000 in stamp duty.  The 
$455 000 that that house is costing shows how tough it is for first home buyers.  I kept interjecting a few months 
back, when the limit was $350 000, that there was not one house in the Treasurer’s electorate that first home 
buyers could afford.  That electorate includes areas such as Cloverdale and Kewdale that tend to be in the lower 
socioeconomic group, and I bought one of the cheapest houses in Cloverdale.  It shows how tough things are 
getting for first home buyers.  Incidentally, I got my children to register when the FirstStart scheme commenced, 
and they have yet to be contacted by anybody.  

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Health) [12.42 pm]:  I rise with a sense of joy to welcome the 
Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account Bill 2007 and to thank the Treasurer for making this very worthy 
provision.  It will give the new Fiona Stanley Hospital a great certainty about the future and what we can do on 
that site.  This legislation allocates almost $1.1 billion today to the construction of that project, but that amount 
will also earn interest.  That interest, which I presume is somewhere in the order of the usual Treasury rate of 
five or six per cent, will be added to the capital of the Fiona Stanley construction account, and will be able to 
cover contingencies that might arise during the course of construction.  The new flagship of the public hospital 
system in Western Australia, Fiona Stanley Hospital, is now totally certain and is also financially secure.  
Adding the interest that the fund will earn to the capital amount will give the government the capacity to make 
necessary adjustments.  As members would be aware, the figures for the demand and requirements for the 
hospital are constantly being updated and reviewed in accordance with demographic changes.  The numbers will 
vary from time to time, as they have during the course of the debate since we first committed to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital during our previous term of government.  

Dr J.M. Woollard:  It is a lack of commitment.  

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is a lovely way to show a lack of commitment - $1.1 billion!  That makes an awful lot of 
sense, does it not? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt:  Can you show the same lack of commitment to my electorate? 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The member for Victoria Park would like a lack of commitment in his electorate.  I 
presume everyone else would like a lack of commitment to the tune of $1.1 billion in their electorates.  The 
member for Alfred Cove thinks that $1.1 billion to build Australia’s best hospital in Murdoch is a lack of 
commitment.  She should stop playing political games, put the rhetoric to one side and get in behind this very 
important project, which is now enjoying the support of the Liberal Party and the Labor Party.  Only the member 
for Alfred Cove, in her little world, would see this as a lack of commitment.  

Dr J.M. Woollard:  What about your promise to the community? 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  The Nationals support it as well. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The South Australian government has just committed $1.7 billion to a new 800-bed hospital. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It is very much the model of what we have here.  As members would be aware, I was 
invited to address the South Australian cabinet earlier this year on Western Australia’s health reform plans, and 
in particular the proposed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  The similarities between South Australia’s health budget 
announcement last week and Western Australia’s are profound.  South Australia will close Royal Adelaide 
Hospital and build a new state-of-the-art facility on railway land by the Torrens River; therefore, it will be on a 
greenfields site and will be somewhat larger than ours.  South Australia is proposing to build an 800-bed unit in 
one stage and we are proposing to build a 643-bed unit in stage 1, with the balance to come in stage 2; therefore, 
there is that difference.  South Australia has put aside $1.7 billion and we have put aside $1.1 billion for a 
smaller hospital in stage 1.  There is another very interesting aspect that I note South Australia has picked up on.  
Historically, hospitals are named after royalty or saints.  I guess each of us has our own living saint.  Saint Fiona 
Stanley in Western Australia - 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  Saint Minister McGinty! 
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Mr J.A. McGINTY:  That, too! 
Several members interjected. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  There is also saint Marjorie Jackson-Nelson in South Australia, after whom South 
Australia’s new hospital will be named.  We have a most prominent and distinguished woman who is associated 
with medicine and is a medical doctor and an eminent paediatric researcher.  South Australia has the Governor of 
South Australia and a former Olympian, nonetheless a person held in enormous regard by the entire community.  
The parallels therefore are quite profound.  I think everyone accepts that our hospitals have ageing infrastructure.  
Increasingly, it dawns on me that my knowledge of hospitals in Western Australia is based on Fremantle 
Hospital, which is old and tired, and Royal Perth Hospital, which is ancient and run-down.  I share the opinion of 
the member for Dawesville that the infrastructure of Princess Margaret Hospital for Children has reached the end 
of its useful life; the building fabric needs to be replaced.  Apart from the north block of RPH, Sir Charles 
Gairdner Hospital is our newest tertiary hospital, and that is now reaching a significant stage in its age as well. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  King Edward. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  Yes.  Although the building fabric of King Edward Memorial Hospital is somewhat better 
than PMH, nonetheless it needs to be replaced in the not too distant future. 

One reason I went with the Director General of Health earlier this year to the United States was to look at the 
best hospitals in the world that money can buy.  I appreciate that the member for Dawesville will also go and 
look at some of these hospitals in the not too distant future.  We need to expand our scope on the brilliant things 
that medicine can do and provide our medical researchers and clinicians with the capacity to do those brilliant 
things.  That is why we are making this massive commitment to rebuild our public hospitals.  A commitment of 
$1.1 billion to Fiona Stanley Hospital and just over $4 billion altogether on public hospitals over the next few 
years is the biggest commitment that this state has ever seen to rebuild our hospital infrastructure.  At the end of 
this health reform process, we will see all of our major hospitals either completely replaced or substantially 
refurbished, including Moora District Hospital.  It is not part of the health reform process; nonetheless, Moora 
will have a new hospital anyway.  

Mr G. Snook:  It took a while, though. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  It took a while but we did it. 

Mr G. Snook:  It took a few bricks!  You took some convincing. 

Mr J.A. McGINTY:  We did, but we were ultimately convinced by the logic of the opposition’s argument. 

Dr Fiona Wood, another saint in Western Australia, will be transferring her burns unit at Royal Perth Hospital to 
a state-of-the-art burns facility at Fiona Stanley Hospital.  It will combine with the state trauma centre so that all 
the major catastrophic accidents that occur - whether they be industrial, motor vehicle or aircraft accidents - will 
be focused on the emergency and trauma centre at Fiona Stanley Hospital, which will be the state’s major trauma 
centre, backed up by the burns unit.  We will also be doing heart and lung transplants at the hospital.  They are 
currently mainly done at Royal Perth Hospital but they are also done at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital.  We will 
be carrying out these very high-end technical procedures in a state-of-the-art facility at Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
It will not only have a major trauma and burns unit but will also carry out heart and lung transplants.  We will 
also be establishing for the first time in Western Australia a cancer centre with a full range of cancer treatments 
for people south of the river.  At the moment that does not occur.  People need to come to the Sir Charles 
Gairdner Hospital for treatment.   

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
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