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FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — SERCO CONTRACT — PAXON CONSULTING GROUP 

348. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the contract awarded to Paxon Consulting Group to undertake the public sector comparator for the 

business case to privatise services at Fiona Stanley Hospital.  

(1) Can the minister explain why he used that company from the project management services panel rather 

than the audited services and financial advice panel, explicitly excluding dedicated business consulting 

firms with national and international experience in public–private partnerships?  

(2) Why did the government use contract splitting to avoid market competition when awarding over 

$1 million worth of contracts to Paxon?  

(3) Given the deliberate avoidance by the Department of Health of contracting requirements when it paid 

Paxon to advise on the Serco contract, how can the public have confidence in the supposed value in the 

Serco contract for non-clinical services at Fiona Stanley Hospital?  

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1)–(3) It was very interesting earlier today hearing the presentation of the committee report into the Serco 

contract. We heard the presentation of the three Labor members of the committee who actually wrote 

the report, then we heard the presentation of the two Liberal members of the committee, who totally 

disagreed with the findings in the report. They made a very good point that this was a witch hunt by not 

only the Labor Party, but also the future member for Bassendean, who has influenced through his 

connections with the Labor Party. Because there was a philosophical objection by the opposition side of 

the house, there was an inquiry into this matter. Indeed, the chairman of the committee quite clearly 

said in the first few paragraphs of his speech that it was not privatisation of the public service and two 

minutes later the member to his left got up and talked about how he had to put his concerns about 

privatisation to one side, even though he was a member of the union, so that he could take a fair look at 

this issue. How much was the spend, member for Jandakot? One hundred and forty grand was spent 

looking into a matter raised by the union and pushed by the union to make sure this house did its 

bidding. The Labor Party did exactly what it asked. It did the bidding of the union that supports it to 

look into this matter. Both of the committee members from my side of the house spoke very well on this 

issue. They gave critical information, particularly about that contract.  

Mr R.H. Cook: No, they didn’t! Did they do a minority report? What does their minority report say? No, they’re 

too lazy, aren’t they. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I do not know whether the Deputy Leader of the Opposition listened to those members; I do 

not remember. If he had listened to those two members, he would have heard that not only did the Department of 

Health strongly, strongly deny that there had been —  

Mr R.H. Cook: They’re a lazy, lazy bunch.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, you have asked a question. The Minister for Health is endeavouring to 

answer it. I do not think the Minister for Health needs assistance from anybody else in this place. I simply want 

to hear from him.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Not only did the Department of Health strongly deny that allegation of splitting, one of the 

members gave detailed information on those specific contracts that seem to show to me that there had been no 

splitting of those contracts. There is a process in this house, a process that has been stuffed around twice. Sorry; I 

am trying to think of alternative words to ―stuffed around‖. The process has been misused—that is the word—by 

the Labor Party in this house. The first time was when the chairman of the committee, while he was in the 

middle of the inquiry, used his budget speech to denigrate the particular individual and that particular contract 

and raised a ―whole range‖ of allegations—using his words—about that particular contract. I have since received 

a letter from the person he denigrated in this house asking what recourse he has and strongly denying the claims 

put forward by the member for Balcatta. He strongly denied them and said that if the member for Balcatta had 

said those comments outside the house he would have sued him. Of course, the member was not game to say 

those things outside the house.  

There is a process in this place. Firstly, it is not the done thing for a committee member, during the course of an 

investigation, to detail concerns about a person who is making a presentation during that investigation. We saw 

that from the member for Balcatta. 
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Mr J.C. Kobelke: You did not!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: You did so! The member for Balcatta came into this house — 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: I spoke about his father—wrong person.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Don’t be accurate! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I formerly call you to order for the first time today. As I have instructed 

in this place previously, if a minister answering a question wishes to invite interjections or continual interjections 

then he or she will obviously keep referring to that particular member. That is what has happened today. I would 

like to hear this question through. If the minister continues to refer to members in this place by their seat name, 

he can expect interjections.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I accept that referring to the member for Balcatta in this way did invite interjection. But the 

reality he is that he is the chair of the committee. Although when he came into this house he largely referred to 

the father during the course of his speech, the member for Balcatta is the greatest conspiracy theorist in this 

house of all time and he quite freely extrapolated from the father to the company that is, in fact, managed by the 

son. I do not personally think that that was appropriate given that he was chairing the committee that was 

investigating that matter. We have a procedure whereby a committee report is tabled in the house. The process is 

that the report goes off to government. I, as the minister, and my department are required to respond to any 

findings within the report. It was tabled only this morning. We will go through it in detail. A response will be 

provided that goes through cabinet which, again, is the normal procedure. I will report back to the house with a 

response to any allegations, findings or recommendations within that committee report. I have absolutely no 

intention of responding to this particular question or to the supplementary question that member for Kwinana is 

about to ask!  

 


