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FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION ACCOUNT BILL 2007 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 September. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Local Government) [5.47 pm]:  I welcome 
the opportunity to address a number of outstanding issues.  I covered a large number of them yesterday in my 
contribution to this second reading debate, but there are still a number of outstanding issues and I am keen to 
address them also. 

During the second reading debate, Hon Murray Criddle asked whether the budget for the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
provides for surrounding roads and/or public transport.  In fact, a number of other members asked questions of a 
similar nature.  In response, the Murdoch activity centre structure plan was endorsed by the WA Planning 
Commission in January 2007, following extensive consultation with major adjoining landowners and key 
stakeholders, including the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, the Public Transport Authority and Main 
Roads.  The provisions of this plan include the creation of a site for the Fiona Stanley Hospital and the necessary 
infrastructure. 

Certainly, in response to this question about whether any of the moneys can be allocated for surrounding roads 
and/or public transport, the purpose of the bill as a whole, as expressed in the long title is, of course, to create an 
account for the purposes of the construction and the establishment of a hospital.  If a hospital is to be built, one 
obviously needs land to do that on.  It was also the view of parliamentary counsel that payment for land related 
to the hospital would be assumed to be within the purposes of the account unless there was a clear provision to 
the contrary elsewhere in the bill. 

Certainly, the majority of the project will be sited on land that is already owned by the government.  The budget 
will include provision for negotiating with adjoining neighbours for any potential land acquisition or enabling 
works.  The issue of land purchase from surrounding neighbours was also raised.  The master plan and the site 
structure plan are being developed and the process will determine particular areas of adjoining land that will be 
required to accommodate the project.  These negotiations with adjoining neighbours have already commenced. 

I understand that internal roads - that is, roads within the boundary of the project - fall within the requirements as 
specified.  However, external roads leading to the new Fiona Stanley Hospital - roads outside the boundary of 
the project - quite clearly do not fall within the requirements.  I hope that I have covered the issues adequately 
for members.   

Hon Helen Morton also suggested that the money in the hospital account will be under the control of the 
Minister for Health - 

Hon Helen Morton:  Not formally under his control, but he will certainly have control of it. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I understood the member’s comments to mean that the money would be 
formally under the control of the Minister for Health. 

Hon Helen Morton:  No. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  All right.  The member understands that the account would be administered by 
the Treasurer.  I guess the point the member is making is that there is already a significant allocation to health - 
somewhere in the region of a quarter of the state’s budget - and that this account may in fact add to that.   

I think that I have dealt with the issues as presented by the members.  In my view, this is a very mechanical bill.  
It has only six clauses and its primary purpose is the establishment of an account.  During the second reading 
debate, a number of other issues were canvassed, including some general health matters, and some opinions 
about health-related issues were offered.  However, when we focus on the purpose of the bill, we can see that it 
is pretty narrow. 

I want to put on record my thanks for the contribution of members to the second reading debate, and in particular 
I wish to thank Hon George Cash, who quite clearly took the time to study this bill in some detail.  He raised a 
number of very pertinent issues, which in my view warranted some explanation on the public record.  By way of 
conclusion, I thank the honourable members for their contributions and for their support of this legislation. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 
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The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Ken Travers) in the chair; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local 
Government) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  As has already been indicated, this is a relatively short bill.  The major questions that 
will be asked will be on clause 4, because that clause deals with the establishment of the account and the purpose 
for which the account is to be used.  Accordingly, I do not propose to speak any further on the short title or on 
clause 2, but I do intend to speak on clause 3. 

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Clause 3 deals with terms used in this act and is often referred to as the definitional 
clause.  I should just say that only three words are defined in this bill.  I understand what “Account” means.  
However, I am interested in hearing from the minister what “establishment” is intended to mean.  I know that it 
“includes the provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment”.  However, is the meaning 
intended to be wider than that definition; and if so, what particular matters are included in the breadth of 
“establishment”? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the member for his question.  It is a good question and it relates to the 
debate we had earlier about whether the fund could be used, for example, for the building of roads. 

Hon George Cash:  I didn’t mention roads at all.  So, whatever you do, don’t ascribe to me something that 
someone else said. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I was just making a general point.  This was something that was asked by 
another member. 

Hon George Cash:  Okay.  It was the way you were looking at me. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Well, Hon George Cash did ask the question!   
Hon George Cash:  I never mentioned “roads”.  I might have mentioned “over-taxation”, but I never mentioned 
“roads”. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The opposition asked whether, for example, the purchase of land would fall 
within the purposes for which the money in the account could be used.  Certainly, parliamentary counsel’s 
advice was that one would need to take a purposive approach to the interpretation of the bill. 
Hon George Cash:  Purposeful? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The advice is actually “purposive approach. 
Hon George Cash:  Oh, purposive, yes. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The purpose of the bill, as expressed in the long title, is to create an account for 
the purposes of the construction and establishment of a hospital.  If a hospital is to be built, one needs land on 
which to build it.  Although the definition of “establishment” does not include or identify land, we could 
reasonably conclude, based on the advice of parliamentary counsel, that the land purchase would form a part of 
“establishment” - although that is not defined.  The same would apply to internal roads that are used by visitors 
and patients to move from one car park to the next or that are required to gain access to certain buildings.  I 
suggest that although they are not specified in the definition of “establishment”, they would be included. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I understand the purposive approach to the interpretation of a statute.  However, I 
asked the minister if it is intended that “establishment” would include the purchase of land, which is a very 
specific matter.  In fact, the minister has acknowledged that land will be purchased from an adjoining owner - the 
St John of God hospital group.  Can the minister advise me why we should not amend page 2, line 13 to insert 
after “equipment” the words “and purchase of relevant land”? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that parliamentary counsel was asked a similar question, and it 
thought that was unnecessary.   

Hon Norman Moore:  What is your view? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is the advice. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Parliamentary counsel may consider it to be unnecessary, but they are not excluding 
the possibility. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I would not have thought that they would be excluding the possibility. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  If that is the case, is it fair to say that the words “and purchase of relevant land” could 
be inserted within the definition of “establishment”?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would like to seek advice from the Treasurer.  I had hoped to defer the clause, but in 
view of the time - 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Perhaps if the minister so invites, we can have an early dinner.  I can leave the 
chair until - 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  If I could just finish before you leave, Mr Deputy Chair? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Certainly. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The proposition is this: we will not argue about the roads, but we will argue about the 
relevant land.  During the break, the minister might like to consider deleting the word “and” where it appears in 
line 13, and insert after “equipment” the words “and purchase of relevant land”.  If the minister would like to 
think about that, she will know what I am talking about. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Certainly, member. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hon George Cash has put the proposition that at page 2, line 13, after the word 
“equipment”, the following words be inserted “and purchase of relevant land”.  He has also asked me whether, in 
the view of the government, reference to “establishment”, which currently includes the provision or installation 
of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment, might also include land.  I gave him some advice that may not be 
technically correct, because that advice was that it probably would not necessarily preclude the purchase of 
relevant land.  I have since been advised that the reference to “establishment” is a narrower reference and does 
specifically refer to finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment.  Therefore, in reference to any proposed 
amendment, it would not be appropriate that the amendment be moved at clause 3. 
However, given that an amendment is foreshadowed, the government’s view is quite simply that it considers this 
amendment to be unnecessary.  The government considers that the only real thing it will achieve is to delay the 
passage of the bill and the establishment of the account.  In respect of the legal advice we have received on this 
matter, this amendment is not required.  In view of that, the government still holds the position that the 
amendment is not necessary.  Although I am not a lawyer, parliamentary counsel quite clearly advises that the 
amendment is not required.  The government accepts that.  

Hon Norman Moore:  Can you tell us why you accept it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Because we rely on parliamentary counsel. 

Hon Norman Moore:  They have sometimes got it wrong. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  They may well have.  I do not have any evidence that parliamentary counsel 
has got it wrong in this case.  There is no doubt that some politics is being played here.  Let us be frank about 
this - 
Hon Norman Moore:  That is just stupid. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Hang on.  There is no doubt that some politics is being played.  This is a six-
clause bill.  Yesterday, I said that I did not have a problem, and that I was happy to deal with the legislation 
given that Hon Kate Doust was not here.  I thought to myself that we are dealing with only six clauses: the first 
clause is the short title, the second clause is the commencement, and the third clause deals with terms used in the 
act, and there is reference to only three terms to be used in the act.  After all, the bill only establishes an account, 
which is a fairly mechanical thing to do, yet we took the whole of yesterday and we are taking the best part of 
today debating the legislation.  That is okay, but I have to say that we - or I - are of the view that some delaying 
tactics are being played out - 

Hon Norman Moore:  This bill has been going for only a quarter of an hour today.  The rest of the day has been 
taken up with motions on notice and questions. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am making the point that I want to make.  If the member wants to make a 
point, he should please feel free.  The point is that we hold the view, which is a view backed up by parliamentary 
counsel, that making the foreshadowed amendment is not necessary in this legislation.  If the purchase of 
relevant land is included, members might also want to include other things.  Tongue in cheek, Hon Ken Travers 
wondered whether there was an issue in respect of appropriation. 
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Hon George Cash:  What is your view? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  My gut feeling is that there is probably not. 

Hon George Cash:  You see; you cannot have it both ways.  Think about what you have said.  You have already 
said that it is not necessary because it is included in the bill. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The advice from parliamentary counsel is that making specific reference to the 
purchase of land in respect of this bill is not necessary. 

Hon George Cash:  Where are the parliamentary counsel?  Are they in the chamber right now? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, they are not in the chamber right now, but they have made that point.  They 
have given us that advice.  We accept that advice in good faith. 

Hon George Cash:  And what about in relation to the discussions we had during the dinner break? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In respect of what? 

Hon George Cash:  Have you forgotten those? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In respect of what? 

Hon George Cash:  The words, and where the Treasurer suggested they be put. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am getting to that, but I just really want to put the government’s position on 
record.  The member needs to understand that our preference is that the words not be inserted.  However, I will 
wait with some interest to see Hon Giz Watson’s position in respect of this.  I just want to put the government’s 
position clearly on record. 

Hon Norman Moore:  It is not clear at all.  You have said that parliamentary counsel told you, and you accept 
that.  I would like you to explain why the government thinks that it is unnecessary, not why parliamentary 
counsel thinks that.  You are the government.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  If we were to have such an amendment, the proposal would be that it not be at 
line 13 but that it be catered for elsewhere in the bill.  Such a proposal has been suggested.  However, having 
said that, there is no doubt that any amendment to this legislation will delay its passage through this Parliament.  
I am fairly confident that the people of Western Australia would want this account established as soon as 
possible.  I do not know that it takes us anywhere to make an amendment to this legislation.  Having said that, I 
am pleased to have had the opportunity to put the government’s position on this matter on the public record.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I suppose members on this side of the chamber are expected to roll over and have 
their belly tickled now the government has put forward its point of view.  This is a debating chamber in which 
people on this side of the chamber will give their point of view, and it is then up to the numbers within the 
chamber to decide which argument they will accept.   

The minister mentioned that the term “establishment” is to include, I believe, only the finishes, fixtures, fittings 
and equipment.  Another term for that is “choses in possession”.  If that is correct, why does the bill include the 
word “includes” after the word “establishment”?  If it is to mean only that, I suggest that the word “includes” 
should be deleted and the word “means” inserted.  Retaining the word “includes” suggests that it includes other 
things, yet those other things have not been defined.  The minister has certainly not defined them to this 
chamber.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member raises an interesting point in that perhaps the word “includes” 
should be “means”.  I advise members that that would limit the number of things that would be defined as being 
part of the definition of “establishment”.  Quite clearly, a list of perhaps all the things that might be included 
could be so exhaustive that a schedule listing all those things might need to be attached to this piece of 
legislation.  In doing that we may find that we have inadvertently missed a whole pile of things that may not 
have been considered at the time.  Therefore, it could cause a problem or difficulty from the point of view that 
those things could not be accommodated because they were not thought of at the time the legislation was debated 
in this place.  I think the phrase “includes, but is not limited to” is probably the appropriate interpretation.  Some 
other things might fall within that category.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Does that mean that there can, under the definition of “establishment”, be some 
“choses in inaction”?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I have no idea what the member means by that question.  If the member 
clarifies it for me, it may give me an opportunity to respond appropriately.   
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It is simply consultants’ fees, such as Alan Piper’s - other money that will be paid out 
and that will become part of the overall cost of the establishment of Fiona Stanley Hospital.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I remember covering that in part in my response to the second reading debate.  
All consultants’ fees come out of this account, whether they are Alan Piper’s or anybody else’s.  That is the 
reason we do not want to limit this account.  We do not want to end up with a schedule that has listed in it 150 
things that need to be paid out of the account and find that some things have not been identified and cannot be 
paid.  The legislation would then be flawed simply because these things were not thought of at the time the 
legislation was debated.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In respect of the term “establishment”, which is the area I was discussing previously, 
the minister now acknowledges that “establishment” is to have a narrow meaning; that is, it is to include the 
provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment.  The minister acknowledges that within the 
interpretation of the word “establishment” the purchase of land is not to be included.   

The minister also said that there is no need to include the words “and the purchase of relevant land” because it is 
already - and I assume she means inherent - in the act.  Therefore, the argument that putting the words in could 
be an appropriation is a nonsense if it is already inherent in the act.  That is the reason the Treasurer said to me, 
and I do not like repeating things that have been discussed outside the chamber -   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You don’t have to say it.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is why I will not discuss what the Treasurer said to me for fear of making a fool of 
the minister at the table, and that is why I will make a recommendation that the amendment in respect of the 
purchase of the land be included in clause 4.  I agree with that.  It suits me fine.  What the minister has not said is 
that the purchase of the land is more likely to be included as part of the long title, which states - 

An Act to establish a Treasurer’s special purpose account called the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
Construction Account for the purposes of the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, and for related purposes.  

It is more likely that that is where the interpretation will be.  The minister said earlier that we are dealing with 
the purposive interpretation of the act, and I agree.  We know that the purposive interpretation of any act is to 
place a construction on words that would promote the purpose or objective underlying the act - whether or not 
the purpose or object is expressly stated in the act - and that that should be preferred to a construction that would 
not promote that purpose or object.  I think all members agree on that.  The minister cannot have it both ways.  
She cannot say on the one hand that the words are not necessary because it is inherently implied in the act, and 
say on the other hand, “Well, if you put them in, it could be an appropriation.”  That is absolute rubbish and the 
minister would acknowledge that to be the case.   

What I think has been agreed is that if the words “and purchase of relevant land” are to be included in this bill, 
they should be in clause 4(4).  Part of subclause (4) would then read -  

. . . construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital and purchase of relevant land.  

That is where I would propose in due course to put those words.  For the minister to say that the government 
does not want this bill to be amended, because that will cost time, is again an absolute nonsense.  If this bill is so 
time constrained, why did the government not get it into this house four or five weeks ago?  The minister has 
already acknowledged that this is the last of the budget bills, and it is now the middle of September!   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  As I understand it, it was delayed once.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Where was it delayed? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Up here, from my understanding.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  When?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am not sure.  I am only representing for Hon Kate Doust. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I think the minister is dreaming, too.  However, that does not matter.  The minister is 
allowed to dream, so long as she does not misrepresent things.  I think we have established that the word 
“establishment” is to have a narrow meaning, and that the relevant purchase of the land can be included in 
clause 4(4).  I remind members that the government has already acknowledged that there will be a need to 
purchase some land from the St John of God Health Care hospital group.  It is true to say that that land may be 
able to be purchased through some account other than this account.  Equally, the same argument can be used in 
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respect of the fixtures, fittings and equipment.  Technically, that can also be funded from some account other 
than this account.  Therefore, that does not progress our argument very far at all.   

I have made the point that we believe that the words “and purchase of relevant land” are important.  I will 
discuss the location of the hospital in due course, because at the moment this bill does not say where the hospital 
will be located.  We just have some press releases that tell us it will be built in Murdoch.  We also have an 
answer to a question that states -  

Fiona Stanley Hospital is proposed within Department of Health reserve 42037 and Department of 
Education and Training reserve 42034.  The land is zoned public purposes (hospital) under the 
metropolitan region scheme and under City of Melville community planning scheme 5.   

We have also been provided with some information about the size of that land area.  However, that is not stated 
in this bill.  Later in this debate I will be suggesting another amendment; namely, that Fiona Stanley Hospital be 
built in, or adjacent to, the locality of Murdoch.  We will see how the minister feels about that.  The minister will 
recall that yesterday, we were talking about the possibility of the hospital being built in Wiluna, or Eucla, or 
another place.  The bill does not state where the hospital will be located.  We are relying on press releases in that 
regard.   

The other point that should be made is that this is a bill for an act to establish an account to fund a hospital.  
However, the bill does not talk about it being for stage 1, or for stage 1 and stage 2.  It does not talk about the 
643 beds that we are told will comprise stage 1, nor does it talk about the balance of the beds that will take it up 
to the 1 000 beds that will comprise stage 2.  These are some of the matters that I raised during the second 
reading debate so that the minister would have an opportunity to comment on them.  The point I make very 
clearly is that we do not intend to hold up this bill.  There is no reason to hold up this bill.  The sooner this 
account is established, the better.  However, if the minister is not going to answer these questions in a definite 
and certain way and is just going to make vague, off-the-cuff comments, we are entitled to pursue those 
questions until we get some certainty about the answers.  That is what I intend to do, and that is what I will 
continue to do.  I do not think it is good enough for the minister to say that something is unnecessary just 
because parliamentary counsel says it is unnecessary.  I cannot see parliamentary counsel sitting in the seats of 
any of the elected members in this chamber.  If parliamentary counsel wants to come into this chamber and make 
a point, parliamentary counsel should be sitting next to the minister and giving her professional legal advice.  I 
would not question that at all.  In fact, it would be very helpful at times.  I am not seeking to cast any aspersions 
on the minister.  I am just saying that it would be very helpful to understand what parliamentary counsel is 
saying when it says something is unnecessary.  In my view, it is sometimes grossly unfair for the minister to say 
that parliamentary counsel has said something is unnecessary, but not put the argument that supports why it is 
unnecessary.  I just make that point.  When I said that we do not propose to delay the bill, the Leader of the 
House looked up and smiled.  Let me confirm to the Leader of the House -  

Hon Kim Chance:  I actually thought irony was against the standing orders, but perhaps that is only in question 
time!  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Well, question time in this place is when we ask the questions and members opposite 
cannot give us the answers - or when we give members opposite the answers and we let them guess the 
questions! 

Hon Kim Chance:  You know that is not true!   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I just say to the Leader of the House that that is all we are asking for.  That is why I 
thought the Leader of the House was handling this bill.  I made the point during the second reading debate that at 
least when the Leader of the House takes carriage of a bill, he listens to what is being said, and he manages the 
debate having regard to what is being said. 

Hon Kim Chance:   How would that have limited all that drivel that we heard from you lot yesterday?  Read 
back through yesterday’s Hansard!  I have never heard a worse set of contributions in this house.  It was 
hopeless repetition. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have heard the Leader of the House say that before.   

Hon Kim Chance:  But you keep setting new heights!   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I invite the Leader of the House to read some of the things that he said when he used to 
sit on this side as Leader of the Opposition.  But, guess what?  There is no real cop in the Leader of the 
Opposition and me wasting time in talking about that sort of rubbish.   

Hon Kim Chance:  No. 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I made my contribution in good faith.  I raised a number of questions.  I expected them 
to be answered.  Most of them were answered. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They were answered. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Exactly.  All I am saying to the minister is that I am not in the business of wasting 
time.  I do not want to do that.  However, I do want some answers.  If the minister cannot give me those answers, 
she should report progress and get some advisers up here who can give her some good advice, otherwise we are 
not going to make any progress.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I was waiting to see whether anything further would be said about the definition of 
“establishment”.  Hon George Cash has just touched on a concern of mine.  Clause 3 states -  

“Fiona Stanley Hospital” means the hospital referred to in section 4(1).  

The only reference to Fiona Stanley Hospital in clause 4(1), which will become section 4(1) of the act, is the 
words “a hospital”.  That is it.  That is not very specific.  I would like to know why there is not a definition of 
what Fiona Stanley Hospital really means, if it means anything at all.  The Minister for Health has been waging 
elections and making a great deal of public capital out of this exercise.  I want some guarantees that what people 
think will be a Fiona Stanley Hospital actually will be a Fiona Stanley Hospital.  The words “a hospital” do not 
tell us where that hospital will be located, how big it will be, and all the rest of it.  At the moment, we know none 
of those things.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the member for his contribution.  The reason that Fiona Stanley 
Hospital was not defined in terms of what it will be made out of, how many rooms it will have, what the parking 
facilities will be, and the like, is that this bill, which consists of six clauses, is “A Bill for an Act to establish a 
Treasurer’s special purpose account called the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account for the purposes of 
the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital, and for related purposes.”   

Last night, some debate occurred about why the government did not establish a special purpose account for the 
Perth-Mandurah railway.  The implication was that a special purpose account should have been established for 
the Perth-Mandurah railway, and that one probably should have been established for a lot of other things.  The 
argument was that because a special purpose account was not established, the government was not acting 
properly or was not doing the right thing, and might have been negligent in not doing so.  Today, it is being 
argued - even though there is a special purpose account and this bill provides for an act to be established for a 
special purpose account - that the information contained in this bill lacks detail about a whole range of issues 
relating to the actual hospital itself.  This is merely a bank account!  That is what this bill is about.  Yet much of 
the debate has been centred on the health system and the character of the Minister for Health; the debate has 
centred on a whole range of things.  Really, this bill is about the establishment of a hospital construction account.  
That is what it is about.  The level of detail that was requested by Hon Simon O’Brien, I would suggest, does not 
have a place in a hospital construction account bill.   

I will reiterate the view of parliamentary counsel about the payment for land related to the hospital: land would 
be within the purposes of the account, unless there was a clear provision to the contrary somewhere in the bill.  
Quite clearly, there is no provision to the contrary anywhere in the bill.  I remember making that point during my 
second reading reply.  I cannot add much more to that.  That is Parliamentary Counsel’s advice and it is what I 
put before members opposite.  For that reason, the government does not think the proposed amendment is 
necessary.  Other members may have another view - I am happy to have heard it from Hon George Cash and 
from Hon Simon O’Brien, and I will be pleased to hear the comments from Hon Giz Watson in respect of this 
matter specifically, because then there would be some clarity about the way forward.  That is not to suggest that, 
irrespective of the view of Hon Giz Watson, Hon George Cash does not proceed with an amendment in the event 
that -  

Hon George Cash:  With respect, the minister is across two areas.  I am talking about an amendment for the 
relevant land; Hon Simon O’Brien is talking about -  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I know, honourable member, but I wanted to deal with the fact that the member 
was still unsatisfied about the answer to the question -  

Hon George Cash:  No, I am very satisfied after the discussion I had. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  - from Hon Simon O’Brien.  I was hoping to save myself from sitting down 
and then having to get back up again. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I made a comment about whether there needed to be an amendment relating to the 
purchase of relevant land.  I thought that matter had been discussed.  I indicated that in clause 4(4) I would move 
to insert certain words.  Hon Simon O’Brien indicated that he had read the bill, and as the words “Fiona Stanley 
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Hospital” were being dealt with, he was keen to understand where in the bill the location of the hospital is 
stipulated.  That was my understanding of the import of the question.  Could the minister tell me -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is not exactly what he asked, but Hansard can be checked tomorrow. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will shortcut it, if it helps, because that is what I understood.  Where in the bill does it 
state that the hospital will actually be built on the site I described earlier on?  The minister keeps stating, “This is 
all about establishing an account”, and she is right, it is.  However, the fact is that, technically, the money could 
be used to pay for a Fiona Stanley Hospital built on some location other than Murdoch.  That is the point the 
opposition is making.  To help the minister out of the hole that I reckon she has dug for herself -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am not feeling as though I am in any hole; do not worry. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Then I will not help the minister out; I will let her answer. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will make the point again that this is a bill to establish an account - right?  
That is the aim of the bill.  The bill does not specify the exact location of the hospital, but the location is already 
on the public record, and has been on the public record for quite some time.  I do not know why the member is 
insisting that the location of the hospital needs to be included in a bill that does no more than establish the 
account.  As a matter of public record -  

The Fiona Stanley Hospital will be the cornerstone of a new health precinct located within the Murdoch 
Activity Centre - an area bound by Farrington Road, South Street, Kwinana Freeway, Murdoch Drive 
and the Murdoch University Campus. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  What is the source of that information?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The Department of Health website. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Everybody understands where the hospital is proposed to be located.  There has been a 
fair amount of publicity about that matter.  That information is on the Fiona Stanley Hospital website.  The 
opposition is pointing out to the minister that the bill is not locality specific.  I would have moved an amendment 
to insert a provision that the Fiona Stanley Hospital should be built in or adjacent to the locality of Murdoch.  
However, it is possible that for some reason not yet known, the government might decide to change the locality 
completely, and the opposition would not want to bind the government to the Murdoch location, if a better site 
was found.  I am trying to be helpful by saying that the opposition does not intend to pursue that amendment.  
However, when one of our members raises something and states that it is not in the bill, why not accept that it is 
not in the bill instead of trying to make excuses, because that does not further the cause? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The government knows it is not in the bill, and I explained why not. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  The opposition knows it is not as well. 

Hon Nigel Hallett:  That is what the opposition is telling you. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The opposition is trying to explain to the minister that, technically, it is possible that 
money put into this account could be used to fund a hospital other than in the locality of Murdoch.  The 
opposition can only presume that would occur if, for some strange reason, the government found some better 
site.  I am sure if it did, the minister would come to Parliament and tell us. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am not trying to hold up the bill either, but answers are needed.  Often it is only a 
matter, minister, of placing comments on the public record, which is exactly what the minister does when she 
responds.   

The minister may have to revisit “establishment”: she said “establishment” had a narrow meaning, but then when 
I asked the questions, she said it was much broader and could encompass any number of things.  I want the 
minister to place on the public record that “establishment” is not very narrow, if that be the case, and the word is 
broad enough to encompass all costs that are likely to be associated with construction of the hospital.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The legislation clearly needs to establish all the costs, including the 
consultant’s fees.  

Hon Ray Halligan:  It is on the public record; that is all I wanted.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I cannot expand more than what I have put on the public record.  Quite clearly, 
if the honourable member does not accept what I put on the public record -  

Hon Ray Halligan:  Initially, you said it was narrower and only to encompass the finishes, fixtures and 
equipment.  That is what you said - have a look at Hansard - and later you broadened that.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The member should not raise his voice at me.  
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Hon Ray Halligan:  I beg your pardon! 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Graham Giffard):  Order!  The minister has the call, and interjecting on the 
minister while she is trying to answer the member’s question does not assist the debate.  I ask that the member 
kindly allow the minister to answer his question.  The minister has the call. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman.  I remember making that comment in respect 
of the question of land when the issue of land purchase was raised.  I said, originally, that I thought if we were to 
move an amendment, it would sit within the establishment, but, upon reflection, it was, indeed, somewhat 
narrower than originally thought.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I have been listening carefully to what has been said on this issue about including 
somewhere in the bill the issue to do with the purchase of relevant land.  I raised the issue when I spoke to the 
second reading about whether the site would have the capacity to contain the hospital.  Having heard the 
discussion, I believe that there will be no problem including an amendment that expressly mentions the purchase 
of relevant land.  Having been party to some conversations over the dinner break, I understand that it would not 
make a huge difference to the bill one way or another.  I have heard the arguments about the need for urgency.  I 
am not greatly attracted to trying to persuade the Legislative Council that there is a desperate urgency for this 
bill.  There are arguments about why we are dealing with this now and that perhaps the government should have 
introduced it sooner.  We can always have those sorts of debates.  However, I think the proposition suggested by 
Hon George Cash to include the words in clause 4(4) is a suitable compromise.  I am happy to support that.  I 
hope that will assist the process.   
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I raised a question a few minutes ago and, at least Hon George Cash understood what 
I was getting at.  I did not hark back to anything about definition of establishment, and I did not refer in my 
contribution to the second reading debate to special accounts for railways or anything like that.  I focussed purely 
on the definition of Fiona Stanley Hospital as it is worded in clause 3.  In the description given in clause 4, we 
are told that a special purpose account, which itself bears the name “Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction 
Account”, is established for the purposes of the construction and establishment of a hospital.  That is all it says.  
This account is for the construction of a hospital.  We do know what is abroad in the public domain at the 
moment and that all of this talk about a proposed large hospital in the southern suburbs to be called Fiona 
Stanley Hospital is very much a matter of current affairs.  That is what I referred to in my contribution to the 
second reading debate.  I also referred to the way the government was going about it, given the sort of nonsense 
and spin that is inherent in this bill.  The fact of the matter is that the minister is right in saying that, essentially, 
this bill sets up a special purpose account - no more, no less.  The minister is absolutely right.  
What is the account to be applied to?  That is the other thing that is involved in setting up a special purpose 
account.  Parts of this bill specify what the money is to be used for and restricts it in that way.  However, when it 
comes to the actual project that it will be applied to, it simply says “a hospital”.  Residents south of the river, are 
seeing a wind down of other facilities, which they are prepared to accept to some extent, at least in the short 
term, because the promise is being held out to them of a large, brand-new, 1 000 and something bed tertiary 
hospital in Murdoch.  However, all clause 4(1) says is “a hospital”.  It could be a four-bed hospital in Halls 
Creek, as long as the name Fiona Stanley is written on it.  I do not think that the government, if it lasts long 
enough, will subvert these funds and build a four-bed hospital in Halls Creek, although it might well need 
another hospital in Halls Creek.  
Hon Nigel Hallett interjected. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This bill is for no other reason than to send a signal to the public guaranteeing it will 
get its hospital.  That is what it is about: it is a PR stunt by the government.  Why is there no guarantee in the bill 
for my people in the South Metropolitan Region that they will get that hospital?  It does not say that; it says “a 
hospital”.  
Hon Kim Chance:  It would put that part of the bill outside the scope of the act.  Do you not see that?  The 
scope of the act is very clearly defined in the title.  If you were to then say it has to be on location X in suburb Y 
and be of W number of beds, you will have stepped outside the scope of the act.  We would have to actually 
change the short title as well.  The short tile clearly defines what the act is for.  
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  With respect, Leader of the House, that most certainly would not take it outside the 
scope of the bill as described in the title.  
Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, it would.  It is “An act to establish a Treasurer’s special purpose account”. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Read on. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  “. . . called the . . . for the purposes of construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital”.  You can’t then say that we will also determine through this act where it will be and how many beds it 
will have.  That is outside the scope of the act.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hang on a second.  With respect, the government’s bill then goes on to give a 
definition of Fiona Stanley Hospital and all it says is “a hospital”.  

Hon Kim Chance:  That is what a hospital is - spot on; got that in one, son.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Hang on.  There is no point trying to take the mickey about this.  We are not talking 
about “a hospital”.  We are talking about the hospital.  This is something specific and all this bill says is “a 
hospital”, not “the hospital”.  The only way we can define the hospital is by some further information to say 
where it will be established and what sort of hospital it will be.  I am not suggesting for a minute that the bill 
should refer to how many beds it will have.  We could if we wanted it to.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Half of yesterday’s debate was about how many beds it will have. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  We still do not know what we will end up with. 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, because that is a matter of government policy; it has nothing to do with this bill.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Do we have to bring in parliamentary counsel to tell the Leader of the House what the 
answer is? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Order!  I appreciate that some members are showing their willingness to assist 
with the process of the debate through their interjections and the passage of this bill, but Hon Simon O’Brien has 
the call.  I am reluctant to intervene, because he appears willing to accept some interjections.  However, we 
should try to stick to a reasonably orderly debate and not yell across people who have the call.  Hon Simon 
O’Brien has the call. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The government’s bill purports to provide a definition of what Fiona Stanley Hospital 
means.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No, it doesn’t.  It’s only the construction account that it defines. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  For crying out loud!  The minister should read the blooming thing!  Clause 3, “Terms 
used in this Act”, is the interpretation clause.  Three definitions are listed, and it states what Fiona Stanley 
Hospital means.  If that is not a definition of Fiona Stanley Hospital, what is?  Clause 3 of the bill, which we are 
debating now, purports to give a definition of what Fiona Stanley Hospital means.  When we look at what the 
bill tells us it means, it says it is a hospital.  That is it.  It just says it is a hospital.  How does that define what it 
is?  What are we going to get?  What are we putting $1.09 billion into a trust account for?  Just a hospital. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I’m not saying your question’s not valid; it’s just not relevant to this bill.  This is about the 
establishment of a fund. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  For what? 

Hon Kim Chance:  It’s not about the building of a hospital. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Has the government ever built a hospital before? 

Hon Kim Chance:  That’s a matter of government policy. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Has the government built a hospital before? 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, of course we have. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Did the government establish an account such as this for that hospital?  

Hon Kim Chance:  No. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  An account is being established for some reason for this one, and the government 
wants to put $1.09 billion into it.  People south of the river are anticipating that they will get a tertiary hospital 
located in a central position, most likely at Murdoch.  As we have just heard from the minister at the table, that is 
exactly what it is about.  It will be bounded by Farrington Road, Kwinana Freeway, South Street and Murdoch 
Drive.  Why does it not say that in the bill?  That is the simple question. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Because this bill is about the establishment of a special purpose fund.  Government policy 
will dictate the site, the size and the shape of the hospital.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thought parliamentary counsel would dictate what is in this bill. 
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Hon Kim Chance:  Parliamentary counsel sought to give you advice on what the bill is about.  You clearly were 
not capable of understanding that advice. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The Leader of the House should not try to be insulting; it does not become him. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Members, we are getting way off the point here.  I give the call to Hon Simon 
O’Brien to address what is contained in clause 3 of the bill.   

Hon Kim Chance:  I was only trying to help. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I thank the Leader of the House.  He has been a very big help.  Perhaps we will leave 
it at that.  We will obviously not get anything more out of the government on this so I will not persevere.  Again, 
we have another situation - 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I assume you are wrapping up your comments; otherwise, you need to seek the 
call again.  Your time has expired. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am constantly interrupted.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I have explained that if members want to entertain interjections, I am reluctant to 
prevent that.  Hon Simon O’Brien is the only one seeking the call, so I will give him the call again.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The response or lack of response that we have received about this quite 
straightforward question just shows what is behind this bill.  It is a stunt dressed up with the name of a well-
regarded local citizen.  It is a cynical political exercise.  Everyone in this chamber knows it.  It is interesting to 
watch the attempted verbal gymnastics, spectacularly ineffective though they are, about the government trying to 
pretend that it is anything but.  The point has been made.  Quite frankly, I do not think the government’s 
response and the attitude that it is bringing to this debate reflects any credit on it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I indicated earlier that I wanted to progress this bill - and I still do - but the Leader of 
the House has raised an interesting issue.  He said that to discuss the locality, not to move an amendment, of the 
proposed hospital was outside the scope of the bill.  I think he is totally wrong. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You are entitled to. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I want him to explain why.  I am interested in the Leader of the House telling me why 
it is outside the scope of the bill.  The long title states that the bill is a bill for - 

An Act to establish a Treasurer’s special purpose account called the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
Construction Account for the purposes of the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, and for related purposes.   

Is the Leader of the House saying that to discuss the locality with respect to the building of a hospital is outside 
the scope of the bill?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Members, I recall some time ago as a parliamentary secretary being reminded 
who determines whether members’ remarks are outside the scope of the bill.  The debate is interesting but I ask 
members to focus their minds on clause 3.  Whether people have views on whether things are outside the scope 
of the bill does not matter all that much.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Thank you, Mr Deputy Chairman; you are right.  The Leader of the House has a view 
about the scope of the bill.  I have a view.  The bottom line is that you as the Deputy Chairman will determine 
whether what is being discussed is within the scope of the bill.  The fact that you have not called anyone to order 
when discussing the locality of the hospital indicates that it is within the scope of the bill.  I will not say any 
more.  I am trying to progress the bill and the Leader of the House is telling me that it is outside the scope of the 
bill.  The reason I am interested in pursuing the matter is that it is a very, very important principle.  If this is 
outside the scope of the bill, we have some huge problems in lots of other bills that we are dealing with.  As 
much as the Leader of the House jumped in, clearly to try to protect the minister at the table, and I respect his 
entitlement to do that - 
Hon Kim Chance:  I was just trying to stop the nonsense.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The Leader of the House has just extended it by 15 minutes by making a ridiculous 
assertion that is not sustained by anyone in the chamber.   
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4:  Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account - 
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  Clause 4 deals with the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account and provides that 
an account will be established, the account is to be administered by the Treasurer and the account is to be 
credited with money from time to time appropriated by the Parliament.  In that case, does it mean money 
appropriated for both stages 1 and 2?  It goes on to provide that any income that is determined by the Treasurer 
to be attributable to an investment is able to be credited to this account.  That is what this bill is all about.  It will 
have the capacity to credit interest to the account.  That is what it was originally designed for.  Clause 4(4) refers 
to the application of the money standing to the credit of the account, which is for the payment of the construction 
and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Does the intent of the account apply to stages 1 and 2?  If it is 
to apply to stages 1 and 2, is it an account that from time to time will be provided with additional moneys?   

I have a number of other questions that I would like the minister to answer.  Given that it is an account with 
$1.1 billion in it to start with, what sort of certification will Treasury require with respect to the accounts that are 
submitted?  The reason I ask that is that my colleague Hon Ray Halligan, in discussing this bill with me some 
days ago, asked me whether it provided for a probity auditor.  That is a very relevant question; not that the bill 
itself should contain the words “probity auditor”, but whether the Treasurer will rely on just the certification of 
the Department of Health or whether the department will employ a probity auditor to ensure that the whole 
process is done in what might be described as a proper manner.  There are therefore some questions to start with, 
and I have some other questions I would like some very quick responses to, as I want to get them on record.  I 
did not intend to argue every point with the minister, but that really is up to the minister; if she wants to argue 
every point, I will be very happy to respond. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In answer to the first question on whether this account will accommodate both 
stages 1 and 2, certainly the account has the flexibility to accommodate both stages, and I guess there would be 
no reason to set up another account because the flexibility is there. 

Hon George Cash:  I think that was the original intention. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In answer to the second question, yes, it can credit interest to the account.  I 
recall this issue was raised during the second reading speech as one of the key drivers for actually setting up this 
legislation.  In answer to the third question, the certification will need to be signed off by the Auditor General 
and the account will be published in the Department of Treasury and - 

Hon George Cash:  Are you talking about every single account that is sent forward for payment? 

Hon Ray Halligan:  These are payments. 

Hon George Cash:  These are progress payments. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The transactions on the account together with the balance of the account will be 
provided in the Department of Treasury and Finance’s annual report and it will be signed off by the Auditor 
General annually. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I thank the minister for the first two answers.  In respect of the certification process, I 
asked: who would certify the accounts for the Treasurer to enable payment to be made?  I am surprised that the 
minister said that the Auditor General would be involved in that, and that is why I raised the question of a 
probity auditor. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In terms of certifying the draw down of the fund, the Department of Health 
would be required to go to Treasury with a business case, an argument for why it needed to draw down the 
account and the purpose of the draw down.  It would then need to be approved by the Treasurer. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am stealing Hon Ray Halligan’s thunder, as he raised the question of a probity 
auditor, but is it intended that there should be a probity auditor involved in the expenditure of the moneys or the 
certification process for the amounts that are submitted? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that it would be a matter for the health portfolio to determine 
whether it had a designated probity auditor for expenditure.  However, a steering committee has been established 
to deal with any request for the whole project.  That committee will comprise the Director General of Health and 
the Under Treasurer.  Obviously the health department would present any proposal to Treasury with a business 
case and it would then be assessed by the steering committee.  In respect of moneys to be expended on a range of 
measures that may need to be done in achieving the objects of this bill, clearly those accounts will be published 
in the Department of Treasury and Finance’s annual report.  They would include the transactions and the balance 
of the account and they would be signed off by the Auditor General. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I have some other questions.  We talked about the opportunity cost of applying the 
$1.1 billion as a lump sum into a specific account.  I raised yesterday the issue of net debt, which I think was 
$4.2 billion or thereabouts as at 30 June.  Can the minister advise approximately what the average interest rate is 
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for current net debt and what sort of interest is anticipated?  Assuming one went out into the market at today’s 
rates, what would one achieve on $1.1 billion in the account? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the member for the question.  I understand the interest cost difference 
between setting aside the fund for the hospital and an alternative option in terms of repaying further debt is 
minimal.  The weighted average interest saved on existing borrowings would be 6.1 per cent.  These are the 
figures as at budget time, so there may be slight variations to those figures.  This only marginally exceeds the 
rate of interest expected from the cash being invested, which is estimated to be 5.8 per cent over the median 
term.  If Hon George Cash has seen advertisements for investments and for how much money can be bought, as 
opposed to the rate of interest an investor could attract, he would know that over time the difference has 
decreased.  I guess the margins are so narrow these days because of the competition in the finance market; 
however, there is very little difference. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I appreciate the response.  If we just say around six per cent both in interest earned and 
interest paid. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes; there is not much in it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I did say approximately; so we are talking about $66 million a year on $1.1 billion that 
would accrue to this particular account by way of interest. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes, about that. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Does the minister have any idea of the current increase in construction costs that might 
apply to a hospital at this stage; that is, an annual increase in construction costs compared with the interest 
earned? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The approved budget is the approved budget.  I do not want to speculate on 
construction costs.  Obviously a number of variables will impact on that.  The heat might come off the 
construction market. 

Hon George Cash:  Have you any idea of the current increases in construction costs?  That is what I am asking.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No. 

Hon George Cash:  I’m not asking you to predict the future.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am happy to get that information for Hon George Cash.  I do not want to 
speculate and mislead the house.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The argument that I put is that because of the pressure on the market, construction 
costs are significant and they will be far in excess of the six per cent that is earned.  That is very good reason to 
get on with the job, so to speak, as soon as possible.   

My next question relates to the shaping of the design.  Recently, the Minister for Health invited the community 
to help shape the design of the hospital.  We keep talking about stage 1 costing about $1.1 billion.  When we talk 
about shaping the design, is there not an implication that the drafting plans are in the preliminary stages and that 
there may be significant changes?  If that is the case, how can we be sure that the $1.1 billion will be adequate to 
build a 643-bed hospital?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In terms of the feedback about the potential design, one of the issues that 
architects, planners and health professionals must consider is that the cost of their work must be within the set 
budget.  Collectively, they are not to exceed $1.1 billion.  When the minister charges the architects, planners and 
health professionals with designing the new hospital, their brief will not be to design whatever they want.  They 
will have to work within the defining parameters.  Cost restrictions are obvious considerations, because they may 
impact on, for example, the materials used, the designs that are put forward and whether the hospital will have 
efficient heating.  A range of issues will be considered, but obviously the $1.1 billion defines the financial 
parameters within which these people will have to work to achieve the aim of the exercise.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The point that I am making is that the minister announced on 5 June this year that the 
community had an opportunity to contribute to shaping the design.  It is very late in the process to be talking 
about shaping a design given that about 12 months ago models of the proposed hospital were put on public 
display.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I think those models might have been what it might look like rather than what it will 
look like.  
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Hon GEORGE CASH:  I think the minister is right.  If that is the case, it is fair to say that the suggested cost of 
building a 643-bed facility is very rubbery, because the government does not know what the final design looks 
like, let alone what is going into the hospital.  That is separate to the issue of whether there is enough money.  It 
seems to me that the government will be putting a huge additional amount of money into this account to continue 
the construction of stages 1 and 2.  This is the first payment, so to speak, to come out of the budget surpluses.  I 
do not think that anyone would argue with that proposition.  The account can receive money if necessary.  If it is 
convenient, I will move my amendment to insert the words “and the purchase of relevant land”.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would like to make a suggestion to Hon George Cash.  Will he consider moving that 
the words “including purchase of relevant land” be inserted after “hospital” on line 20?  Therefore, after the 
member’s amendment is passed, the clause will read -  

A Treasurer’s special purpose account called the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account is 
established under the Financial Management Act 2006 section 10 for the purposes of the construction 
and establishment of a hospital including purchase of relevant land.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  I move -  

Page 2, line 20 - To insert after the word “hospital” -  

including purchase of relevant land 

This is a necessary amendment.  I base that on some of the comments made by the minister.   

Amendment put and passed.  

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  Clause 4(4) reads -  

The money standing to the credit of the Account may be applied by the Treasurer for the purposes of, 
and only for the purposes of, the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  

What will happen if, in two or three years when the plans and costings have been done, it is drawn to the 
government’s attention that the cost of building the hospital will be in excess of the $1.09 billion that has been 
allocated to the account?  It may be that there is a credit squeeze or the economy has slowed down.  What will 
happen if the government is not in a position to allocate further funds to ensure that we get the hospital we 
envisage?  What will happen with the money that is locked in that account?  Will legislation have to come before 
Parliament before the funds are released back to Treasury?  Will those funds be available to Treasury or will 
Treasury have to borrow funds in the market? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is a good question.  As we have discussed, one of the reasons for going 
down the path of legislating is ensuring that interest is accrued.  If such an account was not facilitated through 
legislation, we would not be able to do that.  We anticipate an annual credit interest to the account of about 
$66 million over the life of the project.  That equates to be around $370 million.  If the $1.09 billion is 
insufficient because the project ends up costing more, the first source of funds would come from the 
$370 million.  Clearly, if that was not sufficient there would be a requirement to go to the consolidated account 
for an additional appropriation.  However, the fact that this amount has been specified and the account has been 
set up indicates that this is a very open, transparent, public process.  Quite clearly, it will be no secret.  The 
information will be provided in annual reports and the account will be audited by the Auditor General.  The 
drawdown will not be done in secret.  The status of the account will be quite public at any point in time. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  Will a bank account be set up for the money when it is transferred into the account? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Absolutely; it is an account. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  Will Treasury draw on that account to offset its own borrowings?  Obviously, there is 
a differential, and Hon George Cash raised the issue earlier about the net cost of borrowing for the state and the 
interest that this fund will earn.  I do not have a problem with that if the money in this fund can be lent to the 
state and the differential can basically be consolidated in the state’s costs.  Will the money be put into, for 
example, a BankWest account in the name of Fiona Stanley Hospital?  What limitations will there be on 
investing that money?  Will the government be able to buy property on St Georges Terrace or lend it to farmers 
in distress in the state for two years and expect to get it back in time to build this hospital?  What other use can 
be made of these funds and what types of investments will the funds be allowed to be invested in? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is a stand-alone account.  The money is invested as part of the public bank 
account, and any investments made by the public bank account are governed by the Financial Management 
Regulations 2007.  Regulation 5 specifies the investment by the Treasurer of money in the public bank account.  
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The products that can be invested in are outlined in subregulation (3); for example, it can be an investment on 
deposit with the authorised deposit-taking institution, in transferable certificates of deposit issued by an 
authorised deposit-taking institution, or in bills of exchange that are drawn, accepted or endorsed by the 
authorised deposit-taking institution.  There will not be the capacity, for example, to invest the money in the 
Australian Stock Exchange.  At the end of the day, I suspect that Treasury will take minimal risks and will make 
investment decisions that reflect that position. 

Hon ANTHONY FELS:  Since this bill was introduced in the Assembly, has there been a difference in spread 
between what state Treasury pays when it has to borrow funds and the type of return that can be expected from 
the funds that are invested under the Financial Management Act?  I have read recently about the credit crisis in 
the United States and the money market turmoil and that banks are paying much higher than the official cash rate 
in the money market.  Will that affect Treasury’s cost of funds when there is more than $1 billion in a fund that 
would otherwise be available in consolidated revenue or in the funds of the state?  Is there now a bigger spread 
than there might have been, say, two months ago? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  My advice is that the member is probably asking whether the variation between 
the cost of borrowing the money, which was six per cent when these figures were analysed, and the return on 
investing the money, which is 5.8 per cent, has widened.  I do not really know and it probably changes from day 
to day, but I suspect that there has not been much variation in the past three months. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed. 

Title - 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The opposition agrees that the long title should be agreed to, but I just ask the minister 
whether she is satisfied that an amendment does not need to be made to the long title, having regard to the 
amendment that has been made.  I leave her to answer that question. 

The other point I want to make is that the minister seemed to indicate earlier that we were trying to delay the bill.  
I made it very clear that we were not trying to delay the bill; all we were trying to do was get some direct 
answers from the minister.  Under the standing orders of the Legislative Council, technically when this bill is 
reported tonight, the report cannot be adopted and the report must be made an order of the day for the next sitting 
of the house.  Given that a very minor amendment was made, and I hope that the Clerks at the table will be able 
to manage the situation, the opposition will not object if the minister seeks the leave of the house to proceed to 
have the report adopted tonight.  The Leader of the Opposition has advised me that he is prepared - obviously 
Hon Giz Watson will have a view on this - to give leave to have the bill read a third time tonight, if that is 
convenient to the government. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The government thanks the opposition for its generous offer.  We will accept it 
with the good faith in which it was intended.  The government is satisfied that an amendment is not required to 
the long title. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Just to respond to that proposition, the Greens (WA) will also be happy to not oppose the 
proposal to proceed to the third reading this evening. 

Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, with an amendment. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith through remaining stages. 

Report 

Report of committee adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich (Minister for Local Government), and returned to 
the Assembly with an amendment. 
 


