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PERTH MARKET (DISPOSAL) BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 November. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.07 pm]: When I was speaking to 
this bill last night I had finished my comments with regard to the master plan strategy for the market site in 
Canning Vale. I drew the master plan strategy to the attention of the house because it reinforces an issue that has 
been made clear to the opposition by Vegetables WA. It wants an outcome from this process that delivers to the 
industry and consumers, and not just to land developers. I refer to a document that I think Hon Kate Doust also 
referred to, a briefing document provided to us by Vegetables WA headed “Important Information: 
Proposed Government Sale of Market City in Canning Vale”. One of the points made in that document reads — 

It is critical that any government sale provides an ongoing dividend to industry development as well as 
a single dividend to government finances. The ultimate goal of the industry bid is to secure the long-
term future of Market City, and ensure it is managed and developed in a way that positions it for 
ongoing growth and prosperity. Property developers, capital funds and investment banks will be 
focused on maximising the value of the land asset regardless of whether that is for a market or some 
other use. 

I will come back to that Vegetables WA document in due course.  
I made the point yesterday that this was part of the government’s fire sale and one of the first announced. It was 
the first tranche of assets that the government indicated it wanted to sell to inject some cash into Treasury as 
a result of the government’s poor financial management, with debt levels around $22 billion, with two credit 
agencies having given negative ratings on the status of our economy, the first budget deficit in 15 years, an 
operating budget deficit in 2014–15 of some $430 million, and our debt rising by over $2.5 billion in one year to 
$23.4 billion—that is, at about $7.1 million a day. I made the point that the decision to sell, and to sell in this 
particular fashion, creates a future liability for the state, because ultimately in 20 years’ time if the successful 
bidder is not the industry bidding team—if one of the land developers is successful in their bid—which could 
well be the case because the government has not limited potential tenders to just being industry led, we could 
find ourselves in a position in which we have to try to find an alternative site that is big enough, connected to 
transport routes and that meets the need of industry. We have already seen an example of what happens when 
such short-sighted decisions are made. The Minister for Education is living that now as a consequence of a 
decision of the former Liberal Minister for Education, Hon Colin Barnett, 20 years ago to close and sell the land 
associated with four secondary school sites in the western coastal strip of the metropolitan area. Right now 
taxpayers are going to have to pay 2015 prices for land to find a new site for a school because secondary schools 
in that strip are bursting at the seams. We say that the bill is unacceptable because it tips the balance away from 
meeting the long-term social and economic functions of that site in favour of a short-term cash investment. 
I had spelled out for the house the points that a Vegetables WA representative had made in a radio interview 
with John McGlue. He spelt it out clearly that if this is a short-term gain, Vegetables WA says that the sale ought 
be contingent on the successful bidders agreeing to keep that site as a market for 50 years and not 20 years. What 
he said then was — 

I think they are probably — 
That is, the government — 

more interested in maximising the value of the sale now rather than the ongoing interest of the industry or 
consumers in the longer term, obviously extending the market to 50 years or ideally indefinitely the value 
will be less because property developers and others who are interested in the bid will have to wait longer. 

The interviewer questioned him whether it would be better for taxpayers to get the higher price. Mr Shannon 
from Vegetables WA made the point that the taxpayer gets more than just the short-term price of the value of the 
land out of that site because of its social and economic function as a wholesale, fresh fruit and vegetable market 
that has benefits to the community beyond just the value of the land that that service sits on. That is where I had 
got to yesterday, and I was making the point about Market City’s master plan strategy. 

When all but one of the remaining bidders have as their core business not service delivery but land development 
there is a real risk that the outcome will not be an ongoing dividend to industry development but, indeed, will be 
a short-term cash injection for the government and that ultimately the new owners, if it is not one of the industry 
bids, will be focussed on what they can do with that land in 20 years’ time. 

The 2015 annual report of the Perth Market Authority touches on this as well when it refers to industry support, 
and states — 
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The Authority continues to support the central market value chain through initiatives that promote fresh 
produce consumption, build capacity in tenants and retailers, support growers and promote independent 
retailers. 

It also makes the point — 

The fourth annual report into the WA horticulture supply chain, the Freshlogic report, was 
commissioned and completed during the year. The report provides valuable information in regard to the 
market share of wholesale and distribution channels of fresh produce. 

The report indicates that the supply of fresh fruit and vegetables through the Market City facility in 
2014 was valued at some $618 M and accounted for 56% by value of the total fruit and vegetables 
supplied in WA. 

I am going to come back and talk about the importance of the horticulture supply chain, and I am going to invite 
the Minister for Agriculture and Food to advise the house exactly what advocacy he has done given the 
importance that the Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia, the agency he is responsible for, 
places on the horticultural industry into the future. 

Making sure that there is an ongoing dividend for the industry has also been raised in the media. An article 
headed “Five vie for wholesale produce site: Stokes joins the line-up for the Market City bid” in 
The West Australian on 24 September sets out who the bidders are, and states that Mr Stokes, through Australian 
Capital Equity, was the surprise local bidder in the shortlist of five contenders. The others are 
Dexus Funds Management, Propertylink, Stockland Trust Management and the Chamber of Fruit and 
Vegetable Industries in WA. This article speculates that the bids are likely to be less than $150 million despite 
talk of prices of up to $200 million. It refers to the requirement that the successful bidder keep the market as an 
operating market for the next 20 years only and makes the point that the conditions have not scared off the 
three property groups. The article continues — 

The land is considered ripe for real estate development with estimates the asset could be worth 
$700 million by 2036. 
… 
The Perth Market Authority had a master plan to develop 16 cool-chain warehouses on land on the 
south-east corner of the site … 

Paul Omodei, who is fronting the CFVIWA bid, said privatisation opened up tremendous opportunities, 
but he warned of “significant risk if the ultimate buyer of the market is not aligned with industry”. 

“All successful privatisations of comparable fruit and vegetable markets in other Australian States have 
resulted in an industry-backed consortium acquiring the market and associated infrastructure,” he said. 

That leads us to the question of where will a similarly sized parcel of land, connected to key industry transport 
routes, be found in metropolitan Perth in 2026, and at what cost? 

An article in the Countryman also quoted Mr Omodei who made the point that privatisation can open up 
tremendous opportunities, but he pointed out the significant risk if it did not go to an industry-led bidder. 

Then there was the commentary of Nick Tana in an article in The West Australian on 7 October, which stated — 

It is understood Mr Tana … does not intend to bankroll the consortium but is more interested in pushing 
the interests of growers in a Market City bid battle dominated by property developers. “As a major 
vegetable producer and exporter, I strongly believe that industry ownership of this asset represents the 
best outcome,” Mr Tana said in a statement. 

“As a senior and long-standing member of the industry in WA, I was keen to offer my assistance and 
experience in this effort.” 

Of course, Nick Tana’s major vehicle is the Sumich Group, which produces more than 140 000 tonnes of 
vegetables a year across farms in Western Australia and Tasmania. Much of his produce is sold directly to 
customers or exported, although he also supplies wholesalers at Market City. At the beginning of October 2015 
the industry bid was — 

… finalising the structure and board line-up of Perth Markets ahead of submitting a final bid … 

The point Nick Tana makes in that article is that it is really critical that the industry is successful. 

A few minutes ago I asked where the Minister for Agriculture and Food has been in all this. Surely he should 
have been the advocate for one of the major stakeholders in his portfolio. I went to the respective websites of the 
minister and the Department of Agriculture and Food to check where his voice was on behalf of a significant 
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sector of his portfolio responsibilities. I found two interesting things. The first was the 
government’s commitment to the Agrifood 2025+ policy initiative. The website states — 

DAFWA is leading Agrifood 2025+ — an initiative which aims to double the real-term value of sales 
from WA’s agrifood sector between 2013 and 2025. 

It supports the state government’s goal to broaden the base of the state’s economy. 

Industry and government agree that the agrifood sector has the potential to contribute more to the 
state’s economy, with its farming business potential yet to be fully realised due to limited demand. An 
increasingly prosperous Asia, coupled with rapid worldwide population growth, is now starting to 
provide the buying power needed to make that development viable. 

Our department has brought key industry leaders together to identify and prioritise the drivers that will 
likely shape the sector’s future to 2025 — 

A key element that will affect the future of the sector between now and 2025 is whether there is, beyond 
20 years, a viable future for that element of the supply chain met by Market City in Canning Vale. The text 
continued — 

We are now working together with industry to establish a joint action plan by which those conditions 
can be realised. 

Meeting the 2025 target is going to take a considerable and concerted effort. This will include the 
development and application of appropriate business models, novel and better-targeted products; and 
a focus on larger and more demanding markets. 

Success will also depend on agrifood businesses becoming more attractive to investors, with more 
efficient supply chains; increased business skills and more appropriate business models; more strategic 
linkages between market needs and production; and a better targeted innovation system. 

How will the uncertainty created around whether an industry-focused operator of the markets will continue to 
drive those markets for the betterment of the industry help with achieving the goals set out in Agrifood 2025+? 
It is not clear to me. 

I looked on the Minister for Agriculture and Food’s website to see what else was being done for the horticultural 
industry. I found “The horticulture handbook: A reference guide for establishing horticulture enterprises in 
Western Australia”, which was launched, I think, at the beginning of November. The handbook reads — 

The Department of Agriculture and Food, Western Australia (DAFWA) assists WA’s $6 billion 
agriculture and food sector to be sustainable and profitable, with a clear focus on export-led growth. 

Our department’s vision is: “a progressive, innovative and profitable agriculture and food sector that 
benefits Western Australia”. Our role as an economic development department is about supporting the 
success of, and creating value for, businesses all along the supply chain. 

That is the vision of the department. What is the minister for this industry doing as a voice and advocate for 
a key stakeholder group on the sale of Market City? Where is his voice in the debate on the implications of the 
next 20 years of uncertainty for that element of the supply chain? I look forward to the Minister for 
Mental Health’s second reading reply. I have not heard the Minister for Agriculture and Food say anything about 
the fact that one of the changes as a result of this sale will be that under the current legislation the board has 
representation from users of the market, growers, wholesalers, retailers, buyers and consumers, and there is no 
guarantee that that level of representation, if the market is purchased by one of the land developers, will 
continue. Is that of concern to the Minister for Agriculture and Food? His view and his voice, in speaking on 
behalf of people who form such an important part of his portfolio, is not clear to the house. Did the minister 
speak up on that issue in consideration of the legislation before us today? This is not my portfolio area, so 
I cannot say I am as familiar with that website as I am with the website of, say, the Department of Education—
maybe it is there and I just did not see it. I invite the Minister for Agriculture and Food to point out to me where 
he has spoken up as an advocate for that sector of his portfolio because I certainly could not see it. 

Hon Peter Collier: Perhaps our website is even better! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is probably not a good idea to get me talking about the Department of Education’s 
website either! 

Hon Peter Collier: Please do. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It needs a big shake-up, but I know how to work my way through it. I am not that familiar 
with the website of the Department of Agriculture and Food, so I invite the minister to point out to me where 
I might be wrong and where it is clear that he has spoken up on behalf of that element of his portfolio. 
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It seems that the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 is really just a cash grab. In balancing the government’s need 
for cash against the economic and social benefit of a wholesale fresh fruit and veg market, it leans very heavily 
on the immediate cash grab. I have followed the Treasurer’s commentary on this in local papers, because his 
electorate, on current boundaries—which may change in a few days’ time—runs right up to Market City. The 
comments of the Treasurer have appeared in the local paper as well as on statewide media. He says he is 
following the model of the other states, but in saying that he is leaving out the bit that when central markets have 
been privatised in every other jurisdiction in Australia the owners and operators have been industry. No market 
in any of the jurisdictions that have been privatised in Australia have a land developer as the owner. I have been 
advised by the industry in Western Australia that the industry in those jurisdictions is comfortable that the 
privatisation has met its needs because the markets continue to be run by industry-focused folks. The WA model 
is skewed to get the highest cash grab by selling off the land’s future use. Effectively, we are selling off the 
future use of that land as a development option.  

For what reason is the government prepared to let the industry live with uncertainty for 20 years? It is really 
simple: the government cannot manage its books. The government had to desperately look around for a model of 
asset that would generate for it not the best thing for this industry, but the quickest, biggest cash grab. This bill is 
a cash grab. The government has erred on the side of pushing the balance towards that cash grab, rather than 
taking account of the social and economic value of the function that occurs on that land. Although the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food and his department do their very best—I am not so sure about the minister, 
but I am sure the department does—to say that the horticultural industry and every element of the supply chain is 
critical to this government and an important part of our economic future, their practice is to hang a sword over 
the industry and tell it that it will live with uncertainty for the next 20 years. 

These sales were announced in 2014. In June this year the government announced it would open unsolicited bids 
for publicly owned lands or buildings in Western Australia to expand the scope of its land sales program. I look 
forward to seeing the outcome of that process as well. I wonder whether the process there goes down this path of 
creating for the users of those particular bits of land a period of 20 years of uncertainty. That is what the 
government is condemning this industry to; it is condemning it to 20 years of uncertainty. If this were all about 
the government’s view that privatising public assets for the sake of privatising public assets was the best thing to 
do, then a sensible way it should have proceeded down this path was to do what the other states have done and 
ensure that the bids were open only to those with a clear connection to the industry. That is not what the 
government has done, because its motivation is not that privatisation is best for this industry. Its motivation is: 
what is the quickest way to get the biggest cash injection? That is all this is about, and as a consequence it is 
condemning the industry to 20 years of further uncertainty. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [1.31 pm]: There are no redeeming features of the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, which makes it extremely hard to know where to start. It is an extremely 
important piece of legislation; it is also a very significant piece of legislation because it is the first state asset to 
be sold by this government. It is a curious choice as a starting point and it is very badly thought through 
legislation with which to try to pave the way towards what is obviously the government’s stated policy intention 
over the next few years. We first heard about that policy intention about a year ago, when it became obvious that 
the budget was going bad. In the 2014–15 budget we saw the first references to “an orderly program of asset 
sales.” That is a quote from the budget speech—not my interpretation of what was going on. We then saw that 
reaffirmed in the 2015–16 state budget. 

The thing that is helping to occlude the government’s intentions is the failure of the government as a body to 
speak about these things. In talking about the government as a body, I talk about the National Party as well, 
particularly when we come to an issue such as this, which is to do with agricultural production and food security, 
which is such a vital part of this state’s economy and obviously such an intrinsically important part of regional 
economies. I would have expected that country members of the Liberal Party and certainly every member of the 
National Party would have been very vocal on the subject. Honourable members will have noticed that when the 
two principal speakers on this side of the house had finished their contributions—Hon Kate Doust is the lead 
speaker and had unlimited time and Hon Sue Ellery was the second speaker and as the Leader of the Opposition 
she has unlimited speaking time—I waited and was ready to defer to somebody from the other side. 
Hon Nigel Hallett is a country member from the Liberal Party; Hon Col Holt is a National Party minister. I want 
to know what country members of the Liberal Party and the National Party think about this legislation because 
I cannot find any coherent way of defending the legislation as a local member. As a member for 
South West Region, I do not know how to mount a defence of this legislation to my constituents who talk to me 
about it. I would have expected at least to be able to say, “Well, I have a fundamental, philosophical objection to 
the privatisation of state assets, but I have to say that my colleague on the other side of the house,”—fill in the 
blank space—“who is a member of the government, has argued it this way, so perhaps you would like to take 
away these ideas and then come back to me and we can discuss it further.” However, all I have is the comments 
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of basically the Treasurer and Treasury officials. Hon Sue Ellery made a point of querying the role that the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food has had in getting the legislation to this place. That is probably as good 
a place to start as any, so I will indeed do that. I will also go to the minister with carriage of the legislation in this 
place, Hon Helen Morton.  

Going through the 2015 Market City annual report I found a section near the back, at pages 84 and 85, that is 
headed “Ministerial Directives”. There is a previous directive and a new directive, the latest directive from the 
minister. The minister with carriage of the Perth Market Authority statute is the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. The Minister for Agriculture and Food is the minister who issues directives to 
this organisation.. It states, under the heading “Previous Directive” — 

On 19 May 2011, the Minister — 

That is the Minister for Agriculture and Food — 

requested the Board to implement a 5% reduction in operating expenditure each year to 2014/15 in line 
with the Government’s 5% efficiency dividend.  

On 17 April 2012, it was further announced that Government Trading Enterprises (GTE’s of which the 
Authority is one) would be subject to a further efficiency dividend of 2.5% in 2012/13, a 1.5% in 
2013/14, 1.5% in 2014/15 and 0.5% in 2015/16 (total 6%) building on the existing 5% efficiency 
dividend applied to these entities. 

That is under the heading “Previous Directive” so clearly that directive was specifically concerned with cost 
savings that the authority was obliged to take in line with the directive. That is followed by a new section, which 
states — 

The Authority received an initial directive on 2 July 2015 but this was rescinded and replaced on 
17 July 2015 with the directive listed below. 

Over the next one and a half pages we find the new directive. I assume that this directive is published in full. The 
new directive is headed “Perth Market Authority Direction 2015 No.2.” It is a six-clause directive. The first 
two clauses are formalities about citation and definitions. It then states — 

3. Withdrawal of previous Direction 
The Perth Market Authority Assets (Pre-Divestment) Direction 2015 dated 2 July 2015 is cancelled. 
4. Application 
This direction has effect from the date of this direction. 

Presumably, that is 17 July 2015. The directive continues — 
5. Direction 
(a) In performing its functions and exercising its powers under the Act, the Authority must: 

(i) have regard to the Government’s decision to move to the Transaction Execution 
Phase; — 

That is posh language for selling off. It continues — 

(ii) not act in a way that will reduce the value of the Assets; and 

(iii) not do, or omit to do, anything which may have a detrimental effect on the process for 
the Transaction Execution Phase. 

It then goes on to sections (b), (c) and (d). . The final section is section 6, headed “Provision of Information”, 
which I would refer honourable members to if they are interested in following up this point.  

The final comment on this ministerial directives page is — 

The Board has accepted this direction and management plans to meet the various requirements have 
been instituted. 

I want to know whether the minister with carriage of the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, Hon Helen Morton, 
or the Minister for Agriculture and Food—I think it is more appropriately directed to him—intend to contribute 
to this debate. There is a general assumption amongst the stakeholders that the Minister for Agriculture and Food 
will be making a contribution, because, after all, it is entirely appropriate to have the minister’s views on the 
record. I would like the minister to specifically address what that first ministerial directive consisted of and why 
it was necessary to withdraw it 13 days later. I would like to know if we can see a copy of that withdrawn 
ministerial directive and have some commentary about the differences between the two documents. I hope very 
much that we will get that explanation. The appearance at this stage is that the right hand simply does not know 
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what the left hand is doing. It is not infrequent that we encounter the situation in which different ministers have 
carriage of different aspects of the matter. Unfortunately those things happen but they happen far more often 
with this government than is proper. It is not an unusual situation for us to make the observation that sometimes 
ministers need to talk to each other a bit more. In this case, it looks as though the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food’s right hand does not know what his left hand is doing. This is not a minister 
who is wearing two different hats; the hat does not change, but the hands are not talking to each other.  

This is very important and may play a further part of significance in this debate to know why that first ministerial 
directive was withdrawn in July, less than two weeks after it was issued. Let us not persuade ourselves that this kind 
of apparent malfunction is something that we just have to accept in modern governments that are big and complex 
and handling quite significant budgets. These people all sit around the same cabinet table once a week. They all talk 
to each other, presumably, and they all have an idea about the priorities in each other’s portfolios, yet ministerial 
directives have been issued, rescinded, and reissued. I have searched for it through all the media. Hon Sue Ellery 
has also been going through the website. I reckon the government will record a 100 per cent increase in its hits this 
week. I only hope that whoever monitors the Department of Agriculture and Food’s website does not count that as a 
success. We all have to go to that site many times to look for things that are not there and that is fundamentally why 
we keep going back. Please do not let anyone get excited about the increase in the number of hits on the agriculture 
and food website. This situation smacks of incompetence and of the government not having a plan, not knowing 
what it is doing and not having any strategy in general about asset sales. 

Even more troubling and more relevant to this bill is what is happening with the selling off of the Perth market 
site. I know that a number of people are following this debate very closely. From the feedback that we have been 
getting on this side of the house, we know that many of them do not live in the metropolitan area, so there will 
not be many people in the public gallery. I am sure that if the members on the government benches check their 
emails and text messages they will also find that people have been actively engaged with this debate since 
eight  o’clock last night when we started; they are following what is going on in this place. Sometimes when that 
happens I feel quite sorry for people. I want to say to them that they should go and get a life because there are 
more exciting things to do than follow a debate in the Legislative Council—but not for us of course because it is 
our prime responsibility. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is thrilling for us. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is indeed thrilling, as Hon Sue Ellery says. Of course, I cannot say that in the case of 
this bill because, for the people listening to this debate in real time, it is their life. It is their occupation and their 
income. In some cases for generations of their family it has been their life, and that is what this government is 
demolishing in one fell swoop. Increasingly this plan appears to be ill-conceived, and the government appears to 
be suffering from a complete lack of foresight and strategic planning. This is taking away people’s livelihoods. 
To those people following the debate I say, “Hang in there”. As the opposition, we will do our best to make sure 
that the government articulates more clearly its intentions in the areas where we have got big blank spaces. We 
will make sure that the government puts on record its intentions and expectations so that in one year, five years 
or 10 years we can look back to see how the outcomes have measured up to what the government promised us 
will be the case. As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, we will oppose this bill. We will indeed attempt to 
defeat it. At this stage of proceedings we will attempt to defeat it by persuading members of the government to 
not vote on it. 
Hon Helen Morton: When is the member going to start? 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: One of the things about having an extended debate on this side of the house is that we 
are acutely aware that by doing that we postpone the contribution of government members and, believe it or not, 
we debate whether it would be better to bring on government members so that we can hear about some of these 
things. 

Hon Helen Morton: That is absolutely fine because I have heaps of Christmas cards to sign. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am delighted that the minister is signing Christmas cards. It might actually be a little 
more productive if she paid attention. 

Hon Helen Morton: I can do two things at once. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am not so sure that the minister can do two things at once, but if she can then I feel 
sorry for not only the stakeholders who are interested in this bill, but also the people getting her Christmas cards. 
She will probably end up addressing them to the wrong person and she will get it all wrong. I suggest that the 
minister focuses because this is an extraordinarily significant piece of legislation. To have a minister whiling 
away the time doing routine office work is a bit of a disgrace. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, member! I am paying attention to the debate and I want to hear some remarks about 
the actual bill that is before us; that is, the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr President. Why did we end up here? People have referred to this bill in 
various ways. Some people are calling it a fire sale and others are calling it a cash grab. Let us remember that 
there are two definitions of a fire sale. One definition is literally the damaged goods or leftovers that are found 
after a business has been ravaged by fire, which are sold off cheaply. Thankfully, Market City has not burnt 
down so we are not dealing with a fire sale in the literal sense. The other definition of a fire sale is that it is the 
sale of things to make a quick quid before a business goes bankrupt; in other words, it is an act of desperation. 
I am not being pedantic about the definition of a fire sale. I am saying that in both cases there is no sound 
business reason for proceeding to a fire sale. They are both the results of desperation and neither of them can be 
part of a coherent business plan. Clearly, what we have here is a fire sale of the second definition. This 
government has run out of money and racked up an enormous amount of debt—a completely unsustainable 
amount of debt—and it is now trying to make a quick quid in order to shore up its coffers. The other phrase that 
has been used is “cash grab”, and anybody who knows their economic textbooks will know that the definition of 
“cash grab” is an undignified or unprincipled acquisition of a large sum of money with little effort. 

We will certainly do our best to make sure that the government breaks into a sweat about this legislation. It 
certainly ought to break into a sweat about it and not just wave it through this place as though it is a fait 
accompli. It is certainly undignified and unprincipled. Whether it involves a large sum of money is an open 
question. Other members who have contributed to the debate so far have referred to the fact that although we are 
not really sure what the Perth market site might be worth in 2015–16 prices, it is likely to be worth $200 million 
in round figures. It might be worth $150 million or $250 million. In terms of the kind of figures that the 
government is confronted with, that is not very much money. It is not as though the sale of this state-owned asset 
will fix the problems. It is just like selling an asset to buy food to put on the table tomorrow; it does not solve the 
long-term budgetary problem. Of course, this is a long-term budgetary problem that is entirely of the 
government’s own making. We have been through this many times as we have talked about increases in land tax, 
tinkering with payroll tax and the like—all the measures that the government has tried to put in place to start the 
money flowing again. 

The reality is that between 2008 and 2016, revenue went up by $7 billion. I make the point that I have made in 
previous debates on matters economic; that is, if we had gone to any member of the government in September 
and October 2008 and said, “If I told you that government revenue was going to have a net increase of $7 billion 
in the next eight years, would you be pleased?” they would all have celebrated and thought that all their 
Christmases had come at once. That is the reality of where Western Australia stands today. Nobody, other than 
government members who go into joint party room meetings, believes that Western Australia has been brought 
to its knees by the unfairness in the GST distribution or by moving on to another phase of the resource 
production cycle. They believe, because it is clearly the truth and it is absolutely self-evident, that at the same 
time the government was presiding over a $7 billion increase in revenue, the net operating balance — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Suddenly we have five other members wanting to make a contribution all 
at once. They cannot do that.  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I think it bodes very well for the future of the debate, Mr President. 
The PRESIDENT: That is good. I am pleased to hear that. At the moment you have the floor so you have the 
right to speak. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I can see that you are happy about the fact that the government has woken up.  
At the same time as the government presided over revenue going up by $7 billion, it also presided over a net 
operating balance that has gone down by $5 billion. That is one aspect of the problem. The other aspect of the 
problem that is equally serious is extra debt of $27 billion. We all know that there is good debt and bad debt. We 
all know that debt is an intrinsic part of the economic cycle in Western economies but $27 billion is 
unsustainable. It is not me or WA Labor saying that; it is the economic reality that is reflected in the 
government’s own rhetoric. The government knows that $27 billion worth of debt is not sustainable. Its answer 
is to turn around and start flogging things off. There will be plenty more opportunities to comment on this and 
develop the point that it is never sensible to sell an income-producing asset. I will leave it at that for now and 
make some other points because I am rapidly running out of time. 

There is any number of problems with this bill. I come back to that question about what the Perth market might 
be valued at now. It is a key question. I know that this subject is occupying a considerable amount of brain space 
for many people on both sides of this house; that is, once we start outsourcing services and selling assets to the 
private sector, how can we, who are responsible for managing the public purse, quantify what is going on? How 
can we make informed decisions about whether what we are getting is value for money? The standard response 
of the State Solicitor’s Office every time a question is asked about how much this costs and how much public 
revenue is going into the provision of service X is that that information cannot be disclosed because of 
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considerations about commercial confidentiality. It seems to me—I know I am not alone here—that the 
commercial-in-confidence disclaimer simply should not be applicable to the spending of taxpayers’ money. If we 
are going to operate as though we were a private company, we are not doing our job. We are elected by the 
people of Western Australia to spend the money that the people of Western Australia give us. If we then start 
turning around and saying, “You might ask that but we can’t tell you because we have to make decisions based 
on the market; we can’t give one competitor an unfair advantage over another, so, therefore, we can’t tell you 
how much we are spending on X, Y or Z”, it just makes a complete nonsense of our entire democratic process. 
I do not mean to convey any kind of hyperbole about that. It is absolutely fundamental. We should all be 
desperately worried about this increasing tendency to cite commercial confidentiality for the refusal of 
government ministers to provide information. That is certainly true in the case of the bill that we are looking at 
today. Let us just proceed on the basis that we might be looking at a figure of around $200 million. The question 
that then arises is when we reach the end of the period specified in the bill during which the retail market must 
operate as a commercial fruit and vegetable food market, how much will we then pay to provide similar 
facilities? I have heard the figure of — 

Hon Helen Morton: If it gets sold. What are you saying? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: What I am saying, minister — 

Hon Helen Morton: You’re saying that something’s definitely going to happen in 20 years’ time. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That was a long sentence. Let me say it in shorter sentences. I am saying that we 
currently have a produce market in Canning Vale. If this bill goes through, in 20 years’ time we may not have — 

Hon Helen Morton: But we might also have a bigger one—a better one. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: In 20 years’ time, we know that we will have a fresh produce market. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: The minister has asked me to elaborate. I am trying to elaborate. She is interjecting on 
my response to her interjection, so let us keep this sensible. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I will say it more plainly. In 19 years, from the day this bill passes, we know that we 
will still have a fresh produce market at Canning Vale because the legislation says that in 19 years’ time, it still 
has to be running. The legislation says that in 20 years’ time, the new owners can close the market down. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is plenty of time for members who want to make 
a contribution to the debate to seek the call. Hon Sally Talbot has the call.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I do not know how I can make this any clearer. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Okay, members. Hon Sally Talbot.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I do not know how I can make this any 
clearer — 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I might just remind members that constant interjection is only going to prolong 
the debate. If you want the call to make a contribution, seek the call at the appropriate time. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am sorry that I am interrupting the minister’s office work and clearly agitating her, 
but I do not know how I can explain any more clearly the problem here. It is a provision of the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 that the market’s future at the current site is guaranteed for only 20 years. 

If the minister wants to chat amongst her colleagues, she might do so a little more quietly, because I can hear 
what she is saying. 

In the circumstance in which we did not have a fresh produce market in the twenty-first year after this bill has 
been passed, how much would it cost somebody, somewhere to provide that facility? The minister is clearly 
totally blown away by this question. She has obviously never heard this question before, which absolutely 
dumbfounds me, because we have had dozens and dozens of hours of debate in the other place about this very 
matter. The debate in the other place is where I got the figure from that I am about to give the minister. I am 
very, very happy that I can still provide the minister with a novelty in terms of an argument; I am very pleased 
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that I can do that. The simple fact is that a back-of-the-envelope calculation is that in 20 years, it will cost in the 
region of $700 million to provide a similar site. 

I went to a memorial service for the father of a very dear friend of mine the other day. In the way that these 
things usually go, there were lots of reminiscences about what it was like in the old days. One of the stories told 
was that when my friend’s great-grandfather established the family in Perth, he bought up a lot of land in the 
north of Perth and then subdivided it for his sons to build houses. Many decades ago, they sold most of the 
parcels of land, but hung onto one. Then they finally sold that parcel of land as well. They made a couple of 
thousand per cent profit, but sold the blocks of land for only a few hundred dollars each. It turns out that those 
blocks of land are exactly on the site of the Morley Galleria. Of course, there was much mirth and speculation 
about what would have happened if they had held onto that land and how they could have all been on that list of 
the 50 richest Western Australians that was published last week. That is an amusing story that families tell 
constantly, “If only we hadn’t sold that” or “If only we had bought that when we could’ve afforded it.” I am sad 
to say that in 20, 30 or 40 years’ time, when government members are all sitting around in their dotage, they are 
going to be saying, “Do you remember when we owned that 50 hectares on the corner of that street in 
Canning Vale?” 

Hon Kate Doust: It is Bannister and South Street. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The land on the corner of Bannister Road and South Street — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The land on the corner of Ranford Road and South Street. Thank you to my south 
metropolitan — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: Once you know where it is, maybe you can go visit. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have actually been there. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have been there many times and most recently, in fact, only a couple of weeks ago. 
Hon Sue Ellery has already informed honourable members that we have a colleague who has an office there. 
I have been to the market to visit his office and to do other things, so I know perfectly well where it is. I might 
not know all the street names because, after all, the market is not in my electorate, but Hon Kate Doust is very 
familiar with it. 

In 20, 30 or 40 years’ time, government members will all be sitting around saying, “Do you remember when we 
owned that 50 hectares? Gosh, you know, if only we had not sold it. What would it be worth today? What we 
could have done with that land if we had not sold it.” That is what it is going to be like in a few years’ time. It ill 
behoves government members to have put themselves in that position. 

There is lots of material to get through, and I will probably have to save most of this for the debate when we go 
into the Committee of the Whole stage of this bill. The Perth Market Act 1926 established the 
Perth Market Authority. The market moved to the current site in 1989. The Perth Market Authority can survive 
a world war, but it cannot survive two terms of Liberal government. I think the way this government is operating 
is very, very sad. 

I want to go on to a few specific points. Hon Kate Doust referred to the land tax provision in her opening 
remarks, and I think it is enormously problematic. The minister can tell me if I am not reading this correctly. My 
reading of land tax comes from the “PMA Sale Contract: Guide to Market Controls”, which states that the 
provisions of the sale will — 

Restrict the new owner from recovering land tax in the first year with incremental recovery over the 
next five years. 
… 
The change of owner will bring an end to the exemption from land tax for Market City. The control will 
ensue tenants are not immediately impacted by the introduction of land tax. 

Let us unpick what is going on here. The key piece of information from that paragraph is that Market City is 
currently exempt from land tax. With the sale to a private owner, that land tax exemption will disappear. The new 
owner will pay land tax, and it is likely that that land tax will be an extremely significant amount of money. I would 
like the minister to tell us how much that land tax is likely to be. We know from back-of-the-envelope calculations 
that it is likely to be a very significant amount of money. It is inevitable—it is recognised in this provision—that the 
new owner will have to pass on that increased cost to the tenants. They will pass it on not just because it is human 
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nature, but because it is business sense. It is a massive cost impost on the new owner that will inevitably be passed 
on to tenants. What has the government done? The government has not said that during the 20-year period, when 
the market will continue to operate in the way that it operates now, no tenant will pay land tax and that land tax is 
a cost that must be borne by the new owner. The government has not said that. The government has given a very, 
very small window of relief to tenants, a 52-week respite from those costs, but in the fifty-third week, the costs will 
start ramping up. The provision states that this will be introduced incrementally, but it also states “over the next 
five years”. The restriction lasts for one year, and there is incremental recovery over the next five years. I am not 
sure—again, the minister might clarify this for us—whether that means that at the start of the fifth year full cost 
recovery of land tax can be put in place or whether that will be at the beginning of the sixth year. I am not clear 
whether there is one year of exemption and five years of phasing it in, so that in the sixth year, tenants will still be 
paying a reduced rate—in fact, tenants will start paying their full share of land tax at the beginning of the 
seventh year. That is a huge cost to pass on to tenants. 
I believe this Parliament is much the poorer for not having my old friend and colleague the former member for 
Joondalup, Tony O’Gorman, as a member of the other place. Tony O’Gorman took up with enormous vigour and 
a great deal of effectiveness tenants’ rights and the behaviour of landlords, which often verges on the 
unscrupulous, if not being outright unscrupulous. He was a great champion for tenants of shopping centres. 
I know that he would be outraged by this kind of provision. Even assuming a Labor government got to this stage, 
which of course it would not because fundamentally we would not sell the Perth Market Authority, no Labor 
government would contemplate making that kind of impost on tenants. In fact, that is one of the reasons we are 
against the sale of public assets. While those assets are in public hands, the people making a living out of the 
enterprise can be protected when it is not appropriate to be price gouging; people who are price takers in a very 
tight and controlled market can be protected. That will of course all disappear if this bill is successful. 
The government has been absolutely duplicitous in its language around the comparisons of the sale of the PMA 
with equivalent bodies in other states. I quote from the Treasurer’s press release of 25 June 2015 — 

“Across Australia, similar markets have transitioned to private ownership, with continued success,” the 
Treasurer said. 
“Potential buyers will be evaluated against their vision to manage and develop Market City in a way 
that contributes to the industry.” 

Let us just look at that sentence: across Australia, similar markets have transitioned to private ownership, with 
continued success. Let us start with Victoria, which has not transitioned because, guess what, under Jeff Kennett, 
who was Premier of Victoria—Jeff Kennett privatised everything; he practically privatised breathing—the fresh 
produce markets in Victoria were not privatised. He did not privatise them; he left them in state government 
hands. Let us leave aside Victoria completely, because Victoria thinks this is the wrong way to go. Even 
a Liberal Party that was going down the privatisation road in leaps and bounds decided not to privatise the fresh 
produce markets. Let us look at privatisation in other states. Let us look at what the Treasurer was talking about 
when he said, “Across Australia, similar markets have transitioned to private ownership, with continued 
success.” This is what we find when we look at other states: in every single other state that has privatised, sold 
off or divested the state of this asset, it has been divested to some form of cooperative, whether it is called 
a cooperative or not; in every single state, it has been some kind of cooperative or consortium made up of 
producers. The government has not made that a provision of this bill. It does not know what is going on. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hansard is having difficulty recording the member’s 
contribution over all the interjections. Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: This barrage of interjections from the other side simply confirms for us on this side of 
the chamber that members opposite have not read the bill, have not been to the briefings and have not listened to 
any of the stakeholders. They have believed hook, line and sinker; they have taken the bait thrown out by the 
Treasurer, and not, I suspect, by Hon Ken Baston, the Minister for Agriculture and Food, because he was caught 
so much on the hop that he had to rescind a ministerial directive. Members opposite have swallowed the bait 
given to them by the Treasurer, hook, line and sinker and have not done any work to find out whether he is right 
or the measures are sound; they have just turned a blind eye to all of this. All they want to do is go home for 
Christmas. They are not the slightest bit interested in trying to get the right outcome for all the stakeholders and 
the taxpayers of Western Australia. In other states, any entity such as this that is not in public hands is in fact 
owned and managed by growers or some kind of cooperative or consortium. 

There is a model to show how that can be done. It has been done properly before. Most members will not have 
heard of it, because it was done so well that nobody talked about it. Is it not the mark of success when some kind 
of deregulatory process is taken and people barely notice because everyone is happy? Nobody is knocking on the 
doors of members of Parliament telling them they got it wrong. What do we look at? Surely we do not need to go 
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past the deregulation of the Egg Marketing Board. Will the Potato Marketing Corporation be able to be 
deregulated in such an orderly fashion? I am not sure, because of what is happening on the government benches. 
There are some peculiar views here, even though as recently as this morning in what all members now know is 
my favourite newspaper, The Australian Financial Review, there was an article about Western Australia 
dragging the chain on all kinds of economic reforms, and the Potato Marketing Corporation is mentioned. 
Goodness knows whether that deregulation will be able to be done with potatoes. Let us go back and look at the 
deregulation of the Egg Marketing Board. I would like to share the words of one of Hon Ken Baston’s 
predecessors on our side of the chamber, one of the most successful agriculture ministers ever—I think this is 
widely acknowledged on both sides of the house—Hon Kim Chance. He said that it was a matter for industry — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I think it would really do members opposite good to listen to this, so why do they not 
just pipe down for a bit and just hold it. There are a couple of hours until afternoon tea, so if their blood sugar is 
getting low, they can just pop out there and get a glass of lemonade. Listen to what Hon Kim Chance said. He 
said that it was a matter for industry, not the government, to decide on the appropriate constitution and establish 
the private company in regard to any transfer of previously state-owned assets. He was talking about the 
deregulation of the Egg Marketing Board. Those members who were here at that time will remember, and I can 
attest, that it was the subject of a little anxiety in my party room that it took so long to do it. Hon Kim Chance 
was not always known for his speed in this place, although he was a bit of a revhead, was he not? There were 
people who became a bit frustrated with the time the process was taking, but every time anybody raised it with 
him, Hon Kim Chance would come back to that basic proposition that when previously state-owned assets are 
transferred, we must take our time, because we must get it right. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.18 pm]: I was quite surprised that Hon Peter Katsambanis did not get 
up to make a contribution on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. He seemed to have an awful lot to say 
during Hon Sally Talbot’s contribution and I was expecting, like many in the house, that he might get up and 
perhaps proffer some words of advice about this sale of this state-owned asset—but nothing. Perhaps empty 
vessels do make the most noise after all. Perhaps there will be a contribution from someone from the Liberal and 
National Parties representing the regional areas later. I note that National Party members are not jumping up to 
speak either, and this is an issue that certainly affects their constituency. I will make a contribution today about 
how it affects not only my region, the Agricultural Region, but also agriculture across Western Australia. 

Once again, we have a piece of legislation that I think is fair to describe as a shocker. It is not thought through, 
with really no good justification, no consultation with industry and all done on the quiet because the Emperor 
said so. No-one on the government benches is prepared to stand up and fight for agriculture and the regions that 
produce horticultural produce. I also note, as did Hon Sue Ellery, the complete lack of comment from the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. I look forward to the minister’s contribution later because, surely, the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food will stand up against the disposal of this asset that has served the horticultural 
industry extraordinarily well for the past 26 years since it was set up in 1989, of course, by a Labor government. 
It will be sold off by a Liberal government just because of, for no other reason than, the fact that the government 
is incapable of managing the state’s finances—incapable of managing this state. It likes the government bit and 
governing, but this is also about financial management and good financial practices, of which we have seen 
nothing from the Barnett Liberal–National government. We once had a AAA credit rating and the best set of 
books in Australia, and we had debt at about $3.8 billion, but now look at Western Australia, after the biggest 
boom in history. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to Hon Helen Morton’s contribution too, because I am sure — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think the minister has had a pretty good run with interjections 
this afternoon. Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I note that the Minister for Mental Health likes to do two things at once, but can 
I suggest that she perhaps concentrate on one thing at a time and work on her broader contribution to the debate 
on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, because it is a shocker; it is an absolute shocker. It is a fire sale cash 
grab by the government and it is not going particularly well. I will talk a little more about that later but, worse 
still, the government is selling out an industry that I have a great passion for and a great investment in, and 
I proudly stand in this place to represent it. The government is selling out every Legislative Council region in 
this state where there is horticultural production because the industry wants to retain this important asset, ideally, 
in state government hands. 

Hon Mark Lewis interjected. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: When Hon Mark Lewis makes his contribution, he can put that question and I will help 
him with it. I do know who owns Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd; as a matter of fact, I am a shareholder of 
CBH, as appears on my parliamentary register, so I am very aware, Hon Mark Lewis, who owns CBH. I was just 
about to say that, ideally, the industry would like this asset to remain in state government hands under the current 
arrangements, but if there has to be a sale, the industry would like to be the purchaser as a secondary, fallback 
position. I will talk later about ways in which we might be able to engineer and implement that outcome; I think 
I have some good ideas. I do not hear too many good ideas coming from the opposite side, but I think I have 
some ideas about how we might be able to help achieve that outcome should the government continue down the 
path of just flogging off state assets purely because it cannot manage the state’s finances, because it has no 
concept of being able to spend less than it earns, and because it has no intention of reducing its spending and 
returning the state back to the buoyant days that the Gallop–Carpenter governments gave us—a AAA credit 
rating and the lowest debt-to-budget ratio in the nation. 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to Hon Jim Chown’s contribution; I know he has not made 
a contribution yet. His best work is done interjecting on others but very, very few ideas and very, very few 
contributions come from him. We do not hear very much from him; the Agricultural Region includes Gingin, as 
he knows, and that is a large horticultural production area. I look forward to his contribution on behalf of his 
electorate about why this is such a great idea, if that is what he really thinks, because it is not such a great idea. It 
is not a great idea to flog off — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I look forward to hearing Hon Jim Chown put a case for why it is such a good idea, 
because no-one else has been able to put a coherent case for why this is a good piece of legislation. As I said, this 
is a fire sale. I note Hon Sally Talbot said that it was not on fire, but something in the Western Australian 
government is on fire, and I think it is the state’s books. I think the state’s books are on fire, and a terrible state 
of affairs is unfolding in respect of the money that is controlled by the Liberal–National government but is 
actually the property of all the taxpayers of Western Australia. 

I have not heard much from the Minister for Agriculture and Food, and I look forward to his contribution. 
Hon Sue Ellery touched on a point that I researched about Agrifood 2025+: the future WAy—that we are going 
to double the value of agricultural production. That is great, but if we are going to flog off a piece of 
infrastructure that is important for the supply chain of the horticultural industry, I do not see how we are going to 
achieve that goal. I am not quite sure how this bill fits in with that plan and the horticultural handbook on 
a progressive, innovative and profitable food sector that benefits agriculture. It goes on to mention the supply 
chain, and this bill deals with a very important piece of the agricultural supply chain. 

We all know what will happen to growers should that market be privatised. Growers’ costs will increase and they 
will have no way of passing on those costs. I will talk more about that a bit further on. This sale will impact 
horticultural producers’ profitability in the long term; of that there is no doubt. I look forward to hearing 
members opposite argue otherwise. Hon Jim Chown might be able to correct me on that point and convince me 
that selling the market to a private operator that can charge whatever it likes will help growers; maybe he really 
believes that. I suggest that if he does believe that, he perhaps should look for an electorate other than the 
Agricultural Region because the Agricultural Region and the producers know full well that whenever we 
privatise an asset, it costs growers more; we all know that. 

Another thing that really gets under my skin about this legislation is that this process is already well underway. 
We are down to, I think, five identified bidders—I will talk more about them—and the decision has been made. 
The tendering or expression-of-interest process is well underway. There are five identified bidders and we are 
told that a decision needs to be made in December. All of this is happening before the legislation comes before 
the Parliament, so it is very, very presumptuous of the government to assume that the legislation will be passed. 
In fact, I intend to offer some reasons why my colleagues from regional Western Australia should oppose this 
legislation and not pass it in its current form. I do not know why a government would spend a whole lot of 
money pursuing legislation that may not even come to bear. Should the order not be the other way around? 
Should not the Parliament, which represents the people, first make the decision about whether this legislation is 
worthy of support before the government begins the process of selling it off? It shows the typical arrogance of 
the government and the Premier to pre-empt what the Parliament might do and just ram the sale process through 
before the bill has even come before the Parliament. I think that reveals a lot about this government and how it is 
unable to consult and follow processes in due diligent order. It just runs off on tangents of its own, makes 
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decisions on the run, and follows them through without anyone standing up to them on the government side. 
That is how we have arrived at the state we are in in Western Australia. 

The government is selling out agriculture again, as it has done time after time. We saw the same thing with 
tier 3 rail in the wheatbelt. There was not a whimper from the backbench or the Western Australian 
National Party, which claims to be somewhat independent, on those issues. The government sold us out yet 
again, and, sadly, that could be repeated with this legislation. Where are the regional members when we need 
them to hold onto a piece of state-owned infrastructure that is used by all members of the horticultural industry? 
There is $500 million worth of produce going through that place every year. To give members a bit of an idea of 
how much that is, it is about half of what the government is going to lose this year for the state of 
Western Australia; it is a lot of money. 
I have uncovered several interesting things in my research. I refer to the minister’s second reading speech of 
17 November. It states, in part — 

Following a thorough due diligence process undertaken by the Department of Treasury and supported 
by the lead financial adviser Ernst and Young—also known as EY—and Jones Lang LaSalle, the 
government has decided to sell the assets and operations of the Perth Market Authority, collectively 
referred to as “Market City”. This decision has been made in light of the challenging fiscal 
circumstances facing the state. 

“Challenging fiscal circumstances”! Is that what the minister calls completely trashing the state’s finances and 
books—“challenging fiscal circumstances”? These challenging fiscal circumstances have been created by the 
government. They are self-inflicted by the government and impact on all taxpayers of Western Australia. Again, 
I say: that statement was made before the parliamentary debate on this bill commenced, so decisions have been 
made before the legislation has been debated and passed, not after. I think that is an important drift from the 
general procedure. 
I return to the second reading speech and a passage that I thought was a little funny. I do not know whether the 
minister has tried stand-up comedy, but this is a good attempt. It continues — 

It should be acknowledged that Western Australia’s finances have been under pressure since the 
government came to office in 2008 … 

The minister certainly got that bit right! She was clearly doing two things at once when she said that, because it 
is very, very true and very, very factual. I quote again the same passage from the second reading speech —  

It should be acknowledged that Western Australia’s finances have been under pressure since the 
government came to office in 2008.  

The reason for that is this Barnett Liberal–National government. The second reading speech goes on — 
In accordance with sound budget management — 

That is not a term I would have used in the same sentence as this current Liberal–National government — 
members will recall that the government first announced that it would pursue an orderly program of 
asset sales — 

Is that another term for a fire sale? I think the government has some really good people in the government media 
unit. “An orderly program of asset sales” is code for “fire sale”. That is what that means — 

in the 2014–15 budget speech to Parliament, with sales proceeding only when demonstrated to be in the 
interests of Western Australian taxpayers.  

I will argue that this sale is not in the interests of Western Australian taxpayers. Even given the government’s 
parameters, I find it easy to cut holes through the argument that this sale will proceed only when it is 
demonstrated to be in the best interests of the Western Australian taxpayer. It is true that the government has 
spent a whole lot of money and it needs to recoup it from somewhere and make the books look better as it goes 
towards the 2017 election. But I do not think that is in the interests of the Western Australian taxpayer; I think it 
is in the interests of the Barnett Liberal–National government. I do not think there is any interest for the 
Western Australian taxpayer in the fire sale of this valuable piece of land—50 hectares of land. I worked out that 
that is about 125 acres in wheatbelt area language—for those of us who are bilingual in hectares and acres—
which would make around 500 quarter-acre blocks and about 1 000 housing lots of 500 square metres. That 
gives members an idea of how large a piece of land the 50 hectares is on the corner of Ranford and 
Bannister Roads. It is a very significant piece of land.  
There is a saying in farming—most of us who are in farming are also in real estate—that it is always right to buy 
land because they are not going to make any more of it. That is also very true about the piece of land we are 
discussing here. We cannot just go out and get another piece of land like it. It is owned by the state, used by the 
producers and belongs to the taxpayers of Western Australia. It does not belong to the government; it belongs to 
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the taxpayers of Western Australia and I think that the government should hold onto this piece of land because 
50 hectares of land in Canning Vale is something that could be used by future generations rather than being 
made a quick quid out of by wealthy property investors. I will talk more about that later.  

This second reading speech goes on to state — 
The asset sales program is an important element of the state government’s fiscal management strategy,  

“Fiscal management strategy”—that is hilarious! I do not think that there has ever been a fiscal management 
strategy by this government—never once. The management of this government is: “If I spend enough money on 
you, will you vote for me?” That is not a fiscal management strategy; that is irresponsible financial management. 
That is what the government is—irresponsible financial managers. The second reading speech continues — 

… with proceeds generated from sales to be used to reduce the state’s debt levels.  
Who will have created those state debt levels of $38 billion by the time the government faces the voters next 
time? It is $23 billion–odd already and it was $3.8 billion when members opposite came to government. Who is 
going to take responsibility for those state debt levels? Rather than taking responsibility and saying that it has 
made a terrible mess of the finances of Western Australia, it is saying, “I am sorry, but we are going to have to 
flog off some of your assets to try to clean up some of our self-inflicted mess.” That is what the second reading is 
really saying. It also refers to the Market City site being opened in 1989—which I note was probably put there 
by a previous Labor government—and occupies a significant landholding of 50.9 hectares, of which 13 hectares 
is vacant and available for development, interestingly enough. There was foresight by that Labor government in 
1989 to get a site that was big enough for both the current and future needs of the horticultural industry in 
Western Australia. That is something that the Liberal Party does not have—that is, foresight. This is a very short-
term sugar hit for the state’s books.  
The second reading speech goes on to state — 

As Western Australia’s only wholesale fresh produce market, it is one of the primary distribution 
channels for fruit and vegetables in the state. Each year, more than 200 000 tonnes of fresh produce, 
valued at approximately $500 million, is traded through Market City. 

This is an important asset for the agricultural industry. It is too important to fritter away and virtually give to—
we will talk about the prices being touted later—wealthy property developers who are just sitting there for the 
capital gain. Those of us in farming understand the importance of capital gain and how it enables a farmer to 
strengthen their business and borrow against their business. We also understand that properties can increase in 
value—generally double—every seven to 10 years. A property developer just has to buy this property now, sit on 
it for 20 years and reap the rewards for doing very little other than being able to raise the $120 million on offer, 
and deny at that point that there is no plan for the future of the markets. I want to talk about how we might have 
a think about the future for agriculture and horticultural industry.  
Some information I have found from Vegetables WA states — 

It is unacceptable that the government is risking the dissolution of Western Australia’s wholesale 
horticulture markets in 20 years.  

I agree. I think Vegetables WA is spot on. It is unacceptable that there is not a plan beyond 20 years. I know 
most government members do not know much about farming, but we take a very long-term view in agriculture. 
We have to make significant investments in our land assets, as well as machinery, and we also take 
a generational view, and that is much longer than 20 years. I can tell members that on our farm we have planning 
that goes beyond 20 years as to where things might be, things such as generational succession, improvement of 
assets, and purchasing more land to enable expansion and to have an economy of scale that will last us into 
future generations. I know not many people in here know a lot about farming, but it is important in a high asset 
industry such as agriculture or horticulture to have more than 20 years’ certainty. This bill offers no certainty at 
all for the horticultural industry beyond 20 years.  
Hon Helen Morton: Which government agency gives you that certainty?  

Hon DARREN WEST: All we know is that under the minister’s proposal there will be no market in 
Canning Vale in 20 years. That is all we know. I do not think the government or anyone else has thought about 
this. I look forward to the contribution of members opposite to explain how they have thought about the future 
beyond 20 years. Although it seems a long time in the term of a Parliament, in which we all live on a four-year 
cycle, 20 years in industry is not a very long time. The government needs to think more about the future than just 
its next electoral term.  

Hon Mark Lewis: What about the Potato Marketing Corporation?  

Hon DARREN WEST: I thought the bill was about the sale of the Canning Vale markets, but if 
Hon Mark Lewis wants to make a contribution about marketing potatoes, I would be quite happy to have that 
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discussion with him. I have some ideas about the marketing of potatoes that I am happy to share with him should 
the occasion arise. But at the moment we are talking about his government flogging off in a fire sale a state-
owned asset, used by the horticultural industry in Western Australia, because the government cannot manage the 
books. That is what we are talking about today.  

According to Vegetables WA — 
The condition of sale needs to be significantly extended to 50 years or indefinitely as proposed in 
Queensland when government privatised their markets.  

That is one of the most sensible sentences I have read about this legislation. That is a very good idea. If this 
infrastructure is sold, because the government has trashed the books and it needs the money—it is going to be 
sold cheap, no matter who it is sold to; we all know that and I am sure that government members know that 
because it is not the time to flog off real estate assets, but it is because it has to—why not sell it on the proviso 
that there will be a market there for 50 years? That would do two things. It would give the industry certainty that 
there would always be a produce market in Perth—200 000 tonnes and growing; $500 million a year and 
growing. Heaven knows what that turnover will be in 50 years. We have a very efficient and progressive 
industry in agriculture. The amount of tonnages and dollars that will go through that facility in 50 years’ time 
will be significantly more than they are now—they will be mind-blowing numbers. Why not keep it there for 
50 years so that we can give certainty to the industry and so that people can invest in the industry and make good 
sound investments knowing there is a future plan for the marketing of their produce? That would be the first 
point. My second point is that 50 years would surely also make the most interested bidder out of the 
five consortiums listed most attractive to the industry consortium, which is Perth Markets Ltd. I think it is 
important that it is, if the government is going to sell it, front and centre in any of the discussions.  

I think that a 50-year term would make the market more attractive to the industry consortium, and less attractive 
to property developers. I like property developers. They do a great job, we need them and they are a necessary 
part of our society, but they are driven purely by how much money they can make from an asset. That is what 
they will do in this instance. Vegetables WA has put up a very good proposal that is worthy of our support. If the 
markets must begrudgingly be sold, Vegetables WA’s proposal needs further consideration. I do not see why any 
regional member would argue with me on giving the industry a longer time period to make use of this market. 
Hon Mark Lewis: We used to own abattoirs, too. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am looking forward to the contribution of Hon Mark Lewis. I do not have a lot of 
time, but Hon Mark Lewis can get up and — 

Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Darren West has the call. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I intend to speak through the Chair because I need to finish off the points I wish to 
make. 
The Vegetables WA proposal continues — 

The only viable proposition for our long term security is therefore the industry bid to purchase the 
Canning Vale market, lead by potato grower Paul Omodei — 

I am sure members on the other side of the house are very familiar with Paul Omodei — 
and vegetable grower Nick Tana — 

He is, similarly, a well-respected producer in Western Australia — 
as part of the industry bid associated with the Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries. 
This bid is one amongst four other property developers. 
Growers are not always happy with their treatment by wholesalers. However, an industry bid connected 
with the Chamber is much better than a future dictated by an outside property developer interest 
potentially willing to override the interests of our industry for their own commercial gain. 
The sale will also repeal the Perth Market Act by-laws which also provide a range of protections for 
growers and wholesalers which should be considered as part of the sale as well as ensuring that the 
successful bid contribute to industry development as the Perth Market Authority has done. 

Vegetables WA believes that if the markets have to be sold, they should be sold to the industry. The opposition 
regards that as the second-best proposition because it would repeal the Perth Market Act by-laws, which are 
important to growers and save them money. Growers need some level of protection when it comes to markets, 
especially if their produce has a very short shelf life, as fruit and vegetables do. They cannot afford any 
hiccoughs in the supply chain. If there are, the produce may be unfit to sell after the growers have spent all that 
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money, time and investment producing something for zero return. We should avoid that at all costs. As a food 
producer, I do not like to see waste. The Perth Market Act by-laws help producers. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are too many private and very audible conversations 
occurring around the chamber. If you need to continue with a private conversation, I suggest you take it outside 
the chamber to make the task for Hansard a little easier. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I hope that my ideas are thought-provoking for regional members. I hope that is what 
the conversations are about. 

I do not think that many members have considered the views of Vegetables WA, because I have not heard 
government members mention its proposal in their contributions. Vegetables WA has put forward a very logical 
and sensible proposition. Ideally, the markets would be kept as a state-owned asset, but if they must be sold, let 
us come up with a system and a plan that will do everything feasibly possible to keep the markets in the hands of 
the industry. They could then be used by the industry, and the industry would not be exposed to the wrath of 
wealthy property developers that seek to further their interests for shareholders. 

Vegetables WA continues — 

Key Vegetable Industry Responses: 
1. The vegetable industry fundamentally requires a wholesale marketing facility due to the need 

for a physical exchange of goods required between growers, wholesalers and secondary 
wholesalers. The markets deliver quality, freshness and most importantly choice for growers, 
retailers and consumers. The markets is a vital alternative supply channel outside the major 
supermarket chains. Distorted markets in the longer term are certainly not in the interest of the 
consumer, grower or wholesaler. 

According to that, no-one will win if we flog off these markets to a property developer. Vegetables WA 
continues — 

Horticulture is the prime industry candidate for driving the government’s Agrifood 2025+ plan of 
doubling the value of agriculture in Western Australia by 2025. 

If the minister is serious about Agrifood 2025+, he will hang on to these markets and do everything he can to 
assist the horticultural industry to market its produce. If the markets fall into the hands of businesses outside the 
industry, it will not be in the industry’s best interests and the produce will be devalued because profit will be 
taken from other sectors not directly involved in the industry. If the minister is serious about that, he will argue 
against a sale to a property developer, a list of which I will read to members. 

The horticultural industry sees itself as the principal driver of Agrifood 2025+, and I think that there might be 
some merit in what it is saying for export, potential growers and the opportunity to market to larger wholesalers 
and overseas wholesalers through a market system. I think it makes a good case. The broadacre grain industry 
has implemented significant efficiencies, but we are facing a challenging environment because of climate change 
and a series of tough seasons. There has been great innovation in no-till farming and adapting to climate change, 
but I do not see there being significant increases in productivity and value-adding in the broadacre grain 
industry. There will be some, and I want to pursue those and make sure that they happen, but I do not think there 
will be the increases that there will be in the horticultural and vegetable industry. That is where there are 
significant opportunities for export, domestic growth and value-adding. If the minister is serious about doubling 
the value of Western Australia’s agriculture by 2025, we need to do all we can to help that sector, not flog off its 
assets from underneath it. 

Vegetables WA continues — 

It is critical that any government sale provides an ongoing dividend to industry development as well as 
a single dividend to government finances. The ultimate goal of the industry bid is to secure the long-
term future of Market City — 

That really needs to be front and centre in the minds of government members when they vote on this legislation. 
It is important that that sentence resonates very firmly in members’ minds — 

The ultimate goal of the industry bid is to secure the long-term future of Market City … 

Vegetables WA provides a lot of information in that document. The short-listed bidders, according to the 
information supplied by Vegetables WA, include the industry consortium Perth Markets Ltd, which is an — 

• Industry backed consortium representing a cross section of growers, wholesalers and retailers. 
Supported by investments from other industry backed markets, Brisbane Markets and Adelaide 
Market 
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Other speakers have spoken on those entities. The document continues — 
• Board includes Paul Omodei, Nick Tana plus reps from Chamber of Fruit and Vegetables in WA 

(Inc) and Brisbane Markets 

I will have a little more information about the Brisbane Markets backers later. The other potential buyers are 
Australian Capital Equity — 

• The holding company for Kerry Stokes—rumoured net worth of >$[2] billion 

I know there would be some interest in that bid from members opposite. That company has — 
• Ventures covering media, entertainment, research and technology development. property and 

industrial activity. 
I do not see a lot of horticultural industry activity in that organisation. 
Next is Stockland, which members may be familiar with; we regularly see its big signs up at new housing 
estates. Stockland is an — 

• ASX listed, diversified Australian property development company (shopping centres, housing 
estates, industrial estates, retirement villages). 

• Market capitalisation of ˜$9 billion 

They are both significant companies, but I do not see a lot of interest in agriculture or horticulture in Stockland 
either. 

Next is DEXUS Property Group, which is another — 

• ASX listed Australian company that specialises in the development, ownership and management of 
commercial, retail and industrial property. 

• Market capitalisation of ˜$7 billion 

I do not see a lot of agriculture or horticulture connection in that organisation either. 

The fifth bidder is Propertylink, which is — 

• Associated with Goldman Sachs, Propertylink is an investment manager in institutional investment 
grade Australian property and infrastructure. 

• Recently acquired the warehousing at the new Melbourne Markets 

So, it has dipped a toe in that water. It has assets of around $2 billion. 

The state government tells us that it has offered up some protections. One is that the central trading area must 
remain as a wholesale fruit and vegetable market for a period of 20 years. I have indicated before that I do not 
think that is long enough. That is the blink of an eye for an industry such as horticulture. Horticulture must have 
been one of the first industries in Western Australia, going back to the 1830s. It is a very long term industry that 
has been going for 186 years; 20 years is not a long-term future. 

We need longer certainty for that site to be a central trading area for horticulture. It also states that the warehouse 
space must remain and not be reduced for 20 years, but that can be increased. That is not long enough. That is 
probably one of the major reasons, aside from the fact that the government cannot manage the books and it 
should not be selling it in the first place, that the sale of this asset does not give anything to an industry that 
I have a great passion for—the agricultural, and to a lesser extent, horticultural industry. I certainly have more 
than a passing interest in that, because I represent an area that has significant horticultural produce, as do all 
members right around the house. I am surprised that nobody from the Liberal–National side of the house is 
standing up for the horticultural producers in their electorates. I am surprised that nobody is doing it. Nobody has 
stood up yet; there have now been four speakers from the opposition. Despite a lot of noise, rhetoric and 
interjections from over there, nothing of substance has been given from members opposite at all to this point. 
I wait in hope that maybe that will change before the end of the day.  

I have quite a lot of information here that 12 minutes will not allow me to fully purvey to members, but I am sure 
members over there are capable of doing their own research before they make the important decision and cast 
their very important vote that has been entrusted to them by the voters of Western Australia on an issue that 
directly affects them. There is a little blurb in the “Perth Market Authority (PMA) Asset Sale Project—
Stakeholder Engagement” about who has been engaged and to what extent. I am sure the members can all find 
that. I also found a review of the Perth Market Act 1926 that was carried out by Hon Monty House.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is too much noise in the chamber. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: That little blurb is a document from the Strategic Projects and Asset Sales division of 
the Department of Treasury from the government of Western Australia, which I know Hon Simon O’Brien is 
familiar with. It is titled “Perth Market Authority (PMA) Asset Sale Project—Stakeholder Engagement.” It is 
a document that I am sure would be available for the member to find. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I have 10 minutes and 50 seconds left. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Why are you referring it to us? What does it say? 

Hon DARREN WEST: It states that there has been a stakeholder engagement and it has listed that stakeholder 
engagement. I am not going to expand on that because I do not have time. Members can feel free to do the 
research.  

The review of the Perth Market Act 1926, done by Hon Monty House — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Darren West has another 10 minutes to complete his contribution and 
I would urge members to give Hon Darren West the opportunity to be heard in silence so he can conclude his 
contribution on this matter. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. Yes, the interjections are quite off-putting and 
are cutting into my very valuable time and it may be that if I am unable to get through all the information that 
I have here, I may need to extend the time allowed, but we will see how we go in the last 10 minutes and 
12 seconds.  

I note that there was a review of the Perth Market Act 1926, and there is some interesting reading for members 
who want to avail themselves of more information. It has some interesting observations. I also note that I have 
here the “Perth Market Authority Strategic Plan Update Executive Summary 2015”. Nowhere in this strategic 
plan update can I find a sale to a property investor, but I am sure that there is some really good stuff in here 
about how the Perth Market Authority developed a detailed five-year strategic plan in 2013. It goes on to refer to 
the context of the 2015 plan: vision and mission statements, industry trends, strategic direction—all really 
important information on how to develop a diverse market—and supporting and engaging the industry. There is 
some very good information in that document that members may want to reference before they make a very 
important vote on the sale of this state-owned asset to whoever the case may be. When they read all this 
information that I have availed myself of, maybe they will have a different opinion on the fire sale of this very 
important asset.  

Bear with me, Madam Deputy President; I am briefly flicking through my notes because I do not have a whole 
lot of time.  

I come back to the very start of all this — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I dug out some Hansard from 1926, which was when the market authority was first 
touted. Interestingly enough, the legislation was carried by the then Minister for Agriculture. Why is the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food not carrying this legislation now? Things seem to have changed since 1926, 
and I note that the Minister for Agriculture was Hon M. F. Troy from Mt Magnet, who moved the second 
reading of the legislation. Mr Thomson from Katanning moved an amendment to that legislation, and the 
Minister for Agriculture carried on with the legislation. It was very interesting reading.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is far too much noise in the chamber. Only one person 
has the call and only one person’s voice should be heard in the chamber.  

Hon DARREN WEST: I read through Hansard with much interest. There was the Wyalkatchem Rates 
Validation Bill, but then it returned to the Metropolitan Market Bill second reading speech. I found the Hansard 
of the then Premier, Sir James Mitchell, who made a contribution that states — 

I well remember that in 1924 there was carried in this House a resolution dealing with a trust and 
moved by the member for Perth (Mr. Mann). We have talked markets for the metropolitan area for 
many years past. The City Council interested themselves in this question for years and I remember 
receiving deputations from them. Several Bills have been introduced dealing with the question, but 
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none proved acceptable to a majority of members. The Minister for Agriculture has now put up this idea 
of a trust which, as I say, was initiated in 1924.  

The Premier continues. We go right back that far to the history of having a Market Authority, or a market trust as 
it was called in those days. I can furnish members opposite with the Hansard, but there is some extremely 
interesting debate from Sir James Mitchell, the then Premier. I note that the markets were opened in 1926 by the 
new Premier, John Willcock, MLA, the member for Geraldton, when that act was invoked.  

I also have here some early history of the Perth Markets and I note that in her second reading contribution in the 
other place, the member for West Swan talked about her time growing up on an orchard and how important it 
was to take produce down to the Wellington Street markets, and then in later times down to the current market.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Should we incorporate all that into Hansard if it is all so important and interesting? 

Hon DARREN WEST: I am not sure that the Attorney General will have much to say about this bill, but I look 
forward to it nonetheless. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! If the Attorney General and other members on the government 
side wish to make a contribution to this debate, it will be most welcome and they should seek the call at the 
appropriate time.  
Hon DARREN WEST: If my speech seems to be a little jumbled, it is because I have much more information 
than time available and I am just trying to pick out the bits that may convince members opposite to perhaps take 
some notice of what the opposition is saying. I talked about the history and how we got to the point of having 
a Perth Market City like we have today, and why it is important that we retain that, seeing it has been in 
existence in some form for almost 100 years, yet this short-sighted government that cannot manage the books 
will be the one that just flogs it off to the highest bidder in a fire sale. I am just making the point that successive 
governments over many, many years have been responsible enough and had enough foresight to have a facility 
in place for the use of the horticultural industry, whereas this government is not like any of those previous and 
successful governments; this is a failed government that is flogging off its assets to the highest bidder.  
I will quote a little about the history of the markets from a document titled, “Perth Markets” — 

In Perth Western Australia however it took 100 years before a public market was established where all 
business could be conducted in the one area. The present Metropolitan Markets are taken for granted— 

Clearly, that is being done by this government — 
as are accepted all of the other conveniences of this present age, but the daily life was not like this in the 
early settlement of the State where running a home included the maintaining of a vegetable garden. 

The important point is that when the markets were first created, it took away the need for subsistence living in 
the colony; we have certainly moved a long way from that. This government has gone full circle back to having 
no long-term plan for the production, marketing, wholesaling and purchasing of horticultural produce. It took 
100 years to get a significant, substantive marketplace in place that industry could use. As I have told members 
before, 200 000 tonnes of produce and $500 million a year goes through that facility. We should be looking 
forward to the next 100 years, not just abstaining ourselves from what to do with this market in 20 years’ time 
because there is no plan for the future.  

As Hon Helen Morton said before, yes, perhaps there will be a bigger and better market one day, but what we 
have now is an asset suitable for the needs of the contemporary industry, with expansion potential for the 
industry as we go forward. Would it not be better to be seen as a Parliament that looked to the future and 
maintained state-owned assets that were going to pay social and economic dividends to the taxpayer—not just to 
this government’s Treasury accounts—over the term of the next 20, 50 or 100 years? If this government must 
sell this asset, if it deems there is no other option available other than to sell this asset, we should be putting in 
place provisions that enable it to be held in the industry’s hands. The most important part of this whole debate is 
not whether the government cannot manage the books so it has to flog off something because it needs money, 
but what does the future hold for the horticultural industry in Western Australia? We already have a centrally 
located, suitable marketplace. Never mind what we might have in the future; we have it now. It is owned by the 
taxpayers and it should be retained by the taxpayers. If we do not learn from the history of this valuable facility, 
we will continue to make the same mistakes.  

The important thing to take from the history of this market is that it was set up almost 100 years ago—90 years 
ago—to allow for the future of the horticultural industry. If we are serious about committing to working with and 
growing that industry and increasing the value of that industry and the number of jobs and production that comes 
with that value adding, we should retain this asset. We should be giving the industry some certainty and 
encouraging investment in the industry. If the government of the state is not committed to horticulture, and the 
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sale of this asset shows that it is not, how can we expect everyone else to be committed? How can we expect 
private investors, farmers and people who have been producing for generations to be committed to the 
horticultural industry when this government does not show any leadership at all in that regard? It does not really 
care about the future of the industry because it is flogging off this asset just because it needs the money. It does 
not make any sense to me or to industry. Industry needs more than 20 years of certainty because the time lines 
are long. I urge members to vote against this bill or at least amend the bill to extend that term out to 50 years. 
That would be a good course of action and I hope that I can get government support. 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [3.04 pm]: I will start by acknowledging 
White Ribbon Day, which is quite an important day to remember. I also wish to make a contribution to the 
debate on the possible sale of Market City as envisaged under the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. On the 
surface of it, it seems such a pity to sell off such a valuable and successful state asset that is on an upward 
trajectory in its worth in dollar terms as well as its value to the community and the people of Western Australia. 
It is particularly galling when we start to look at some of the possible sales figures that are being bandied about; 
the newspapers are referring to $200 million being a top figure and some speculate that it might be as little as 
$150 million. We are talking about a major part of the infrastructure that provides fresh produce to all 
Western Australians. The sums being talked about will make little difference to the black hole that is our state 
budget. Half of all the transactions on fruit and vegetables are conducted in the central trading area at Market 
City. Having a central market has played a pivotal role in supplying fresh produce to the citizens of Western 
Australia since the beginning of the last century. At that time, the Metropolitan Markets in West Perth were 
situated on 13 hectares on Wellington Street, which was convenient and also very successful. But I accept that, 
in those circumstances, the lack of room with no opportunity to expand was an issue. In 1989 those markets were 
closed and Market City was established on a 51-hectare site in the industrial area at Canning Vale.  

As a matter of interest, I believe that a number of tenants are still operating at Market City who made the move 
to Canning Vale some 26 years ago. Some have conducted business at the two sites for much longer than that. 
I accept that times do change, but the reasons for the closure of the West Perth Metropolitan Markets are not the 
same as they are today because there is room to expand at the current site to meet future needs. This is even 
acknowledged in the bill itself, as it requires that any new owner continue to operate the market on the current 
site for the next 20 years. The guarantee of 20 years is not enough when we consider the history, the 
commitment of many of the businesses involved and the people this will affect. I say it again: this market is 
a major part of the state’s fresh produce infrastructure. My fear is that 20 years will be just enough time to let 
Market City run down to a point at which closure is a real option. What should we expect of a new owner if they 
happen to be a property developer? They would see Market City as a potential housing estate rather than 
a vibrant piece of infrastructure that provides the state with many services beyond its core business, which, by 
the way, it does very well.  

Just to give you, Madam Deputy President, a small insight into the scope and size of this operation and the 
number of people involved, this site contains 85 970 square metres of buildings that house 24 primary 
wholesalers and over 80 secondary wholesalers, providores, distributors and a food-processing facility. Located 
on this site are also national and local transport and storage companies, a meat processing facility and WA’s only 
seafood auction. This is all covered under some 168 leases and licences. This precinct is serviced by a retail and 
business service centre, which includes conference facilities, a commercial centre and a modern seven-day 
public food precinct. A stand-alone tavern and a service station will be affected by any future change. Over 
214 000 tonnes of fresh produce is traded annually at these markets, which translates to over $617 million worth 
of transactions a year. Apart from the 2 000 people who work at the markets, a further 2 500 people on average 
visit the site daily. The reason I have raised these statistics is to highlight to the honourable members in this 
place that any decision that we make will have a major impact on the way of life of thousands of the 
Western Australians we are here to represent. 

I would think that the National Party members in this place would want to take special note of my concerns, as 
I am sure they would claim to have empathy with the growers who will be affected by this change in both the 
short term and the long term. By way of short term, I am referring to the differences that are likely to occur if 
Market City is run by a private enterprise or a consortium that is likely to want to make much higher profits than 
is currently the case. At the moment, the objective of the Perth Market Authority is to ensure that Market City is 
financially sustainable. I suspect that rents and outgoings will rise irrespective of what guarantees are provided in 
the sale document; and, even if guarantees are provided about rent and outgoings, I doubt that they will apply 
over any substantial period of time or will be written in stone. Therefore, if this sale goes ahead, the people who 
have invested their lives and their future in Market City will probably have to face more difficult times. I hope 
the government will consider the reasons for sale around the beginning of 2017—there may be a little self-
interest there. 
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By way of long term, I am referring to my personal suspicion that Market City will close in 20 years’ time, with 
little money spent on improvements in the meantime. I understand that my concerns may not eventuate if the 
new owner has skin in the game—that is, if the new owner has some self-interest in an ongoing vibrant and 
successful Market City. However, even if that is the case, there are no guarantees. I understand that there are 
currently five bidders for Market City. They have been mentioned, but I will go through them again. They are 
Australian Capital Equity, Dexus Property Group, Propertylink and Stockland, and a consortium, the 
Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries Western Australia. I have learnt recently that some of these bidders 
may pull out. That may see the ownership of Market City remain in Western Australian hands. However, 
I cannot even get excited about that, because if there are fewer bidders, that is usually reflected in the price that 
we receive. 

When the 20-year period runs out, any privately owned company would have an obligation to look at the profits 
that they would get if they sold Market City and crosscheck that with what they would get if they continued to 
run Market City as a market. My understanding is that the value of the Market City facility is set to skyrocket. If 
we balance that with the relatively cheap buy-in price, and with the short term of 20 years for any obligation that 
the buyer will be required to give, I cannot help but feel that I know where this will end up. I suspect that 
a property developer would want to wait for that length of time anyway to maximise the sale price. In the 
meantime, they will have an ongoing income stream that has been developed and improved at the expense of the 
state. I think this would be an investor’s dream. That suggests to me that we should consider this bill very 
carefully before we decide upon the proper course of action. I acknowledge that the bill as it stands may not have 
an immediate impact. That is because it is a condition of purchase that the new owner will continue to operate 
Market City as a market for the next 20 years. However, apart from anything else, 20 years is a short length of 
time when we consider the investment of the people involved—an investment not only in infrastructure, but also 
in the sweat of their brow. 

One of the consequences of selling Market City is that the current management on the site, the 
Perth Market Authority, will be wound up. The Perth Market Authority has been in operation for many years. In 
recent times, it has focused on three main themes—site development and diversification; active industry support 
and engagement; and continuing operational excellence. To say that the Perth Market Authority has been a great 
success would be an understatement. The PMA has not confined itself to just running a great market. Five years 
ago, the authority started up, and now operates, an award-winning waste transfer facility. Over 32 800 loads pass 
through that facility each year and over 2 100 tonnes of waste is diverted from landfill through recycling and 
reuse in this facility. 

I am always concerned when good, hardworking Western Australians have the goalposts moved while trying to 
achieve success for their business venture. The tenants at Market City have only ever dealt with the 
Perth Market Authority. To change the landlord from the Perth Market Authority, which is essentially the 
government, to a private enterprise certainly seems to me to be moving the goalposts. As I stated earlier, 
I  suspect that the main area of interest in the purchase of this site is from developers. If a developer buys this 
site, it will not be to run a successful market, certainly not in the long term. Granted, a developer may have to 
wait for 20 years if they cannot find a loophole in the meantime. However, we can pretty much guarantee that as 
soon as those 20 years have passed, Market City will be closed. That is very much a case of moving the 
goalposts. It is unfortunate that the PMA, and its tenants and customers, will have to deal with the uncertainty of 
having to continue as per normal, with the possibility of the monumental change that is the subject of these 
discussions in this place. 

I suspect that the mood now would certainly be different from that in April of this year, when the chief executive 
officer of the Perth Market Authority, Mr Ward, put out a media statement. For the sake of time, I will read out 
only excerpts of the statement, but I am happy to make the full text available to any member who wishes to see 
it. The statement reads in part — 

The Perth Market Authority … released today its Master Plan which details the future development of 
the Market City complex over the next 20 years. The development plans will improve the existing 
facilities and infrastructure and further secure Western Australia’s fresh food supply. 

The Market City complex is the State’s single largest fresh produce wholesale trading facility and 
consists of a diverse cluster of businesses involved in wholesale trading, food retailing, business service 
providers, and weekend consumer markets. 

… there are over 100 businesses on the site that are critical to fresh food supply and make a significant 
contribution to the State’s economy. 

… 
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The Master Plan details up to 18 additional cool chain warehouses and the potential for additional office 
and laboratory facilities. These will assist new businesses enter the market and existing businesses 
grow. 

“Market City is the perfect destination to handle the forecast increase in the State’s food supply, with 
13 ha of additional land available and ready for development” said Mr Ward … 

The statement goes on to say — 

As the State Government continues to investigate new regional areas for agricultural production, these 
regional food production precincts will result in additional food supply that requires a marketing, cool 
chain storage and distribution channel that can handle the supply and has potential for export. 

“We are securing the future of WA’s fresh food distribution and marketing infrastructure, which has 
significant impacts on the State’s food supply, and flow on effect to consumers, local growers and 
regional communities” said Mr Ward. 

I ask honourable members to compare what we have now with the uncertainty that the sale of this asset might 
bring. The Perth Market Authority’s objectives are stated in its annual report, which reads — 

The Authority owns and operates the 51 hectare Market City complex located in Canning Vale. The 
Authority generates revenue from commercial activities mainly consisting of the renting of premises to 
tenants and is managed for financial sustainability. The Authority focuses on development of the 
facility to provide tenants and the fresh produce industry with wholesale and retail pathways to 
consumers 

The annual report outlines that Market City is managed for financial sustainability. The last time I looked, most 
investment companies want investments to make large profits. The annual report also outlines developing the 
facility to assist all stakeholders in the industry. Again, my observation is that most companies will do this only 
if it leads to higher profits. It is hard for me to believe that a private owner would continue to develop this 
facility if it plans to knock down the whole lot in 20 years’ time. This is probably more a concern if the new 
owner ends up being a property developer rather than a company that has as its core business fresh produce. 
Whoever the new owner of the market is, 20 years is such a short time.  

It is hard for me to accept that any new owner would allow an eight per cent downturn in profits as, I believe, 
happened last year. I understand that this figure may not be a true reflection of the operation of the site, as there 
were some anomalies, but I believe that my underlying comment is still valid. Can members imagine investors 
accepting any reduction in their expected profits for any reason, even if they are waiting for a big payoff in 
20 years’ time? One would have to think that any private consortium of that mindset would try to screw as much 
money out of the business as it can over the next 20 years and spend the barest minimum on maintaining and 
improving the site, while it waits for the big pay day, when it can knock down the market to build houses.  

Do members think that we can expect a new owner to continue with the mission set out by the authority? The 
annual report states the authority’s mission is — 

“To operate an efficient and effective wholesale market that provides a commercial advantage to its 
users, whilst supporting the growth of the market value chain” 

… 

Or to embrace the authority’s vision, which reads — 

“Market City will maintain leadership in fresh produce wholesaling, and will be the preferred location 
for food service businesses in Western Australia.” 

I think the authority’s mission and vision might be possible if the new owner wants to develop the site and 
continue to operate it as Western Australia’s premier fresh food market—but do we really believe that? Do we 
really believe that the sale, if it goes ahead, would help the government to achieve its desired outcome to 
maintain a central produce market for Western Australia? Although we may not have to worry about that for 
20 years, should we make such a short-sighted decision? Should we not plan for the future or do we not care 
about the future? Is it appropriate to say, “Let the future look after itself; we need the money now”? We have an 
obligation to look after the generations to come.  

If this is not enough to convince Liberal Party members to reconsider the proposed approach to this asset, I hope 
that I might succeed to encourage National Party members, at the very least, to make better provisions for 
Market City’s future. This can be done if National Party members agree to amend the current guarantee from 
20 years to 50 years. I believe this amendment would discourage property developers from bidding on this site, 
which would be a good thing.  
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If members are not yet convinced, maybe I should talk about Market City users donating 74 104 kilograms of 
fresh produce to Foodbank of Western Australia, which supplies over 600 charitable organisations in 
Western Australia, and provides education for children and community workers on healthy eating. Market City 
works with Foodbank WA to boost the supply of fresh produce to the community, especially those in need, many 
of whom are children. Going back to my earlier contribution to the debate on poverty in Western Australia, 
I believe that of the approximately 220 000 people living under the poverty line, of which about 27 per cent are 
children, Foodbank WA often makes a difference; the difference between having a meal or not and, most 
certainly, the difference between eating something healthy or not. The Perth Market Authority provides 
Foodbank WA with free warehousing in line with its policy of assisting charities. I am sure that all members in 
this chamber do not want to see these good services threatened. The authority also supports an initiative to 
promote healthy eating by providing fresh fruit and vegetables to schools, industry and community groups for 
sporting and community events.  

Of course, I cannot say that these initiatives would not continue under a new owner, but how do we guarantee 
that they will? Clearly, Market City and the Perth Market Authority are valuable assets and we should think 
carefully before we sell one or disband the other. Another great initiative supported by Market City is the 
Western Australian Institute of Sport program that educates schoolchildren about the importance of fruit and 
vegetables in their diet, with the added bonus of motivation from WAIS athletes.  

The authority also operates two weekend public markets—the Saturday clearance market and the 
Sunday community market. About 4 500 people take the opportunity to purchase fresh produce directly from 
wholesalers on Saturday mornings. This also assists Rotary, as it is able to raise funds by charging a small 
entrance fee. The Saturday market gives growers further opportunity to sell their spare produce and to make up 
occasional stalls. While researching the popularity of these weekend markets, I came across a blog by Mei, 
posted in January 2015, which even enthused me to take a trip south to see what all the fuss is about. The blog 
reads — 

So I smell like fish, and look like one too, being coverd in scales to the elbow. It’s the aftermath of 
a crazy morning at the Central Trading Area of Market City. 7am (or earlier) is a hideous time to wake 
up on a weekend, but supposedly the early bird gets the worm so we reluctantly haul ourselves out of 
bed to see what the markets have to offer. Normally the wholesale markets are closed to the public but 
on Saturdays two areas of the market are open to the public—the wholesale produce warehouse and the 
meat and fish area. 
A word of warning—the people who come here for fruit and veggies are highly enthusiastic. …they are 
crazy!! As each wholesaler lifts his gate, the waiting hordes madly rush through—bags flying, elbows 
shoving and eyes keenly searching out for the best produce. The scenes are reminiscent of Boxing Day 
sales, I kid you not! 
These are clearance markets—selling the surplus and reject stock from the trading week. Therefore the 
produce tends to be of inferior grade and are bought by the box or large pre-packed bags—resulting in 
ridiculously cheap prices. By this I mean a box of mangoes sells for $15 but will most likely contain 
some over ripe and spotty fruits. With this in mind, scrupulous (or shameless) customers will swap 
mangoes from box to box, discarding the blemished fruits—causing the stall owner to shout … 
As expected, the produce is hit and miss, some of it was passable, a lot of it wilted and no doubt had 
been picked through. No matter how cheap it was, the bargain glutton in me knew there was no way we 
would get through a crate of yellow zucchinis. Though I did get a big box of portobello mushrooms … 
We surrender the produce section to the over zealous and grinning families and head to the teeming fish 
market. Inhaling the slight stench of fish, we walk through the turnstiles and did what the romans did—
grab a pair of gloves, a fistful of plastic bags and join the crowd! 
I have never seen a fish market like this in Perth! It’s wet, crowded and fish is constantly streaming in.  

The blog is quite long, so I will not finish it. The point I wanted to make is that there are of course a lot of families 
who take advantage of that to get cheap fruit and vegetables and cheap fish, and that is something that should be 
promoted. The Sunday community market is also very popular and it attracts approximately 5 000 visitors each 
week. It has 400 stalls that sell things varying from fresh produce to trash and treasure. I would like to know 
whether there are any guarantees that these additional public services will continue. I hope I have gone some way to 
demonstrating my thoughts as to how important I believe it is to consider this bill very carefully. 
Another aspect of this bill I have concerns about is ingrained in me from my history. I have to ask whether any 
consideration has been given to the future of job losses with the markets closing in 20 years’ time. If they did 
close down, as I suspect they will, that would see the future equivalent of 2 000 jobs lost, and who can say 
whether there will be something to take their place? Market City and the Perth Market Authority were 
established to create Western Australia’s central fresh produce market, and they play a crucial role in the 
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wholesale marketing and distribution of fresh produce in this state. I hope I have demonstrated that they do many 
more things than that and they are very successful. The question is: why are they being sold now? It would seem 
that this sale is being imposed upon the tenants and the Western Australian public for the same reasons we have 
seen in this place before—that is, to try to plug that massive fiscal hole that has been created by this government. 
Why else would we be discussing selling the farm again? I understand that government members tend to get 
tired of this side of the chamber harping on about state debt. The truth is that it is not really in my nature to 
rehash the mistakes of the past, but unfortunately they continue to impact upon the decisions of this government, 
and although we on this side of the chamber do not have the numbers to save the government from itself, it is 
incumbent upon us to at least warn it of the cliff ahead.  

Without going over all the information that has been placed in Hansard about the irresponsible spending of this 
government, I still feel the need to raise this point. The Barnett government has overseen a growth of state debt 
at a time when income to the state from iron ore royalties was extremely high because of the extraordinarily high 
volume sold at unprecedented high prices. I believe only a small percentage of that money has been spent on 
infrastructure. I have often made the comment in this place about chickens coming home to roost, and again, it 
looks as though people other than the government will bear the brunt of those chickens. To put it in concise 
terms, Market City and the Perth Market Authority provide not only services to business through being 
Western Australia’s biggest primary fruit and vegetable wholesaler, but also many additional services to the 
public. Whether it is the markets on Saturday and Sunday or the local and regional initiatives they support, they 
provide a service well beyond anything a private owner could be expected to provide. At a time when farmers’ 
markets and such initiatives are becoming ever more popular in this state, the government is looking at selling 
the biggest one in Western Australia. If the government is determined to get its way, we should at least expect 
that the National Party puts in place guarantees that Market City stays as it is for as long as possible. I include 
saving the weekend markets in that plea. I do not think that 50 years is too much to ask. I expect that the 
government will say that this sort of guarantee will put off prospective buyers. I say that it will not put off 
a prospective buyer that wanted to operate a fresh produce market long term; it would only put off property 
developers and would that not be a good thing? I ask this government not to bow down to pressure from 
interested buyers who want to turn a relatively quick buck, therefore putting the good work done here in 
jeopardy. Why should these businesses and wonderful social initiatives have the worry of dealing with the new 
owner of Market City and the worry of what might happen in 20 years’ time because of poor money 
management from this government? 

In the short time remaining, I would like to look at the rationale or reason for the sale of Market City. In my 
mind I cannot think that it is to improve delivery pathways of fresh produce to the citizens of Western Australia. 
If that were the reason, I would be very interested in listening to the rationale. All the reading I have done while 
researching this bill leads me to believe that there may have been some issues in the past, but the expertise that is 
evident in the Perth Market Authority has resulted in some exceptional results in recent years. I will not rehash 
these, as they have been the main point and focus of my contribution to date, but it does not matter whether we 
look at the commercial results, the assistance to the industry or the social outcomes that have been achieved. It is 
not reasonable to expect that private enterprise could deliver on all of these fronts. What is the motivation behind 
this proposed sale? Of course, it is not too hard to work out. This will be the first of a series of sales of public 
assets to try to fill the black hole that is now a state budget. I will not use this time to raise the concerns about 
other possible sales like that of the TAB, because that has not come up before us yet, but I can foreshadow that 
I will always speak out against the unnecessary sale of good state assets just to fill a black hole of the 
government’s making, particularly if there are no good safeguards for the Western Australian public in place, 
and again I say that 20 years cannot be considered a good safeguard.  

Having made the comment that I believe the sale of Market City and the subsequent disbanding of the 
Perth Market Authority is based on this government trying to refill state coffers, I should probably say why 
I think that. By way of explanation I would first like to start by comparing where the state was financially in 
2008. The reason I choose that date is that my reasoning is based upon the poor fiscal management of the 
Barnett government and that is the year it took power. In 2008, state debt was $3.6 billion. By the following year 
it had ballooned out to $6.7 billion. It is now about $26 billion and is expected to go to $36 billion in the next 
couple of years. That looks like a big fiscal hole in the state coffers to me. In 2008, our state-debt-to-revenue 
ratio was around about 19 per cent; is now 84 per cent or higher. All of this has occurred at a time of 
unprecedented income for the state through royalties from iron ore.  

This government’s credibility as a sound economic manager is under serious question. The Premier once stated 
that he would never preside over a budget that went into deficit. I know he is not the only politician to make 
a comment he probably wishes he could take back, but he cannot set a standard and then not be expected to be 
measured by it. The fact is that the Premier has always been a big spender and has unfortunately not put away 
any money from the good times to look after the tough times—tough times that were always predictable by 
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almost anybody. It could have been predicted, and was, that the price of iron ore would come off the boil. The 
fact that this government did not predict it and therefore did not make provisions is at the core of my concerns. 
An example of the predictive capacity of this government was published in this morning’s paper, but I will not 
read that article; I will read something else, if I may. I will read an article published on 2 September 2015 in 
PerthNow–The Sunday Times that refers to comments by the Premier. The article reads — 

Speaking at the Africa Down Under mining conference in Perth on Wednesday, Colin Barnett said the 
mining industry’s downturn will not get worse. 

“I’m either brave enough or silly enough to suggest that we’ve hit the bottom,” Mr Barnett told the 
Africa Downunder mining conference. 

Much of the Australian mining industry is at its lowest point in terms of world competitiveness due to 
weak commodity prices, though the next 12 months would continue to be a risky period for mining 
companies, he said. 

It is now three months later and it was reported in an article in this morning’s The West Australian that iron ore 
has now hit rock bottom at $US43.89 a tonne. The article continues, further along — 

The WA government has flagged the sale of assets including Fremantle Port, the TAB, the Utah Point 
iron ore export facility at Port Hedland, Kwinana Bulk Terminal and Market City in Canning Vale in 
a bid to reduce mounting debt levels. 

Mr Barnett told reporters the government was not going to recklessly rush into asset sales but would 
continue the program to stabilise and hopefully reduce WA’s “manageable but uncomfortably high” 
debt levels. 

Unfortunately, I think we are rushing into the sale of assets, certainly in this case. Similarly, the government 
should have known about and allowed for the effects of a reduction of income from GST. That is what fiscal 
management is all about. The government could not have realistically expected either the federal government or 
the other states to support a change to GST that would see us getting more. There is no harm in hoping, but we 
also need to make contingency plans, and putting some money aside is not a new concept. I accept that the 
government managed to get a one-off handout, and on behalf of my constituency I am grateful for that, but the 
Barnett government’s performance has resulted in our credit rating being downgraded, which also adds to the 
cost of servicing this massive debt. 

I think the government is now trying in a number of ways to deal with the mess it has made. It has broken a number 
of promises, and although I might criticise it for making those promises in the first place, I cannot see any other 
alternative now. It has also sought to delay the implementation of other promises, and again, I cannot see any 
alternative. Now, however, it is selling off the farm, and that is where I draw the line. I cannot support this sale 
unless the government can demonstrate that it has merit in its own right, or that the safeguards are such that we can 
have confidence that Market City will be here for the next 50 years. I have yet to be convinced of either. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [3.43 pm]: The Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 provides for the 
disposal of the assets and liabilities of the Perth Market Authority. When one reads the second reading speech, 
the policy of the bill and the reason for the sale of Perth Market become very clear: it is to help the government 
balance the budget due to its own financial irresponsibility and mismanagement. This sale is not motivated by 
a policy objective of delivering a better outcome for Western Australian growers. As we have heard from other 
members, and as members will have read in the newspapers and heard and seen on radio and television, 
Western Australian growers are opposed to this sale. 

The government has not even extended to WA growers the courtesy of consulting and working with them to 
decide how best to manage the process. If the sale is to go ahead at all, one would think that that would have 
been a primary objective of government—to actually consult with those who will be most impacted by this 
decision. The sale is not motivated by a policy objective of delivering a better outcome for the WA community, 
as it is very likely to result in higher prices for fruit and vegetables into the future. It is also not motivated by 
a policy objective of delivering a better outcome for WA taxpayers, who are likely in 20 years to be made to foot 
the bill for this poorly considered decision when a new site needs to be found, if the new owners decide that they 
do not want to continue providing this site to the Perth Market. 

When a government makes a decision as significant as this one—to sell Perth Market—it is reasonable to expect 
a couple of things. Firstly, it is reasonable to expect that there has been extensive consultation with the interested 
parties, and that there is some support within the sector for the proposal. However, nothing could be further from 
the truth in this instance. There has been little to no consultation with WA growers, and they are very concerned 
about what will be a very uncertain future if the sale proceeds and one of the land developer bidders is successful 
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in becoming the new owner of the site. That is a very real concern and uncertainty that this decision will deliver 
to WA growers. 

The other thing it would be reasonable to expect is for the government to have undertaken extensive, detailed 
analysis of the impact of such a decision on the industry, the community and the economy. It would also have 
been reasonable to expect the government to have completed a cost–benefit analysis on the benefit of selling the 
asset now against the possibility, in 20 years, of the government having to purchase another site for 
Perth Market, and the cost implications of that down the track. One does not expect the government to merely 
crunch the numbers to determine how much money can be made from the sale now, which appears to be the 
government’s sole focus in this very bad decision. The sale of Perth Market has been driven by Treasury as 
a land sale or a fire sale—the first in a privatisation push by the government to fund its out-of-control spending. 
That is made abundantly clear in the second reading speech.  

Let us take a moment to briefly recap the financial record of the Barnett government to help us understand the 
reason why the government is selling this important asset. In the 2007–08 budget, WA had a net operating 
profit—that is, a budget surplus—in the order of $2.5 billion. This year the Treasurer presented a budget with 
a net operating balance of negative $2.7 billion. This is a more than $5 billion reduction in the financial 
performance of the state, while over the same period the state experienced a $7 billion increase in income. That 
is a shocking indictment of the Barnett government’s financial management; those figures tell it all. At the end of 
2007–08, net debt for the public sector was $3.6 billion; the 2015–16 budget projects that the position on 30 June 
2016 will be a $31 billion net debt. That is more than $27 billion extra in net debt since the Barnett government 
was first elected. That is an extraordinary effort—absolutely extraordinary. 

The Barnett government’s financial mismanagement has resulted in the need for this fire sale of government 
assets, including this very important state asset. Let us be clear: the government is motivated by dollar signs, and 
Market City is prime real estate. The Market City site covers 51 hectares and I understand that some 12 hectares 
of that is vacant land. As we were told in the second reading speech, it is ideally located as it is accessible from 
Mitchell Freeway, Tonkin Highway and Roe Highway, which will be part of Perth Freight Link. Traffic 
movements to and from the site do not need to traverse residential areas. The site is prime real estate, in a prime 
location, a prime size, has prime transport routes and has enormous development potential. Its value is the size of 
the landholding, its location and its development potential. The fact that the site is the location of the 
Perth market and that the purchaser will be buying the assets and the business of the Perth market is not the 
attraction. It is pretty much the annoyance factor in this entire deal, and the government knows it, and that is why 
the government is imposing only a 20-year guarantee for the continued operation of the markets on that site. The 
government knows that the value is in the land and the potential redevelopment of that land. The government 
also knows that a longer guarantee will mean a reduced sale price to government and it wants to maximise its 
return and is prepared to do so at the expense of WA growers and their future certainty. That is disgraceful. 
The second reading speech clearly articulates the value of the site in real estate terms, and I quote — 

The site represents the largest industrial landholding in Canning Vale and is one of the largest freehold 
industrial sites in the Perth metropolitan area. Canning Vale is widely recognised as one of Perth’s 
prime metropolitan industrial sites. Market City’s strategic location is reinforced by its proximity to 
major arterial road networks and key industrial infrastructure that allows swift access to the wider Perth 
metropolitan area, Perth airports, Kewdale freight terminal and Fremantle port. 

As they say in real estate, it is all about location, location, location, and this site has it. We are dealing with 
prime real estate and that is the motivation of the government in deciding to sell this site and dispose of this 
government asset. It is important to put on the record that the government’s decision to sell the Perth market has 
nothing to do with the performance of the Perth market and is not a reflection on the Perth Market Authority. As 
WA’s only wholesale fresh produce market, it is the state’s primary distribution channel for fruit and vegetables 
in the state. As noted in the second reading, and I quote — 

Each year, more than 200 000 tonnes of fresh produce, valued at approximately $500 million, is traded 
through Market City. 

A review of the Perth Market Authority’s annual reports provides a more accurate account than that given in the 
second reading speech. The annual reports outline to us that in 2012–13, 212 000 tonnes of fresh produce went 
through the markets, and that increased to 230 000 tonnes in 2014–15. In 2012–13, $455 million worth of 
produce went through the markets, and that increased to $570 million in 2014–15. It is interesting that the 
government, which has access to the annual reports, could not get the figures right in the second reading speech. 
The second reading speech is a pretty important tool used in not only this place but also the courts, and is highly 
reported by the media. We would think that the government could at least have got those figures right in the 
second reading speech. These figures indicate that the Perth market is a successful and growing concern. 
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Market City accommodates over 100 tenants, providing a secure income stream to the authority. It has operated 
at an average occupancy of 99 per cent over the past 10 years, which is fairly impressive and reflects a stable and 
strong tenant demand. Additional income is received by management functions including the operation of the 
weekend markets for the general public. Its financial position is very sound. 

The Perth market plays a significant role in the fruit and vegetable industry. For the year ending 30 June 2014, 
the Perth Market Authority’s wholesale fruit and vegetable market shares were at 42 per cent of volume and 
56 per cent of market value. That is a significant player in the industry. It is true that there has been a shift in 
recent times with a number of direct relationships having formed between large growers and chains such as 
Coles and Woolworths. However, there are many people, in particular small and medium-sized growers, who are 
still reliant on the effective operation of the markets to make a living, and that is something that we should not 
discount. More than 100 businesses trade, transport and sort fresh fruit and vegetables at Market City, and in 
total they provide more than 1 600 jobs. That is a significant employer. More than 5 000 vehicles cross the 
trading floor each day. Hon Kate Doust has told us how busy it is on the floor of Market City. The Sunday public 
markets attract about 7 000 people each week. Again, that is a significant number of people going to that site and 
purchasing fresh produce from that site. 
The government has completely discounted the impact of the sale of the markets on the industry, with no 
consideration given to food security. We talk about it, but when there is an opportunity for this government to 
actually incorporate it into policy, it is ignored. The government has also given no consideration to the 
importance of WA growers to our economy and also to the provision of fresh fruit and vegetables, which at least 
some of us enjoy eating and would like to continue to be able to do so. 
The Perth market is not placing a financial strain on the budget. Its financial position is very, very sound. Its 
annual reports establish that. The second reading speech acknowledges that. The Treasurer, in an effort to justify 
this very bad decision, has argued that the Perth Market Authority has been starved of capital, explaining that 
there has been only one expansion in storage facilities in 10 years. He also argued that the 
Perth Market Authority needs more capital and that its privatisation will enable the new owner to provide that 
capital. That is an interesting argument for the Treasurer to run. As we all know, the government owns the site 
and the Perth Market Authority currently needs to secure Treasury funds for any expansion on that site, so it is 
the lack of government investment that has hindered the authority’s ability to expand and to upgrade its cool 
storage facilities. It is duplicitous of the government to starve the authority of funds on the one hand and then use 
this starvation to justify privatising the sector. That is what the Treasurer is doing. Also, it is duplicitous of the 
government to argue that the only way to get private sector investment in the markets is to privatise it. We all 
know there are heaps of different models. We know that there are public–private models at play and a range of 
options that the government has neatly ignored. This is not about delivering results for the Perth markets and 
WA growers; it is about finding the funds to address the black hole in the budget as a result of this government’s 
financial mismanagement. 

The Treasurer has also argued that government is using assets it no longer needs to defray debt. That is a very 
bold statement by the Treasurer. He provides no explanation and no justification for why the Perth markets are 
no longer needed by government. I have certainly not seen any analysis to indicate that an assessment has been 
made and a conclusion reached that the Perth markets are no longer needed by government. The only reason to 
come to that conclusion is that the government has made an earlier decision—that is, one about privatising the 
Perth markets. If we privatise it, we will no longer need the site because the private sector will be running the 
new privatised markets. The arguments that the Treasurer is presenting for the justification of the sale are 
duplicitous and they need to be exposed. 

Western Australian growers are certainly opposed to the sale, and the evidence indicates that the current system 
is not broken. The Perth Market Authority is financially successful, its business is growing and its future 
potential is very, very good. The outlook is positive for the Perth Market Authority, and government has no 
reason to interfere with it. It is certainly not interfering because something is broken at the authority or it needs 
to improve its outcomes. The annual reports figures show that the business is growing, and that it is a financial 
going concern. 

WA growers have strongly argued that the markets are critical to the retention of a vital primary industry in WA. 
If we want to retain that vital primary industry, we must support it. The government has publicly stated that it 
will implement a number of control measures to support the sustainable operation of the wholesale market after 
it comes under private ownership. The Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 contains two key measures to ensure 
the continuity of the market function. The first is the requirement to continue to operate the central trading area 
exclusively as a wholesale fruit and vegetable market for a period of 20 years. The second is a requirement to 
maintain a minimum level of warehouse storage for market-related purposes for a period of 20 years. 
WA growers have argued that a period of 20 years brings uncertainty to the industry; that statement requires no 
explanation because it is pretty self-evident. The growers argue that the government needs to provide a minimum 
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of a 50-year guarantee so that the market can transition, and that 20 years is simply inadequate. To date, the 
government has provided no justification for settling on a 20-year guarantee, and every indication is that it 
refuses to consider a 50-year guarantee. As I stated previously, the truth is that this is about maximising the 
return on the sale. The government is not concerned about guaranteeing the long-term sustainability of a market 
on the site; it is concerned about maximising the real estate value and the return to the state, which is why it 
settled on a 20-year guarantee. The 20-year guarantee is an attempt by government to quieten the industry and 
public reaction to the sale of the Perth markets. It is, again, a disgraceful effort. If the government has settled on 
a 20-year-only guarantee, it really needs to come to this place and explain how it came to that decision. The 
second reading speech glosses over it altogether, but we are used to this government doing that. It does not 
regard second reading speeches as being a means of providing the house with evidence and justification for the 
policy decisions it makes. 

The government has not provided an explanation for settling on a 20-year-only guarantee. During the second 
reading response I would certainly like to hear from the minister how the government came to that conclusion. 
I would like to hear how the government settled on a 20-year guarantee and formed the view that a 20-year 
guarantee was sufficient to provide certainty and to ensure the continuity and sustainability of Perth markets into 
the future. We have not heard anything from the Treasurer or government backbenchers about why that time 
period was selected. I would like to see some actual analysis. What analysis did the government do to reach that 
conclusion, and how robust was the analysis? I believe that the government really needs to present that 
information to this house. 

It also needs to talk to growers. If the government is so sure it has it right—that a 20-year guarantee is sufficient 
to ensure the continuity of Perth markets and will not negatively impact on WA growers—it should present that 
evidence to WA growers and give them the reassurance they ask for. The truth is that the government has not 
done that analysis and is not sure that the 20-year guarantee will be enough, so it is saying nothing. But that 
really is not good enough. The government needs to explain to the WA community and growers the basis for that 
decision. So far there has been only silence. 

Three further control means have been proposed by government. They are — 

… a requirement for the new owner to prevent a single wholesaler from controlling more than 
20 per cent of the available floor space within the central trading area; a requirement for the existing 
key market trading rules to be retained for a minimum period of two years from sale; and a requirement 
for the new owner to formally indicate to government its intention for the site five years before the 20-
year restricted use period expires. 

The government argues that those control measures will ensure the continuation of the market as a going 
concern. The truth is that they will not. At best, they will provide for the continuation of the markets for 
20 years. Beyond that, the situation is unknown and uncertain, and the government should not be suggesting 
otherwise. Western Australians are not stupid and they can see right through this; they know that the measures 
put in place will guarantee the continuation of the market for only 20 years. 

Government members interjected during the second reading contribution of Hon Darren West, and some asked 
how he knew the market would not continue beyond 20 years. The problem is that members on the government 
benches do not know whether the markets will continue beyond 20 years. It is the responsibility of government 
members to provide certainty to the community, industry and our economy, but they cannot give us the answer 
to that question. It is not good enough. As far as interjections go, they were pretty lame and really summed up 
precisely the problem: the government needs to start delivering some answers. 

The reality is that the control measures presented by government have been carefully crafted to enable the new 
owners to cease market operations 20 years after the sale, maximising the dollar return to the government for the 
sale of the site. This bad Barnett government decision risks the dissolution of WA’s wholesale horticultural 
market in 20 years’ time. That is the plain fact. Members will recall all the promises made by the former 
Liberal government when it sold Westrail freight some years ago. We were given guarantees that the new owner 
would be required to invest $400 million into maintaining and improving those freight lines. The reality has been 
very, very different. There has been very little investment; there was certainly not $400 million worth of 
investment in those rail lines, and a significant number of those rail lines have been closed. In some cases they 
have been completely uprooted and no longer exist; in others they are simply not operational. All the wheatbelt 
tier 3 rail lines have been closed. The government told us that would not happen because the lease contract with 
the new owners required the government to sign off on the closure of any rail lines, and it would not let that 
happen. But the government let it happen time and again, and the evidence is there for all to see. Why anyone 
would have any comfort in the guarantees proposed by the government in relation to the sale of Perth markets is 
beyond me. I also find it extraordinary that this government thinks people are that gullible. 
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The plain, simple truth is that once the government sells its asset to the private sector it becomes very difficult, if 
not impossible, for the government to hold the private owner to those guarantees. Sometimes it is because of 
poorly drafted contracts, but usually it is because those private owners then onsell to other private owners and all 
of those guarantees fall away—they do not transfer. In the minister’s reply to the second reading debate, she 
really needs to address how the government will guarantee that the successful bidder in this process does not 
onsell within a couple of years, and how does the government ensure that those guarantees—those control 
measures that the government is assuring us are there to protect Western Australian growers—will transfer 
across to the new owners. What will the government do when the new owner comes back to government in 
five or 10 years and says, “Look, this seemed like a good deal at the time, but economic times are tough and we 
simply cannot adhere to these control measures.” We have seen time and again—history is littered with 
examples—those control measures fall away. WA growers are nervous and they are very unhappy, with good 
reason to be. The government needs to do more to provide certainty to industry, because what it has done so far 
is just not good enough and is not delivering results. Despite the assurances given with the sale of Westrail 
Freight, many of the lines have closed and many are not maintained. Again, the guarantee in that situation was 
that government needed to sign off on the closure of those rail lines and government would never do that—but it 
has. WA growers can draw no comfort from guarantees that have been given by government and by the control 
measures incorporated into this bill because the truth is they can, and most likely will be, traded away. 

The other control measure that I am particularly interested in is one that requires new owners to formally 
indicate to government their intention for the site five years before the 20-year restricted-use period expires. 
I find that a fascinating provision. It seems to me that the government is saying, “If you intend to sell it, give us 
five years’ warning so we can find the solution to the problem.” The government is actually inviting the problem 
back on its lap, which seems extraordinary to me. I would be really interested to hear from the minister the 
government’s intention and purpose in putting that control measure in place, because it suggests to me that the 
government is putting itself forward to say, “If the private owner decides not to continue the Perth markets on 
that site, we will step in and find the solution to the problem. We will find another site for the Perth markets.” 
In my view, that is a very, very bold undertaking by government. The impact for taxpayers in 20 years’ time will 
be significant. We have heard that the government expects it will make $120 million to about $200 million on 
the sale of the site, or it is hopeful that will be the profit it makes from the sale of the site. We have also heard 
advice from experts that the value of the site in 10 years’ time will be $700 million. If the government is trying 
to look for comparable land in 20 years’ time, I do not know how it thinks it is going to afford it, particularly 
given that it will be saddled with massive net debt that this government has delivered to us well into the future. 
The minister needs to explain to this house and to WA growers exactly what the government’s intention is with 
that control measure. It seems to me that this government is making a rod for a future government. That will 
create significant problems into the future. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 8882.]  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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