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FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL CONSTRUCTION ACCOUNT BILL 2007 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 20 June. 

Clause 1:  Short title -  
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act -  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  We are all familiar with the title of the bill - the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction 
Account Bill.  I know that we are dealing with the terms to be used in the act; that is, “Account”, “establishment” 
and “Fiona Stanley Hospital”.  Can the Treasurer explain the purchase of land upon which this hospital is to be 
built?  Will that be funded out of the allocations made in the bill? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The vast majority of the land is government owned.  There is a small parcel of land that we 
need to purchase from St John of God Health Care, and the cost of that is included in the accounting for this bill. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Can the Treasurer refine that a little more?  He knows that the opposition thinks this is a 
nonsense bill.  I do not understand how a bill that is called - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is because your government, when your lot was in power, never had a billion-dollar cash 
surplus that it could put towards a major new hospital. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We did not have to nick it off into some stunt-based account to make us feel good.  That is 
the Treasurer’s problem.  The Treasurer and his pinheads have so much money because they have taxed the 
people of this state that they do not know what to do with it. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is disorderly, member. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Therefore, the Treasurer flounced around at the end of the financial year - we can all play 
that game and stay until two o’clock in the morning; I do not care - and found somewhere to stick his money that 
he called the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  He announced it with much aplomb and expected 
Western Australians in the suburbs to drop down on their knees before him and worship him because he is 
sticking some of the taxpayers’ funds into an account.  I want to know whether construction means the purchase 
of land.  It is not a difficult question. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have answered that. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, the Treasurer has not.  He said that it is in the accounting of the bill.  What does that 
mean? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This account will cover the cost of the purchase of the St John of God parcel.  The rest of the 
land is government owned. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  How much will that be approximately? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I do not have the answer to that question, but the majority of the land is government owned. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Are we talking about $5 million, $10 million, less than $5 million, more than $2 million or 
more than $1 million? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I don’t have that information. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is not really the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account Bill, is it?  It is the Fiona 
Stanley Hospital construction and buy a bit of land from St John of God Hospital account bill.  Is that right? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Although the Treasurer has said that the rest of the land is government owned, many 
people have told me in the past few months that there was a proposal in the 1970s to build what was to be called 
the Lakes hospital on that site.  This is not the first time that we have debated in this Parliament the possibility of 
building a tertiary hospital in the southern sector. 
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The clause refers to the establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  However, as I have said previously during 
debate on this bill, the promise, or the commitment, that was given by this government was to build or to 
establish a 1 000-bed hospital.  All of a sudden, now that this bill has come before the house, the government is 
saying that the money that is being put aside is for only 640 beds.  Therefore, it is not the promise that was given 
to the community, and it is not the assurance or the promise that has been made to this Parliament on several 
occasions since that initial commitment in 2005.  When we last debated this bill, I went through and highlighted 
the times that the government had given that commitment to the community.  Many people are very disappointed 
with the government at the moment, because, unfortunately, this bill now gives no guarantee to people that the 
Labor Party will in fact do any more than the Liberals promised at the last election.  In fact, the pendulum seems 
to have swung because the Liberal Party has now looked at the population statistics and the projected growth in 
population in the south metropolitan area.  In fact, the Liberal Party is on record as supporting a 1 000-bed Fiona 
Stanley Hospital.  The member for Vasse supported it, as did the member for Dawesville and the Leader of the 
Opposition.  Will the member for Darling Range, who is sitting in front of me, support a 1 000-bed Fiona 
Stanley Hospital? 

Dr K.D. Hames:  It will be in the Liberal Party position paper. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The member for Dawesville said that that is the Liberal Party position.  Therefore, the 
Liberal Party has put on record that it supports 1 000 beds, so it supports equality in health care services in the 
south metropolitan area; yet this account funds only 640 beds.  Therefore, it is just smoke and mirrors, is it not?  
The government is pretending to do something and to fulfil a promise that it gave prior to the last election, but it 
is fulfilling only half that promise.  Because the government is fulfilling only half that promise, I believe that it 
should be honest and either state that it will not meet the promise that it gave and that it will not build the 1 000 
beds, or somewhere within this bill leave open another option.  As the bill currently stands, under clause 6 - 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The member has been speaking for more than four minutes, and I do not believe her 
comments have any relevance to the clause before the house.  Now she is referring to clause 6, which is not the 
clause before the house.  Members should really speak on matters that are relevant to the clause that the house is 
considering. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  As unusual as it is for me to rise in support of the member for Alfred Cove, I believe she is 
making a very valid point; that is, that clause 3, as the member has clearly articulated, refers to the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital and defines it.  What she is attempting to point out is that the government is providing only a portion of 
the Fiona Stanley Hospital, not the full Fiona Stanley Hospital.  I think that is the point the member is trying to 
make, which is well within the gamut of clause 3. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I am aware that the member’s comments are drawing to a close.  I think the 
member is probably building up to addressing the clause.  I am aware that the member has an amendment on the 
notice paper, so I have allowed a bit of latitude.  However, she needs to address her comments to the clause. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Madam Deputy Speaker, you are correct.  I was leading up to that clause.  I was 
pointing out why at the moment this bill does not meet the commitment that the government gave to the 
community.  I have discussed this with the government, and I believe that there needs to be a modification of this 
bill, if the government is to fulfil its promise.  That being the case, I will move at page 2, line 13, to make an 
insertion after “equipment”, so that it would read - 

“establishment” includes the provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment 
including the installation of 1 000 beds; 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  That is not the amendment that appears on the notice paper. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  That is the motion standing in my name. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The words appear to be different. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am standing to give the member another five minutes in which to speak. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I thank the member for Dawesville. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am basically moving the amendment standing in my name on page 30 of the notice 
paper. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  As written? 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  As printed.  Therefore, I move - 
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Page 2, line 13 - To insert after “equipment” the following - 

including the installation of 1 000 beds 

I hope that the Treasurer will support this amendment.  I have spoken with the Treasurer, the Minister for Health 
and members on both sides about the Fiona Stanley Hospital.  As I have said previously, we know that there is 
inequality in the provision of health care services in the metropolitan area and that people who live in the south 
metropolitan area are currently the poor relations.  They have to travel north of the river to access emergency 
services.  This is meant to be a tertiary hospital for the southern suburbs; yet through the bill a sum of money is 
being set aside for just 643 beds.  Clause 3 refers to establishment of the hospital.  Many people would see the 
establishment as being the completion.  However, later in this bill, clause 6 states that when the Treasurer is 
satisfied that the construction and establishment of the hospital have been completed, the Treasurer is to direct 
that any money standing to the credit of the account be credited to the consolidated account.  That is not leaving 
the door open for the construction of the further 400 beds that were promised to the community by this 
government.  That was promised prior to the election, and it has been repeated.  It was part of the Labor Party 
promises for the 2005 election, and it has been repeated in this house by the Minister for Health in response to 
questions from the opposition spokesperson for health and other people in this house, including me when I have 
asked questions of the minister. 

I believe that this is a very important amendment to this bill, and I hope the government will support it.  If it does 
not support it, it will be another example of a broken promise because there is no guarantee that we will ever see 
1 000 beds on the new Fiona Stanley Hospital site. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Why is the Treasurer doing this?  Excuse my ignorance, but I am interested to know why 
the Treasurer has gone to so much trouble - it is a lot of trouble - to introduce a new bill, or a new act of 
Parliament -  

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The question being asked by the member relates to the bill as a whole.  We are dealing 
with clause 3, which is headed “Terms used in this Act”.  I think we need to progress this bill by debating the 
clause that is before the house and not entering into a general debate, which was the purpose of the second 
reading debate. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Further to that point of order, we are dealing with clause 3, albeit an amendment to 
clause 3.  Clause 3 deals with the account and the establishment of the account.  My question went directly to 
clause 3. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The debate before us at the moment is purely on the amendment moved by the 
member for Alfred Cove.  I am cognisant of the fact that the member for Kalgoorlie had only just started to 
speak, so I take it that he is indeed addressing the amendment before the house.  Therefore, would the member 
continue in that vein, please? 

Debate Resumed 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  If the Leader of the House had thought about this before he opened his mouth, he would 
have realised that we are dealing with an amendment to clause 3, which relates to the establishment of the 
account.  The question I asked the Treasurer was: why is he doing this?  What is the point of introducing a piece 
of legislation to establish the account?  Why not fund it out of consolidated revenue in much the same way as 
many other projects are funded?  Will this set a precedent for all other major capital works undertaken by this 
government?  For instance, if and when the government ever gets around to building the new sports stadium, will 
it introduce legislation to set up a special account for the purposes of constructing that sports stadium?   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I must point out that to the member for Kalgoorlie that he should really address his 
comments to the inclusion of the words “the installation of 1 000 beds”, which does not relate to the 
establishment of the account.  The member’s comments must be more relevant to the amendment.  Once that is 
dealt with we will go back to debating clause 3.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I have said enough.  I am interested to hear what the Treasurer has to say.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I support the member for Alfred Cove’s comments and her wish to insert an amendment that 
makes reference to 1 000 beds.  We all realise that the hospital will not have exactly 1 000 beds.  The 
commitment made in the most recent document that relates to this issue, which was the clinical services 
framework, detailed something like 1 014 beds in total.  In fact, the Minister for Health gave me a lot of stick for 
not initially supporting that concept.  In my wish to retain Royal Perth Hospital, I looked at having three 
hospitals with 650 beds, which would involve retaining the same total number of beds as proposed by the 
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minister, but without having in the early stages at least 1 000 beds at that site.  Since that time there has been a 
huge increase in the demand placed on our hospitals.  The proposal is to reduce the size of Royal Perth Hospital.  
In terms of what is proposed for Fiona Stanley Hospital, it still does not include a maternity section.  When the 
government closed Woodside Maternity Hospital, it made a commitment that it would build a new maternity 
ward on that site.  It does not include any of the stuff from Royal Perth Rehabilitation Hospital.  When that 
hospital is closed, something in the order of 100 beds will be relocated to that site.  This amendment will support 
what the government said it would do.  When one looks at the 10-year prediction of the funds suggested by the 
Minister for Health in all the documents that came before this house during the budget hearings, one sees that he 
detailed in the out years - right up to 2014-15 - the dollars that will be spent in all those components across all 
the hospitals.  However, there are two areas that he and, therefore, the Treasurer have not funded.  One is the 
commitment to build a new Princess Margaret Hospital for Children.  A sum of $250 million has been allocated 
in the out years, but the minister has told me that it will cost between $500 million and $600 million to replace 
Princess Margaret Hospital for Children.  None of the money that the government committed to the construction 
of Fiona Stanley Hospital has been included, apart from this.  It did not allocate anywhere near enough money in 
the first place, as it allocated $500-odd million.  After we told the government that that was nonsense because it 
would cost a million dollars a bed for a greenfield site, the amount was increased to $700-odd million.  Now the 
government has realised that it will cost more because of the single-bed occupancy and, hence, it has increased 
the figure to $1 billion.  The government has yet to commit to the funds for the rest of the hospital and it has not 
committed in dollar terms to 1 000 beds.  That is why I believe that if the government does not have the money 
committed in the out years, at the very least it should reiterate its and the minister’s commitment to make Fiona 
Stanley Hospital a 1 000-bed hospital.  If it does not, I will be telling the public that the opposition supports a 
1 000-bed hospital south of the river but the government does not.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I oppose this amendment.  The government will vote against it.  In the budget, we 
appropriated $1 088 585 000 to the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  This piece of legislation 
creates the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  It is consequential to a decision that has already been 
made to allocate close to $1.1 billion to Fiona Stanley Hospital.  I do not know how far members think 
$1.1 billion will go.  In today’s environment, $1.1 billion will not build a 1 000-bed hospital.  However, 
$1.1 billion is the amount that has been appropriated by the Parliament for stage 1 of Fiona Stanley Hospital, a 
stage that involves providing 643 beds.   

Mr M.J. Birney:  How much more does the government need?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are building a massive tertiary hospital.  When was the last time a Western Australian 
state government built a tertiary hospital?  It was a long time ago.  A brand-new 643-bed tertiary hospital is a 
major undertaking - it is a billion dollar undertaking.  We are fortunate in this state that the strength of our 
economy means that we have a $1 billion expected cash surplus from the last financial year that we can devote 
entirely -  
Mr T. Buswell:  How much? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I said a $1 billion expected cash surplus from the last financial year that we can devote -  
Mr T. Buswell:  Where did you get that figure?  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is the figure that we have been discussing ever since the budget came down.  
Mr T. Buswell:  A $1 billion cash surplus? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I said an expected $1 billion cash surplus from the last financial year will be allocated to the 
Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account.  The government is budgeting across four years.  The prospect of 
moving to further stages of Fiona Stanley Hospital and to 1 000 beds is beyond the four-year planning period.  I 
understand that the member for Dawesville is making a point about the government’s statement about the 
ultimate size of Fiona Stanley Hospital.  However, the four-year planning period only provides for stage 1.  A 
643-bed hospital at a cost of $1.1 billion is pretty significant.   

Dr K.D. Hames:  That will take more than four years to build.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us build stage 1 or at least have it thoroughly underway before we set about finding more 
than a billion dollars for subsequent stages of the hospital.  This is a massive project.  I understand why the 
member for Alfred Cove made the point she made and why the member for Dawesville supports the member for 
Alfred Cove.  The member for Dawesville wants to make the point that the government envisaged 1 000 beds or 
more at Fiona Stanley Hospital but has so far only budgeted, planned and funded a 643-bed stage 1.  That is 
because that will take us across the forward estimates at least before we are there.  Subsequent stages will be for 
subsequent periods of forward estimates and subsequent budgets. 
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This bill does not refer to stage 1 and stage 2.  The reason that I would like those 
words inserted is that the government made a promise of 1 000 beds.  Clause 4 states that the account is to be 
credited with money from time to time appropriated by Parliament for the purpose of the account.  Treasury 
informed me that this does not preclude further appropriations for the account.  This amendment will put on the 
record the government’s promise to the community.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It does not actually advance the fulfilment of that promise; it does no more than what is 
already on the record.  The sum of $1.1 billion will not fund more than the 643 beds. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Treasurer should then put on record that it is stage 1 and show that there is still a 
commitment to stage 2. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is already on record. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Not in this bill.  This bill contains clause 6, titled “Closure of Account and expiry of 
Act”, so when this $1 billion has been spent, according to this bill, the account will close.  Clause 6 states -  

When the Treasurer is satisfied that the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
have been completed, the Treasurer is to direct that any money standing to the credit of the Account be 
credited to the Consolidated Account. 

The Treasurer has just referred to 643 beds.  He could either accept my amendment, which refers to “including 
the installation of 1000 beds”, or he could put on record that this is the Fiona Stanley Hospital stage 1 
construction account, but he has not.  The way in which the bill is worded says to me that when the Treasurer is 
satisfied that the construction and establishment have been completed, the Treasurer is to direct any money 
standing to the credit of the account is to be credited to the consolidated account.  “Completed” to my mind 
means finished.  What does it mean to the member for Dawesville?   

Dr K.D. Hames:  Finished. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Member for Vasse? 

Mr T. Buswell:  Finished. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Does it mean that something is still open, that the Treasurer will carry on with it, or 
does it mean that something is closed?  For many people it will mean that this government has broken another 
promise - a promise that this government won votes on in the south metropolitan area and that probably resulted 
in the member for Riverton being here - because the government gave a commitment to build a hospital with 
1 000 beds in the south metropolitan area.   

Mr T. Buswell:  The member for Riverton also said he would get trucks off Leach Highway. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  We will not move into that one now, but we will look at the commitment that he would 
have given to his community and that this government gave to the community to build a 1 000-bed hospital.  I 
think the Treasurer is talking a lot of garbage tonight.  He is using smoke and mirrors to disguise the fact that this 
government is planning on breaking another promise.  It is pretending that it will build a brand-new, state-of-the-
art hospital, but that hospital will now be half the size of the hospital to which he committed in 2005.  I am very 
disappointed with the Treasurer, and so is my community. 

Mr T. Buswell:  You are not alone. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Yes, and my community will be very disappointed.   

Mr T. Buswell:  And other communities. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Lots of people have been waiting to see equality in health care services.  The Minister 
for Health has stood in this house on several occasions and talked about equality.  He was quite happy to put out 
all those media releases on what the government would do.  Now the government has the opportunity with this 
bill to show that it is not breaking another promise and that although only $1 billion is set aside now, it will 
honour the commitment that it gave to the community and build a 1 000-bed hospital.  It may not be built in the 
next four or six years, but the commitment that is being given should match the commitment that was given in 
2005, which is that the end result will be 1 000 beds on the Fiona Stanley Hospital site. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I can see the Treasurer nodding his head in dismay, thinking that the points the member for 
Alfred Cove made are nonsense.  They are not nonsense.  The only nonsense here is this ridiculous bill that the 
Treasurer has brought into the house.  We made the point when we debated the second reading that this is a 
nothing bill.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  So you are going to vote against it, are you? 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am not going to play the government’s silly games.  I want to pick up on a couple of 
points that relate to some of the comments that the Treasurer has made.  The Treasurer said that this bill is 
consequential to the appropriation that was made in the budget.  I think those were the words that he used; that 
is, consequential to the appropriation of $1.1 billion.  However, the fact is that the Treasurer does not need this 
bill to realise that appropriation.  The member for Kalgoorlie made a very valid point when he said that the 
Treasurer could establish this special purchase account without this bill at the drop of a hat.  You could do that. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Vasse needs to address his comments to the Chair. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is the point that the member for Alfred Cove was making.  The Treasurer has come in 
with this nonsense bill, and he has been caught out.  I think the member for Alfred Cove is right to make her 
demands.  The government made a promise to the community of Western Australia that it would build a 
1 000-bed hospital.  It tries to claim the political credit for funding it.  I think the term used was a “debt-free” 
Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Most of the people one would speak to would expect that to be a 1 000-bed Fiona 
Stanley Hospital.  How would they form that view, Madam Deputy Speaker?  Could it be that it is what the 
government has been ramming down their throat for the past couple of years?  It is quite possible. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Did you keep your promise? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  What about the member for Riverton’s promise about taking trucks off Leach Highway?   

We will support the member for Alfred Cove on this issue because I believe that she has highlighted two issues: 
first, the fact that the Treasurer has broken a commitment that his government gave and has repeatedly given 
and, second, the fact that she has exposed this bill, as I think we all have, for the nonsense that it is.  This bill is 
not consequential to the appropriation. 

Mr M.J. Birney:  It is probably not such a bad bill because with 643 beds, the government can still leave Royal 
Perth Hospital open. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is probably not a bad outcome. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is to replace it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is interesting.  The Treasurer came in, beat his chest and said that he was building a 
new tertiary hospital, the first for 15 or 20 years.  He did not tell us that on the flipside he would be closing one.  
That is typical of him and his government. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think I have just told you. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is ridiculous.  What happens if there is a cost blow-out over and above $1.1 billion and 
the government cannot get the 643-bed facility built?  What happens if there is a cost blow-out above the rate of 
interest on the account?  What happens if the black cockatoos wreak havoc?  What happens if Alan Piper, on his 
$3 million contract over the next six years, cannot maintain - 

The SPEAKER:  The member will take his seat for a second.  I am new to the chair, but I presume that the 
member for Vasse is talking about the inclusion of the reference to the installation of 1 000 beds, which is the 
amendment. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am.  Thank you for seeking clarification on that, Mr Speaker.  It is not often you ask me 
for my advice in the chamber.  I am talking about it because what happened was that the Treasurer said that the 
1 000 beds were beyond the scope of the next four years of appropriations.  Whoopee do!  What happens if the 
government spends more than $1.1 billion to provide 643 beds?  It is just a nonsense. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I do not know why the Treasurer does not just roll over on this issue, because at the end of 
the day it is no skin off his nose.  The reality is that even at the completion of this stage of the construction of the 
hospital, the Treasurer will probably be long gone, as will the Minister for Health and as will we.  Certainly, 
when it comes to the second stage, it will be well down the track.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It may well be that I am still Treasurer.  I hope so. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I think that we will be building it.  The question is that when we build it, will we take credit 
for - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The amount that was set aside out of this budget. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Will we do the same as the government did with the Geraldton hospital and the Port Hedland 
hospital, for which commitments were made in our budgets and for which this government took credit?  That is a 
different issue.  The Treasurer said four years and we are discussing four-year forward estimates.  However, as 
the Treasurer has said, the hospital is not being built over four years.  It will not be completed until, at the 
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earliest, 2012 and probably not until 2013.  That means the money the Treasurer is putting aside will cover well 
beyond the four years.  In the other budget papers to which I have referred the Minister for Health has listed all 
the hospitals and all the money that he will spend on them until the year 2014-15.  All of those moneys go well 
beyond the forward estimates, yet most of those moneys have been committed.  Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, 
which is referred to as the central hospital, has in the order of $500 million allocated until 2012-13 or 2013-14.   

The Treasurer has committed the money for all those hospitals, in theory to cover the full cost.  However, we 
know that the money that has been allocated for Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital will not cover the full cost.  It will 
probably cover the cost of only 100 beds, when the final number of beds is supposed to be 1 000.  As I have said, 
the government has supposedly committed the money for those hospitals.  Why not do the same thing with Fiona 
Stanley Hospital?  This clause will make people suspicious that the government is not really committed to Fiona 
Stanley Hospital.  As the member for Alfred Cove has said, and as I said during the second reading debate, the 
government should forget about shutting down this account and should leave it in place, because it will need to 
pour more money into this account at a later stage to finish the second stage of that hospital.  The government 
should either delete clause 6(1), or make it clear that the account will be kept open so that money can be added to 
that account to ensure that the government can fulfil its commitment to build stage 2 of that hospital.  As I have 
said, that will be no skin off the Treasurer’s nose.  The Treasurer will not be here when stage 2 is completed, 
anyway.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Are you sure about that? 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I know the Treasurer will live a long life, because he does his meditation.  However, I do not 
think he will be here longer than me.  I do not think he will be here beyond the completion of stage 1 in 2013 - 
another six years - and beyond that to the completion of stage 2.  How long has the Treasurer been in this place 
already? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is a state secret!   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I think the Treasurer has been in this place for about three terms.  I think he got in when I 
did, in about 1983.  

The SPEAKER:  He has completed about half his parliamentary career already!   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Thank you, Mr Speaker! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The Treasurer has been here for a long time already, and I cannot see him staying here for 
that long. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I would be worried if the shadow Minister for Health was giving me a diagnosis!   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  As I have said, it would be no skin off the Treasurer’s nose to do what I am suggesting.  The 
Treasurer could, with a single stroke of a pen, or with the simple acceptance of this amendment, reiterate his 
government’s commitment to this hospital.  The Treasurer should agree to delete clause 6(1) so that this account 
is not shut down as soon as the money for stage 1 has been spent, and so that we can add to the account when we 
are in government and make sure the moneys are available to complete state 2.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This bill is actually open-ended.  Clause 6(1) states -  

When the Treasurer is satisfied that the construction and establishment of the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
have been completed, the Treasurer is to direct that any money standing to the credit of the Account be 
credited to the Consolidated Account. 

This bill will allow the Treasurer to close this account when stage 1 is completed, and if, for example, an amount 
of $2 million remains in the account, to shift those moneys to a capital works project in another part of the health 
system, and fund the second stage of the hospital through the traditional means.  Alternatively, it will allow the 
Treasurer of the day to keep the account open, and to count stage 2 of the hospital as part of the project and put 
more money into the account to cover that work. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  The Treasurer is exactly right.  Therefore, he should accept the amendment to add to the 
definition of “establishment” the words “including the installation of 1 000 beds”.  He could then leave 
clause 6(1) as it stands. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  A bit of a non-issue has been created here.  I repeat what I said earlier.  With cold hard cash, 
the government is building the first major new tertiary hospital in this state in 30 years.  That is a great initiative.  
A tertiary hospital with 643 beds is a very big institution indeed.  To argue that somehow or other the 
government is retreating from its vision for Fiona Stanley Hospital, because we are not willing to add to the 
definition of “establishment” the words “1 000 beds” is a rather desperate argument from the opposition.  
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  We are saying that we should add to the definition of “establishment” the words 
“including the installation of 1 000 beds”.  The Treasurer has just said that clause 6(1) will allow the government 
to either close the account when stage 1 has been completed, or keep the account open to fund stage 2.  That 
implies that the current meaning of “establishment” is 643 beds.  The Treasurer has said that clause 6(1) can be 
read either as the account will be closed when stage 1 has been completed, or the government may choose to 
keep the account open for stage 2.  That was not the commitment that was given by this government at the last 
election.  That commitment was given to the people in the south metropolitan area.  It was given to the 
constituents of the member for Riverton, the member for Willagee - the Premier, the member for Cockburn, the 
member for Peel, the member for Fremantle and the member for Murdoch.  It was also given to my constituents.  
All those people believed that the government would build a 1 000-bed hospital.  The Treasurer has just said that 
clause 6(1) will leave the door open for the government to either leave the account open to fund stage 2, or close 
the account.  That is why, if this government was honest and truthful - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, I am a bit disappointed at this line of argument.  It is a funding mechanism.  It does 
not have to do with a commitment.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The title of the bill is not the “Four Year Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account 
Bill”.  It is the “Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account Bill”.  As far as the community is aware, Fiona 
Stanley Hospital will have 1 000 beds, not 643 beds. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If we close the account - which I will not say we will do - after the completion of stage 1, that 
will not affect in any way our commitment to subsequent stages.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Then why put this bill on the table?  Why will the Treasurer not keep the promise that 
he made to the community?  If the government does not intend to fulfil its promise to the community and build a 
1 000-bed hospital, the Treasurer should say that now.  The Treasurer should be honest and say that the 
government has looked at the figures, and it has decided to build only a 643-bed hospital.  If we read the bill, we 
do not see a government that intends to fulfil the promise that it made to the community. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you read the bill, you will see that it is entirely open.  It makes no reference to the number 
of beds.  However, we have an expected cash surplus of over $1 billion.  We intend to put that into the account.  
That will fund stage 1 of the hospital, with 643 beds.  The budget papers refer in almost all places to stage 1.  
The member is erecting a straw man here that ultimately has no substance. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I do not mind if the wording goes in somewhere else.  The government should make it 
very clear in this bill that this account is for stage 1, and that it intends to fulfil the commitment that it made in 
2005 and 2006, and also earlier this year in 2007, that the completed Fiona Stanley Hospital will have 
1 000 beds.  The way this bill reads, the government will build only a 643-bed hospital.  This bill leaves it wide 
open, as the Treasurer said five minutes ago, for the government to decide at the end of that period that the 
construction and establishment of this hospital have been completed, and to then credit any outstanding moneys 
to the consolidated account, which will mean that the act will then expire.  The community would like the 
government to honour the commitment that it has made repeatedly that Fiona Stanley Hospital will have 
1 000 beds, not 643 beds.   

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account - 

The SPEAKER:  The question is that clause 4 stand as printed. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I will fend off that withering attack by the Treasurer when the quorum was being formed.  
Far be it that I try to represent my community.  He is probably torn between his allegiance to the seaside 
electorate of Cottesloe and the riverside electorate of Belmont.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We govern for the entire state.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Be that as it may.  After three years in this place I have glanced at a picture of the Treasurer 
in the Western Australian Parliamentary Handbook that was provided to me by the member for Roe.  I assume 
the photo was taken soon after his election in 1988.  If this is what happens to him after nearly 20 years in this 
place, it might be a good time for me to leave.  I hope I do not.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have listened to too many coalition speeches.   
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am a little concerned.  The Treasurer knows my view on this bill; that is, we do not need 
this legislation to establish a Treasurer’s special purpose account under section 10 of the Financial Management 
Act.  It is an established fact that the government cannot deny and we do not deny.  I am worried that the 
Treasurer will dud himself because he has been a bit smart.  Subclause (1) deals with the construction and 
establishment of a hospital.  I know what “construction” means, although it is not defined in the terms.  
“Establishment” is defined in clause 3 as follows - 

. . . includes the provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment; 

The Treasurer told the chamber previously that some of the money that is going into this account will be used to 
buy land.  Will the Treasurer explain how the purchase of land qualifies as either construction expenditure, 
which it quite clearly is not, or establishment expenditure, which according to clause 3 it clearly is not.  I am 
trying to save the Treasurer some embarrassment.  He has gone through the rigmarole of bringing this farcical 
bill into the chamber, which is something he did not need to do.  He is establishing a Treasurer’s special 
purposes account under section 10 of the Financial Management Act.  He is setting up the purposes for which the 
account moneys can be used.  Clearly, by his admission, it will be used to purchase land, and it is not covered 
off.  The Treasurer might want to change this clause to include, or at least cover off, the eventuality that the land 
will have to be bought from St John of God Hospital.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I do not agree with the heading to clause 4, which reads “Fiona Stanley Hospital 
Construction Account”.  Perhaps the heading should read “Fiona Stanley Hospital Stage 1 Construction 
Account”.  As we have heard in the chamber tonight, the funding provided in this bill is for stage 1 because the 
government can only budget for it for the next four years.  Subclause (3) reads - 

The Account is to be credited with - 

(a) money from time to time appropriated by Parliament for the purposes of the Account; 

Does that mean that it does not preclude any further appropriations to this account to enable stage 2 to be 
completed?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is right.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  If it does not preclude further appropriations to this account, it means that this 
appropriation is being put aside for stage 1.  Why can clause 4 not be headed “Fiona Stanley Hospital Stage 1 
Construction Account”?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you did that, you would be moving an amendment to delete stage 1.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not want to be pedantic, but how can the Treasurer justify spending money on land 
purchase when he is saying that the purpose of this bill is for the construction and establishment of a hospital?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The definition of “establishment”, which the house has just endorsed, reads - 

. . . includes the provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and equipment; 

It is not an exclusive definition of establishment that will be put there.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Where does it say purchase of land? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It does not have to say purchase of land. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Why not add it in?  The Treasurer is setting himself up to fall foul.  I know that it does not 
matter to the Treasurer.  Legislation passes through this place all the time that he completely ignores.  That is par 
for the course for him and his mates on that side of the chamber.   
Mr P.B. Watson:  At least he’s got some mates.   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am presuming he has some mates. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  More than you. 
Mr R.C. Kucera:  He does have mates and does not stab them in the back. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Honestly!  An article in the Medical Journal of Australia said that there is one example in 
the world of a living surviving brain donor.  He is sitting opposite.  He is at it again - the great cranial vacuum 
reverberates.   
How can the Treasurer possibly contend that the provision or installation of finishes, fixtures, fittings and 
equipment qualifies as purchase of land?  It is blatantly ridiculous.  He will set himself up in due course to 
breach clause 10 of the Financial Management Act.  We passed that legislation in good faith.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Will you sue me?   
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  What recourse do we have?  That is a stupid question.  I do not know why he does not look 
at this ridiculous bill and say that maybe he should include the purchase of land.  It is not that complicated.  He 
will go about it in his arrogant way.  I am trying to help him out.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Clause 4(1) reads - 

A Treasurer’s special purpose account called the Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account is 
established under the . . . Act . . . for the purposes of the construction and establishment of a hospital.  

The Treasurer said the word “establishment” is actually much broader than the way it is defined in clause 3.  He 
is quite happy for it to be broader in terms of the purchase of land.  Again, it makes me wonder why he was not 
happy to have it broad enough to cover the promise that was given to the community in terms of the 1 000 beds.   

The Treasurer said that subclause (3)(a) means that further appropriations can be made to enable stage 2 to 
occur.  We discussed earlier whether the heading to clause (4) is appropriate because it refers to stage 1.  It is on 
the record that the capacity of the hospital has declined from 1 000 beds to 643 beds.  I am concerned at how 
widely the word “establishment” can be interpreted.  Will the hospital end up with 643 beds or with only 300 or 
400 beds?  The community cannot rely on the government saying that this $1 billion will build a 640-bed 
hospital.  That amount might have built this hospital if construction had started in 2005 when the government 
made the promise to the community, but with what is happening in the market now, this $1 billion may not even 
build a 643-bed hospital.  Maybe that is why the Treasurer is not willing to accept that this be stage 1 of the 
Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Maybe Fiona Stanley Hospital will end up like Kaleeya Hospital or Fremantle Hospital.  
Maybe there will not even be 643 beds on the site.  The commitment was for a 1 000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  
I seriously question whether the community will get a 643 or 640-bed hospital from this government.  The 
government has broken its promise once.  What is to stop it from breaking its promise again?  I think that the 
inequality in health care services will just continue. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Clause 4(3)(b) states -  

the amount of any income determined by the Treasurer (at a rate determined by the Treasurer) to be 
attributable to the investment under the Financial Management Act . . . section 37 . . .  

Can the Treasurer explain that?  Does he have the capacity, therefore, to determine a rate of return that is lower 
than the market rate of interest?  I am interested in why that provision is in the bill.  Is the Treasurer anticipating 
that he will set a rate lower than the market rate, and what will happen with the difference; or will he set a rate 
that is at the market rate or above the market rate?  At the end of the day, this cuts to the basis of one of the key 
arguments that this account needs to be established; that is, to ensure that the interest on the $1.1 billion flows 
back into the account.  The Treasurer was about to say earlier that that interest money is important because it will 
fund any increase in the cost of construction. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This replicates a section of the Financial Management Act.  It would be the government’s 
intention to apply to this fund the same interest rate as is earned by the public bank account. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Which section of the Financial Management Act does it replicate? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is section 38(5). 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I move -  

Page 2, line 20 - To insert after “of a” the following -  

1 000 bed 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, I ask you to consider whether this amendment raises a prime matter that has 
already been dealt with.  The amendment on the notice paper is very close to being the same as, if not identical 
to, the amendment that has now been moved for the same effect, even though it is to a different clause.  I ask you 
to consider whether the amendment is similar enough to be considered as a matter that has already been dealt 
with. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Further to that point of order, the previous amendment was simply to a term used in 
the bill.  This clause gets to the heart of the bill.  This clause establishes the Fiona Stanley Hospital construction 
account and therefore I believe it is far more suitable that the number of beds be inserted in clause 4 of the bill. 

The SPEAKER:  The amendments are remarkably similar in nature.  However, as the amendment on the notice 
paper was to the definition of “establishment”, and clause 4 deals with the establishment of the hospital 
construction account, I think the amendment is sufficiently different to be able to be dealt with. 

Debate Resumed 
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This clause, which really outlines what the government is hoping to do with this 
account, is the ideal place in the bill for the government to show that it is serious about the commitment it has 
given to the community about the size of the hospital.  Unless something is put in this clause about the size of the 
hospital, as I said previously, Fiona Stanley Hospital could end up being a 200, 300 or 400-bed hospital.  The 
reason that this legislation is on the table is to give some credibility to the government’s commitment to the 
community to build a 1 000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  As I mentioned earlier, there were discussions in 
Parliament in the 1970s about using that site for what was then to be called the Lakes hospital.  It is not a new 
site for a hospital.  Because of the inequality in health care services in the north and south metropolitan areas, 
this government gave a commitment in 2005 that it would build a 1 000-bed tertiary hospital to meet the growing 
population needs and health-care requirements of people living in the south metropolitan area.  That is why I 
believe it is very important that the government give the community an indication of how big this hospital will 
be when it is completed.  The Treasurer has said that $1 billion has been set aside and appropriated for this 
hospital.  Although I think that everyone in this house accepts that that money is not sufficient to build a 1 000-
bed hospital, the Treasurer has agreed that this clause allows for further appropriations to this account to enable 
more beds to be built.  The money that is being appropriated currently covers only the 643 beds.  However, by 
inserting the phrase “1 000 bed”, it will become the “establishment of a 1 000-bed hospital”.  Later we will deal 
with clause 6 of the bill, which refers to the closure of account and expiry of the act.  The government initially 
promised that the hospital would be completed in 2010.  We may not have 1 000 beds in 2015.  It may be in 
2018 or 2019.  In fact, in the Labor Party promises that came out at the time of the election, it had changed what 
it said in its press release; that is, it had changed the year from 2015 to 2020 for 1 000 beds.  Therefore, I accept 
that the time frame may not be the one that was given in 2005.  However, the community certainly does not 
accept the way in which this bill is worded at the moment, which means that with that $1 billion, the community 
could end up with just 400 beds on that site.  The government is currently looking at closing beds at Royal Perth 
Hospital and moving facilities from Fremantle Hospital.  Unless this clause says 1 000 beds, people in the south 
metropolitan area could end up being worse off in five years than they are now.  Therefore, I ask the government 
to give consideration to the insertion of these words. 

Amendment put and negatived. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Mr Speaker, I draw your attention to the fact that the attendant just came and 
interrupted me, and I could not hear what you were saying at that stage.  I have great respect for your staff, 
Mr Speaker. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This is the second time you have failed to vote on your own amendment. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Mr Speaker, that was due to your staff stopping me and asking me to sign something.  
I would like to vote for that amendment, and I request, Mr Speaker, that you please put that question again. 

The SPEAKER:  There is only the capacity to recommit that section of the clause at the completion of 
consideration in detail. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Do I need to move that that come up under - 

The SPEAKER:  The house must vote on that at some stage.  We will do that at the very end of consideration in 
detail.  The member must listen when the call is made. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Mr Speaker, I was not able to listen, because one of your attendants was actually 
talking to me. 

The SPEAKER:  The question now is that clause 4 stand as printed. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  As I do not believe that the government will give me an opportunity to put that 
amendment again, I would like to move an amendment.  Because the house was not able to make a 
determination, and to save that coming back before the house again, I move - 

Page 3, line 3 - To insert after “of the” where it appears a second time the following - 
1 000 bed 

Clause 4(4) would therefore read - 
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 1 000 bed Fiona Stanley 
Hospital. 

The SPEAKER:  The member will give me a copy of her amendment. 

Point of Order 
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Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  While the Chair clearly allows some lenience and holds things up to help the house 
proceed, the fact is that if the member does not have an amendment written out, I do not think the house should 
be delayed, when I have put to the Speaker that the member is involved in tedious repetition and is already in 
breach of standing order 97.  In such a situation, if the member wishes to move an amendment, it needs to be 
written out before she moves it, so that it can be handed to the Speaker.  The trouble with the last amendment is 
that the member claims she was interrupted by an officer of the house.  However, the fact is that that amendment 
was not written out, it was not circulated and we did not have a copy of it.  Therefore, I believe that the 
forbearance that has been extended to the member is way past what is reasonable, and we should get on with the 
business of the house. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Further to that point of order - 
The SPEAKER:  Before I give the member the call, I want the written amendment that she has moved in my 
hand. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Am I speaking to the point of order or am I carrying on with the debate? 
The SPEAKER:  The member is speaking to the point of order. 
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Further to that point of order, the Leader of the House is aware of the fact that 
sometimes it is difficult to hear in this house.  I have often said that.  At the point at which the first division was 
called, another member had caught my attention.  I admit, because I was responding to another member, that I 
did miss the Speaker putting that question.  I did call for a division.  I believe that in the past the government has 
never been so picky about procedures.  In fact, that was not the right part of the legislation.  We moved to the 
right part of the legislation where the words should have been included.  I asked the Speaker’s assistant to stand 
back so that I could hear.  I have a great respect for the assistants in this house.  However, she did not realise the 
importance of that matter then.  Therefore, Mr Speaker, I was not able to hear what you said and call for a 
division.  Nonetheless, that still does not preclude me, under this clause of the bill, from moving to insert that it 
should be a 1 000-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  I believe that rather than asking the house to reconsider this 
clause, the insertion of those words in clause 4(4) has the same -  
Mr T. BUSWELL:  I have a point of order.   
The SPEAKER:  A point of order is already afoot.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Rather than asking the house to reconsider this clause, the insertion of the words in 
clause 4(4) should have the same relevance as though they had been included as an addition to clause 4(1).   
Mr T. BUSWELL:  My point of order would have been that the member for Alfred Cove slightly missed the 
point of order.  The Leader of the House referred to standing order 97, which deals with repetitious or irrelevant 
debate.  In my opinion, the member for Alfred was not involved in irrelevant debate.  Rather, she was trying to 
make a point that was important to her and to the opposition.  Further, I am not of the opinion - I hope you agree, 
Mr Speaker - that the debate has been tedious.  The member for Alfred Cove must be given an opportunity to 
make her point.  If she gets an opportunity to move the amendment we can vote on it and move to the completion 
of this bill.   

Ruling by Speaker 
The SPEAKER:  It may well be that the debate is not boring, but it is definitely repetitious.  The insertion of 
“1 000” in clause 4(4), at page 3, line 3, has the same effect as the vote that was just taken on clause 4(1).  
Therefore, I rule the amendment out of order.   
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I seek clarification.  Mr Speaker, did you say that at the end of clause 6 I can seek to 
recommit clause 4?   
The SPEAKER:  Yes.   

Debate Resumed 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 5 and 6 put and passed.  
Title put and passed. 

As to Reconsideration in Detail 
The SPEAKER:  That is the conclusion of consideration in detail.  I give the member for Alfred Cove the call.  
Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I move that clause 4 be reconsidered in light of the fact that I did not hear the Speaker 
put the vote on the last division.   
The SPEAKER:  The question is - 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 28 August 2007] 

 p4393b-4406a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Deputy Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Mr 

Matt Birney; Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [13] 

That the bill be reconsidered for the purpose of reconsidering clause 4.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The government does not support the reconsideration of this bill.  I put it on record that 
the member for Alfred Cove was very unfair when she sought to attribute her inadequacy on a chamber staff 
member.  We were dealing with an amendment moved by the member for Alfred Cove that was not in writing, 
that was not circulated and that was quite out of the ordinary.  Even though we reached the end of a lengthy 
debate, the member for Alfred Cove had not submitted her amendment in writing.  An officer of the chamber 
sought to obtain her signature, which should have been given minutes before.  It is quite inappropriate and 
belittling for members of this place to seek to blame their inadequacies on someone who assists them as a servant 
of this chamber.  There is no basis to recommit the bill and to somehow resurrect the member for Alfred Cove’s 
disturbing accusation.  Twice this evening the member for Alfred Cove failed to vote on the amendments she 
moved.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Things move quickly in this chamber.  The vote was put quite quickly, which often 
happens in the consideration in detail stage.  Sometimes members get caught out.  The member for Alfred Cove 
was not blaming the attendant.  The paper needed to be signed.  Obviously the member for Alfred Cove was 
distracted.  She turned around to sign the piece of paper and the vote was put without her realising it.  That 
happens to ministers handling legislation.  Surely, Mr Speaker, you have the good grace and spirit to support the 
simple motion that the clause be reconsidered.  That is not asking for too much.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I want to provide a brief explanation about what happened when the member for Alfred 
Cove missed the vote the first time because, in effect, the same thing happened again.  I turned to the member to 
tell her that she should let the vote go because we had had a fair bit of debate on it.  I was trying to save the 
Leader of the House and other members from spending further time debating the matter.  I told her that we 
should just vote on it.  While I did that, Mr Speaker, you put the call.  I did not hear the call until I heard the 
Speaker ask for the noes, and by then it was too late for me to vote.  I missed the first vote, even though I 
intended to vote on it.  It is one of those unfortunate circumstances, but it is no big deal.  The member wants to 
have a division and I think that the Leader of the House should have the good grace to let it proceed. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  We all know the way that the Leader of the House gags debates. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The only time you have been gagged was by the members on your own side.  It was not from 
members on this side. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  This is another way for the Leader of the House to gag debate.  He and I both know 
that this is a way to gag the debate.  This shows just how petty minded he is.  The government is doing this 
because I have pointed out that it has broken another promise.  The hospital was originally meant to have 1 000 
beds but then the government said that it would have about 600 beds, and now it might end up with just 300 or 
400 beds.  The Leader of the House does not want the amendment to show that there should be 1 000 beds 
because he knows that he has broken his promise once and is likely to break it again.  At other times he is quite 
happy for allowances to be made for government members, but because I am an opposition member the 
government just wants to push the debate through. 
I did not speak badly of the staff.  The Leader of the House knows that I said that someone interrupted me.  I said 
that I have great admiration for the Speaker’s staff in this house.  The Leader of the House has attacked the staff 
in this house, not me.  The Leader of the House is gagging this debate because this bill is an absolute farce.  It is 
not the commitment that the government gave to the community and it will not ensure that the Fiona Stanley 
Hospital will have 1 000 beds.  I doubt whether it will have 640 beds on the site.  It will probably end up with 
200 or 400 beds. 

Mr T. Buswell:  I point out that the member for Alfred Cove has 45 minutes in which to speak.  Give him both 
barrels!  Pour it all out!  Let him have it! 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I did not realise that I had 45 minutes to debate why this bill should be reconsidered.  I 
thank the member for Vasse, who has given a lot of support to my electorate and members of the community in 
the south metropolitan area who actually believed the government in 2005 when it said that it would build a 
1 000-bed hospital.  Although the community believed the government then, they have not seen anything happen 
in the past two years.  That is why I am asking for this clause to be reconsidered.  I was distracted and was 
unable to hear the Speaker put the call.  It is often difficult for members of this house to hear what is going on in 
the chamber.  It is incredible for the Leader of the House to attack me for being unable to hear what was 
happening in the house.  We know that when the government attacks a member on this side of the house, it is 
usually because the government is on the back foot.  It certainly is on the back foot regarding this bill.  If the 
government allows this clause to be reconsidered, the community might possibly have some faith in this 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 28 August 2007] 

 p4393b-4406a 
Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Eric Ripper; Deputy Speaker; Dr Janet Woollard; Mr John Kobelke; Dr Kim Hames; Mr 

Matt Birney; Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [14] 

government.  At the moment, the community has no faith in this government because no-one knows what will be 
built for $1 billion. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Mr Speaker, I ask you to consider standing order 97, particularly the words “tedious 
repetition”.  It will be interesting to count up in Hansard tomorrow how many times the member has mentioned 
643 beds or 1 000 beds.  I am sure it must be 40 or 50 times.  That is clearly the essence of her ongoing speech.  I 
ask you to consider whether continuing to debate those matters falls foul of standing order 97. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Mr Speaker, as you well know and as the Leader of the House well knows, all you have to 
do to resolve this is to allow the motion to be re-put, otherwise, I think you are going to hear tedious repetition 
for 42 minutes.  I know that my good friend the member for Hillarys is very keen to join the debate as well.  He 
will not be caught out on a point of order.  I suggest that the government do the polite thing and allow the motion 
to be re-put.   

The SPEAKER:  I say to the member for Alfred Cove that she is approaching being repetitive and abusing 
standing order 97.  I direct that she desist from repeating the same thing over and again.  I am sure that there are 
other things that she wishes to mention.  She has only 42 minutes left.  She can elaborate other areas of her 
argument without speaking about the actual number of beds.  In relation to what the member for Cottesloe said, 
the member for Alfred Cove is in reply so the member for Hillarys will not be contributing to this debate.   

Debate Resumed 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have asked for this clause to be reconsidered because it relates to the essence of this 
bill.  This bill was put on the table because when the government won the election in 2001, it won on a platform 
that it would fix health, education and law and order.  I will not discuss the broken promises of education and 
law and order because they do not come under this bill.  However, this bill follows on from the government’s 
commitment to fix health.  When the government won that election, it funded the Reid report. 

I have just been told that if I stop now, the government will allow some time for reconsideration. 

Question put and passed. 

Reconsideration in Detail 
Clause 4:  Fiona Stanley Hospital Construction Account - 
DR J.M. WOOLLARD:  I thank the government for giving me the opportunity to reconsider clause 4, which 
really does go to the heart of the bill.  I would like clause 4(1) to 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 1010 bed hospital. 

The figure of 1 010 results from some discrepancy over the past few years of whether the figure would be 1 000; 
in fact, at one point the government in one of its media releases indicated that the figure would be 1 050, so the 
figure has fluctuated.  If the government were to allow the amendment to make it a 1 010-bed Fiona Stanley 
Hospital construction account, it would show that the government intends to fulfil the promise that it made to the 
community to build a 1 010-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Without the addition of those words, the $1.1 billion 
could be spent in three years and it may end up being the 400-bed Fiona Stanley Hospital.  Unless the number of 
beds is incorporated in this bill, there will be no need for clause 4(3)(a), which allows for the government to put 
further funds into this account.  Unless we actually state the number of beds that will be the final Fiona Stanley 
Hospital, the Fiona Stanley Hospital that was promised to the community may not be the Fiona Stanley Hospital 
that the community will get; it may have only 300 or 400 beds.  This government is planning on closing services 
at Fremantle Hospital.  The doctors of Fremantle Hospital, for the first time in history, supported the government 
because the government gave all this talk about equality in health care services.  The government said that was 
why it would build a 1 010-bed tertiary hospital in the southern sector.  We now have a bill on the table that 
looks like smoke and mirrors.  Although $1.1 billion is being set aside in an account, we know it is to purchase 
land and install fixtures, fittings and equipment.  However, the clause does not mention how many fittings or 
what equipment for the size of the hospital.  That being the case, I move - 

Page 2, line 20 - To insert after “of a” the following - 

1 010 bed 
I thank Liberal Party members for their support on this motion.  I will certainly be letting members of my 
community know that Liberal Party members are right behind the development of a 1 010-bed Fiona Stanley 
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Hospital.  Unless the government supports this motion, I will have to tell the community that if it continues to 
support this government, although health is already in a crisis, it will be in an even worse crisis. 
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (18) 

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

 

Noes (25) 

Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens  
Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman  

 

            

Pairs 

 Mr G. Snook Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.J. Carpenter 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Clause put and passed. 
Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  
 


