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ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL PROTECTION BILL 2013 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The following amendments made by the Council now considered — 

No 1 

Clause 4, page 2, lines 22 and 23 — To delete “Hospitals and Health Services Act 1927.” and 
substitute — 

Health Services Act 2016. 

No 2 

Clause 6, page 3, line 5 — To delete “Hospitals and Health Services Act 1927” and substitute — 

Health Services Act 2016 

Mr R.H. COOK — by leave: I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I would like the shadow Minister for Health to explain the purpose of these amendments. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The amendments in the notice paper relate to mention in the Royal Perth Hospital Protection 
Bill 2013 of what was previously referred to as the Hospitals and Health Services Act 1927. As people will know, 
since the passage of this bill from this place there have subsequently been amendments to the Hospitals and Health 
Services Act 1927 and it is now just referred to as the Health Services Act 2016. Both amendments are to simply 
replace the words “Hospitals and Health Services Act 1927” with the words “Health Services Act 2016”. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: These two amendments are necessary as a result of the Health Services Act 2016 coming into 
effect. That is the act this government introduced into the Parliament. It has been supported and is now in effect 
to establish the three metropolitan health services, country health services and the child and adolescent health 
service—the five health services that exist, and a range of other, more contemporary, arrangements for the 
administration of hospitals and health services around the state—so it makes sense to make this change. 

The government is supportive of the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2013. As the member for Kwinana 
indicated a few minutes ago it was, in fact, originally introduced by the government. It really became 
superfluous because debate about the future of Royal Perth Hospital was settled as a result of the election of the 
Liberal–National government, as it was ultimately formed, in 2008, and we made a very clear commitment—as 
I am sure my predecessor, the member for Dawesville, will corroborate in a moment—to retaining Royal Perth 
Hospital as a substantial hospital, as opposed to the intention of the previous Labor government, which was to 
substantially downscale Royal Perth Hospital. That was the original reason for this bill being proposed by the 
Liberal Party in opposition. The need for the bill has really become superfluous; however, it will not do any 
harm. It does not really make a lot of difference, either, to be quite honest, but we are not opposing it. We are 
supporting it, but it really has little effect because Royal Perth Hospital is very much still there. It is a tertiary 
hospital that provides a wide range and very large number of services, including the state major trauma unit 
located there, which treats about 74 000 emergency department patients each year. I do not think anybody now 
has any question about the future of Royal Perth Hospital as a significant tertiary hospital in our health system in 
Western Australia and, indeed, as the tertiary hospital that is part of the East Metropolitan Health Service.  

This debate is, to a very large extent, academic, but I need to point out that, as a result of changes to the land title 
arrangements made within the last few years, a couple of the land descriptions in the bill in fact are not now fully 
correct. I understand that the opposition does not have an appetite to make the amendments that would make this 
bill more perfect, because it would mean the bill having to go back to the Legislative Council and that may well 
cause some difficulties for the opposition, I suspect. This will not change the effect of the bill, but it will 
probably need to be corrected, as I understand it, for an omnibus bill at some stage. For the bill to be more 
perfect it really needs to have removed reference to lot 915 on deposited plan 1832229—being a portion of land 
the subject of certificate of title volume 2726, folio 337—and replaced with lot 920 on deposited plan 43817, 
being a portion of land the subject of certificate of title volume 2820, folio 192. Secondly, it needs to have 
removed reference to lot 916 on deposited plan 183230—being a portion of land the subject of certificate of title 
volume 2726, folio 337—and replaced with lot 916 on deposited plan 183230, being a portion of land the subject 
of certificate of title volume 2820, folio 191. 

Those changes have come about for the reason that part of the previous lot 915 has been transferred to the 
National Trust; that is the heritage precinct in the vicinity of the large Moreton Bay fig tree on Murray Street. 
Those changes have been put in place in the last few years, and it means that, strictly speaking, the detailed 
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description of the land that is the subject of this bill needs to be updated. But anyone who has a strong interest 
will be able to read Hansard and see what has happened. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I was expecting the shadow minister to deal with the politics around the closure, but since he 
has not I will restrain myself. I just say to the shadow minister that I am grateful to him for doing that and, to my 
surprise, I was not aware that this bill had not passed; I was under the impression that it had passed years ago, 
when it went to the upper house, and it was all done. To the best of my knowledge, it has never been brought to 
my attention that it required further amendments. I think it passed through this house just before the last election. 
I would have expected that once we got in again it would have been brought to my attention that it still needed to 
be passed, but it never was, so I am very happy that the shadow minister has done this. Unless he intends to 
delve into the politics, which will get me going, I will restrain myself and just say that we strongly support 
getting this bill through. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I, too, would like to congratulate the member for Kwinana for bring this bill before the 
house, for his work on it, and for his commitment to Royal Perth Hospital.  

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the minister for providing that information on those titles; it is appropriate and helpful 
as an indication of the intent of the house. The minister is right that the Health Services Act was passed with 
some efficiency by the member for Dawesville when he was the Minister for Health, unlike the Health Act, 
which five ministers failed to pass, starting from Minister Kierath onward to Ministers Kucera, McGinty and 
Hames. If it were not for the decisive action of Minister Day to finalise the Public Health Act we would still be 
debating that bill today. Nevertheless, the legislation is as the government intended and this will complete a long 
saga. The minister is quite right that this bill has some academic virtue. This bill is the same as the bill that the 
government introduced but failed to pass in the previous Parliament. The opposition introduced it to note 
WA Labor’s clear commitment to the ongoing functioning of Royal Perth Hospital as a tertiary hospital.  

The other aspect of the debate is around the redevelopment of the hospital, which remains unfinished business 
and is the task of a future government. I thank the minister for indicating his support for the bill. Of course, his 
side has already voted on this twice, both in the previous Parliament and this one, and this will finalise the bill to 
the extent we can to bring it fully up to date. I look forward to an omnibus or technical bill in the future that will 
finally clarify the issue. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
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