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ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL PROTECTION BILL 2008 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 16 August. 

Clause 3: Term used: Royal Perth Hospital — 
Debate was adjourned after the clause had been partly considered. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I inform the house that I have come to two arrangements. One is that I have agreed that we 
will just pass this clause and then adjourn the house. We will not proceed any further. It is part of an arrangement 
I have reached with the opposition. Secondly, we note an amendment to this clause has been proposed by the 
opposition. I adjourned the house last time so that I could look at those amendments and decide whether they 
were acceptable to government. In doing that, we found that the list in the bill that relates to these particular lots 
is inaccurate. Some changes have been made to the lot structure for the whole region and we need to amend the 
entire clause. I propose to amend the clause on the table, and I have an amendment prepared. In doing that, we 
will also accept the amendments proposed by the opposition. Therefore, we have added in “any of the following” 
and “or part”. I move — 

Page 2, lines 10 to 16 — To delete the lines and substitute — 

Royal Perth Hospital means that part of the public hospital of that name situated on the land 
being any of the following — 

(a) Lot 915 on Deposited Plan 183229; and  

(b) Lot 916 on Deposited Plan 183230; being the whole or part of the land the subject of 
the Certificate of Title Volume 2726 Folio 337; and  

(c) Lot 500 on Deposited Plan 58617,  

and being a portion of the land the subject of the Certificate of Title Volume 2726 Folio 339.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the minister for his studied consideration of these fairly complex amendments. 
Without unnecessarily detaining the house longer than agreed, I wonder whether the minister could paint a 
mental picture about which of these lots we are talking about just to gain an appreciation of the land he is 
considering in this clause.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: I think the best way for me to deal with this is to give the member the map I have been 
provided so that he can study it. It has Wellington Street, the hospital location and all the lots on it. I have to say, 
I have not studied it to see exactly where everything sits, but Victoria Square is there. So-called A block and the 
emergency department sit on lot 915. Most of the north block sits on lot 916. Lot 501 is the multistorey car park, 
so lot 500 is the wedge that sits along the rail line next to the multistorey car park. An incinerator is there.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the member for the map. If I understand correctly, those buildings are in relation to 
Victoria Square and then moving back across Wellington Street. Therefore, those buildings on the other side 
further to the east —  
Dr K.D. Hames: The outpatient clinic you mean?  

Mr R.H. COOK: Are they what the minister considers part of the tertiary hospital in that context?  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, they are not. As the member knows, with the retention of Royal Perth Hospital, that 
includes the outpatient clinic. Quite clearly, no-one is ever going to want to get rid of the outpatient clinic. 
Remember that part of our original proposal was that a lot of those buildings are not required. They have 
services in them. I am hoping to relocate those services into the church side of the A block when we downsize, 
so I would expect that bit of land to be redeveloped in the future because that is not going to be a requirement for 
or an integral part of what is Royal Perth Hospital. Royal Perth is the stuff on the other side, as we described. 
Mr R.H. Cook: At north block. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: At north block, and the stuff between the church and Wellington Street. So it is that full 
stretch on this side of the road where that outpatient clinic is; those blocks going down to the railway line. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Can the minister just clarify why we now have to consider this reconfigured description? He 
mentioned that the folios or nomenclature for these particular lots has changed; we are obviously etching in stone 
these particular descriptors. For a future government trying to interpret this, is this the best way to describe those 
particular lots, or in future will we be looking at a situation in which we have to amend the legislation simply to 
reflect changes in the way the department of lands describes these properties? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: I am told the original bill referred to lot 917. Lot 917 was divided into lots that allowed for 
some of that land to be used for homeless people. I think it was transferred to the Department of Housing to 
provide accommodation for homeless people. I think that is the old nursing block that we are talking about. 

Mr R.H. Cook: That is in Moore Street; is that right? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Opposite the Catholic college there.  

The reality is that we need some mechanism to describe it. It is no good describing buildings if the buildings are 
not there; they can change. It is far better to describe the land. It was an inadvertent recording of old lot numbers, 
not the current ones that have been changed, so this is correcting that. Our belief is that using the descriptor of 
the lots of the land is the best mechanism. If those lots were to change in the future, this legislation would need 
amending to reflect that.  

Amendment put and passed.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Minister for Health). 

House adjourned at 4.54 pm 
__________ 
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