
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 November 2015] 

 p9011b-9030a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon 

Kate Doust 

PERTH MARKET (DISPOSAL) BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 November. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.46 pm]: I do not intend to take a great deal more time, 
because I know a few members want to speak in this debate. Obviously, there is a desire to go into Committee of 
the Whole House to work through the clauses in the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, but I want to talk about 
a few things before I complete my remarks today. It has been put to me that the contract of sale for the 
Perth market really should not be treated any differently from any other contract that government signs on a very 
regular basis, if not daily. I find that view hard to accept. I agree that contracts are signed on an extremely 
regular basis by government and on behalf of government, but this is somewhat different. This contract will 
effect the sale of a public asset that is a monopoly business, and an act of Parliament will ensure that that 
business’s monopoly powers will be entrenched for some 10 years; not to mention that the sale of this asset and 
the execution of the contract are dependent upon the passage of the bill through both houses of Parliament. 
I think the circumstances relating to the sale contract of the Perth market are somewhat different and somewhat 
rarer than the contracts that governments execute on a regular basis. The issues I have raised are not principles 
that I hold, necessarily, in terms of every contract that the government signs. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are far too many audible private conversations occurring 
in the chamber and Hon Martin Aldridge does not have an overpowering voice, as some others in the chamber 
do. I am having difficultly hearing him, and I am sure Hansard will be struggling as well. I would be grateful if 
you could conduct your conversations outside the chamber. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thanks, Madam Deputy President. I think the circumstances are quite different. 
As I mentioned in my contribution to this debate yesterday, having served on the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations I know that it is somewhat difficult to get access to contracts. On the 
occasions that one does get access to contracts, they are often heavily redacted and, in some cases, the redaction 
is that heavy that the provided contract is often rendered useless as a result. Obviously, in this case, we have 
a commitment from the Treasurer to table the sale contract. It is not clear to what extent that sale contract will be 
redacted, but we have a commitment, nonetheless, at least for the initial contract executed, following the passage 
of the bill through both houses, to be tabled. 

I want to talk a bit about another aspect of the bill that concerns me throughout the operation of the protected 
period of the Perth market following its sale. Initially my concerns went to what protections will be provided to 
ensure that the monopoly powers of this business are not used unduly by the new owners to pressure an 
advantaged outcome as the leases at the Perth market expire, assuming the lessees intend to renew their leases. In 
other words, how will it be ensured that the renewal of leases at the Perth market is done on fair commercial 
terms? I have concerns about that. My colleagues and I raised this initially in our very first briefing with 
Treasury in late September. We were advised that Treasury had considered market controls to deal with that 
matter, but I understand that ultimately they were not the basis for the formation of this bill or the draft sale 
contract. I understand, based on correspondence I have sent, that the position of the government is that these 
matters will be provided for under Australian Consumer Law and specifically the unconscionable conduct 
provisions contained within the Competition and Consumer Act. I do not have a great deal of confidence in those 
protections provided by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission by the Competition and 
Consumer Act to protect and ensure an active interest is taken in the commercial tenancy arrangements that 
might occur at the Perth markets, and any disputes arising. I look forward to asking some questions during the 
committee stage about how the minister and Treasury believe it might work in practice and to what extent they 
have consulted with the ACCC to understand or investigate the ability to enforce or at least inquire into disputes 
arising from the monopoly business asserting its powers in relation to the renewal of commercial tenancy 
arrangements. That concerns me. It also concerns me that a new owner of the Perth market could potentially 
have a different cost base, different profit expectations, different motivations and different driving factors, and 
all that will be a function of the lease process and what is believed it is reasonable to expect in return for the 
commercial leases in place and those likely to be renewed over a number of years at the Perth market. I look 
forward to clarifying some of those concerns during the committee stage of this bill. 
I want to talk about the time line relating to the sale of the Perth market. Probably quite a lot of the detailed 
information I have access to has come from the expression of interest document that is on the Tenders WA 
website as part of the process. That document indicates that the indicative time line is to execute a sale contract 
by the year’s end. I look forward to asking the minister during committee, or perhaps in her response to the 
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second reading debate, how the department and the government are tracking towards that time. I read in 
The West Australian today an article by Brad Thompson that speculates there are now two preferred contenders, 
one being the industry bid and the other Kerry Stokes, through his private company Australian Capital Equity. 
I am not sure that there have been any official announcements, but it was reported in The West today that the 
five short-listed bidders are now two, and I assume a finer point of the negotiations in relation to the potential 
sale of Perth market has been reached. I am interested to know when the government will be in a position to 
announce the preferred bid and when that is expected to occur, and also events following that point. I assume 
once there is a position on the preferred bidder, there will probably be an extensive process of drawing up and 
agreeing on contracts, or perhaps that is a process that occurs before announcing the preferred bidder. I look 
forward to exploring some of those matters in order to get a better understanding of the process between now and 
the disposal of the asset. 
I want to move on to the evaluation criteria. In the expression of interest document there is quite a good 
explanation of the criteria that will be used by the government to assess the bids. In the weighted evaluation 
criteria, there are three categories. The first is the future intentions for the wholesale market, with a weighting of 
35 per cent. The second is the future intentions for development of Market City, with a weighting of 35 per cent. 
The third is experience, with a weighting of 30 per cent. Those are the three weighted evaluation criteria, and 
there are other factors within that process, including non–weighted evaluation criteria, indicative price criteria 
and an outline of the approach to evaluating the bids as they move towards close of sale. This raises an 
interesting question for me. I have heard industry groups such as Vegetables WA advocating for a 50-year 
protected period, not the 20-year protected period contained in the bill. Not knowing the nature of the bids from 
the five short-listed bidders, I wonder whether there is a bid suggesting an offer to government to retain the 
markets for a period greater than the 20 years the government has outlined in its expression of interest 
documents and in the bill before us today. If that is the case, I wonder how that might be treated through the 
weighted evaluation criteria. One criterion is the future intentions for the wholesale market and another is future 
intentions for development of Market City. I am interested to see how, through that process, Treasury would 
evaluate a bidder that would ensure it would maintain a wholesale market for a period greater than 20 years—
that might be done through the contract of sale, noting the bill only protects the wholesale market for 20 years. 
Would that be considered advantageous in the weighting provided through the evaluation criteria? That is an 
interesting question. I suspect another view would be that the government has outlined what it wants as core 
conditions of the sale and if a bidder meets the condition of guaranteeing the market for 20 years, a bidder 
offering more may be in no better position. Anyway, that is an issue I would like to explore as we progress 
debate on this bill. 

It has been put to me by a number of people that surely all these things I have raised would be allayed by 
industry securing the Perth market. The absolute preference of growers contacting me is that the Perth market be 
retained in the hands of industry. Would that allay all my concerns? No, it would not. It would give me some 
confidence, but the reality is that I cannot see anything stopping somebody securing the Perth market and selling 
it at any time, even if the government accepted an industry bid as its preferred one. As members know, this is not 
a cooperative bid; these are selective players within industry, and I would think they would ultimately make their 
decisions based on commercial imperatives. Twenty years is a reasonable length of time. People’s businesses 
change within that time. Particularly in family businesses, there will be successions, and a range of things will be 
considered to determine whether that asset is retained by the successful industry bidder. We could see a number 
of owners of the Perth market within a 20-year period. The person or consortium that secures the Perth market 
really does not factor heavily in my thinking around some of these issues for that purpose.  

I might conclude my remarks on this point. I know that the Minister for Agriculture and Food is not in the 
chamber today, but I really hope he rises in this debate. Ultimately, it is his asset being sold and his act being 
repealed, and I would be very interested to hear his contribution to the debate, not only for those reasons, but 
also for the role he plays within the agriculture and food industry. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is third time lucky and I will be able to conclude my remarks. I notice I have an 
unlimited time, but I will not take long. 

A government member interjected. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I could start again from the beginning. 

Hon Ken Travers: You could start again, like the Assembly! 

Hon Michael Mischin: And repeat the same speeches, like you guys! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! We need to set the standard. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I was rushing to conclude my remarks on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 
before the lunch recess, but I did not quite get there. I am glad that the Minister for Agriculture and Food has 
rejoined us in the house after being away on urgent parliamentary business. I sincerely hope that the minister 
considers making a contribution to this bill, given his link to Perth market as its minister and obviously the bill is 
repealing an act that is under his control. It will be interesting to hear the minister’s views, particularly on things 
that relate specifically to how we can ensure that growers in Western Australia get some comfort with the sale of 
Perth market after the passage of this bill and the eventual execution of the sale contract. 

In saying that, I want to finish by reminding members again of a recommendation of the Economics and Industry 
Standing Committee’s “Inquiry into the Management of Western Australia’s Freight Rail Network”, which 
states — 

The lessons learned from the sale and lease of the freight rail network be taken into account in any 
future privatisation of State-owned enterprises, particularly those which could constitute a natural 
monopoly. 

That is an important point to finish on. It is our responsibility in this place to make sure that the way in which we 
dispose of assets owned by the state gain sufficient consideration to satisfy us that the disposal of those assets 
will serve the state and the people of Western Australia for many years to come. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [2.03 pm]: I want to make a few comments on the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 and will take up where Hon Martin Aldridge left off about whether the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food will make any comments in this place about this bill. I do so noting that when 
the Perth Market Act was introduced in the 1920s, the minister who had carriage of bringing the bill into 
Parliament was the Minister for Agriculture. It is clearly an area in which we would expect the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food to take a keen and active role. I am sure that the majority of members in this 
place have had members of the industry express concerns to them about what is happening with the 
Perth Market Authority. Some members on the other side might say that they have been able to allay those 
concerns. Hon Martin Aldridge has quite rightly pointed out many of the concerns that people have with this bill. 
Some members opposite may agree with the policy. I will go through the drivers and the detail of the bill in the 
time available to me today. 

I cannot believe that the Minister for Agriculture and Food has not had anyone from industry express concerns 
about the sale of the Perth Market Authority. Yet, yesterday, when I asked him whether any concerns had been 
raised with him, with a smile on his face he gleefully jumped to his feet — 

Hon Helen Morton: He didn’t jump to his feet! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: He did! His opening words were, “I am delighted to answer the question.” I remember it 
distinctly. The minister was excited to answer the question and to advise that no-one had come to see him. The 
Minister for Agriculture and Food thought it was a good thing! The fact is that industry thinks the minister is so 
incompetent and inconsequential to this debate that it has not even bothered to raise its concerns with him! 
I suspect that most of the other members in the Mining and Pastoral Region, the Agricultural Region and in the 
metropolitan regions of Perth have had industry players come and talk to them. Clearly, industry players have 
talked to Hon Martin Aldridge. I would bet that one of the players who would have come to see 
Hon Martin Aldridge is the president of Vegetables WA, because she is a market gardener in the Gingin area. 
We know that, as an industry body, Vegetables WA has serious concerns about this bill. It would amaze me and 
it is a sad indictment on the Minister for Agriculture and Food if, in fact, it is the case that no-one has come to 
see him. 

Hon Helen Morton: No-one has come to see me either! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure they accept that Hon Helen Morton is irrelevant to this debate too. 

The question I have for the Minister for Agriculture and Food is: has anybody come to his office, or is it that his 
office is not passing on the advice that the industry is coming to the minister’s office? Is it the case that even the 
minister’s own office does not think there is any merit in passing on the industry’s concerns that it expressed 
when it had been to his ministerial office? 

Hon Ken Baston interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: They would, if the minister was a competent and capable 
Minister for Agriculture and Food who was advocating for his industry. If I were the minister and I got a phone 
call from my staff saying that people from Vegetables WA had raised concerns, I would get on the phone and 
talk to them. I would have had that conversation with them. The minister is right that I did not ask him whether 
his office had had concerns raised with them, but even if the minister’s office had concerns raised with them and 

 [3] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 November 2015] 

 p9011b-9030a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon 

Kate Doust 

did not pass them on, the minister has not done anything to address those concerns. I might add that if someone 
has rung the minister’s office and left a message with the office, in my view, they are raising concerns with the 
minister. The minister is getting himself caught out here, if he is trying to play that sneaky game of hiding 
behind “They raised it with my office and not me!” When someone contacts the minister’s office, they are 
raising it with the minister, because his office is a conduit to the minister and that is why they contacted his 
office. I assume one of two things has happened. Either the ministerial office has received complaints and has 
not passed them on to the minister or the industry thinks the minister is so completely irrelevant that it has not 
raised their concerns with him. That is a sad indictment of the way in which agriculture is being treated by this 
government in this state. Dare I say that I am almost ready to start the campaign “Bring back the Nats to 
agriculture!” Hon Jim Chown knows how much that would pain me, but I am just about there! It is either bring 
back the Nats or promote Jimmy Chown to be Minister for Agriculture and Food. They are the only two choices 
left at this point in the debate. Things have to change. We need to have somebody as Minister for Agriculture 
and Food who is advocating for the industry. 

The real question here, which is the point I want to get on to in this bill, is the fundamental question of whether 
the government has made the case for the sale of the Perth Market Authority. Do we still need 
a Perth Market Authority? I put it to members that the case has not been made yet for the sale of the 
Perth Market Authority. The simple fact is that this bill is a quick-fix part of the fire sale of the 
Barnett government to flog off the assets of the state without any regard to the long-term future interests of the 
state. That is what this bill is all about; it is about flogging off the state’s assets. As I said, I want to talk about 
the driver. In his second reading speech, the minister pointed out the difficulties the state was facing in the 
financial circumstances in which we find ourselves. Let there be no doubt, and let everyone be crystal clear, that 
those financial circumstances were created single-handedly by the Liberal Party in this state. The very fact that 
we are dealing with this bill today is a direct result of the Barnett Liberal–National government getting the 
state’s finances into a complete and utter mess. We are not dealing with this bill because a good case has been 
made that we no longer need a Perth market to assist the agricultural industry in Western Australia. That is the 
view that the Minister for Agriculture and Food should have been putting at the cabinet table, and should have 
been advocating on behalf of his industry, but he clearly has not. Let us not forget that, according to the budget 
papers, at the end of this financial year net debt in the general government sector will be $15.799 billion. That is 
why this bill is before the chamber today—no other reason. It is not here as a result of a sound policy decision 
about whether or not we need a Perth Market Authority in this state. It is because of the debt in the general 
government sector. Ironically, of course, the Perth Market Authority does not sit in the general government 
sector. We are flogging off assets in the non-financial public sector to bail out the government. Let it never be 
forgotten that, when this government took over, the general government sector was $3 billion in surplus—not in 
deficit; there was a $3 billion surplus. The reality is that this is flogging off the family silver because the mad 
uncle has spent all the money—the mad uncle being the Premier and the Treasurers of the past eight years. 

That is why we are sitting here today dealing with this bill. It is not because the case has been made, because in 
fact the bill itself makes it clear that the case is not yet there to sell the Perth Market Authority. If the case was 
there that the industry has now reached a level of sophistication and market penetration, and all the other 
circumstances about the market were sufficient to absent the government from owning a market and we no 
longer needed a Perth Market Authority, we would have expected the bill to provide the circumstances in which 
the government would transition out of having a government-owned and operated market, and leave the private 
sector to fulfil that function. However, that is not what this bill does. This bill and the sale process seek to put in 
place a range of provisions to ensure the continuance of the market. Clearly, the government is of the view that, 
without those provisions being put in place, the market would fall over and we would not have the market 
authority and the benefits it delivers to the growers of Western Australia. 

I accept that the world changes. One of the things I found fascinating was reading the speeches from the 
Legislative Assembly in 1926 when the house was debating setting up the original Perth Market Authority. On 
2 September, Mr Stubbs asked — 

Would it interfere with markets at Subiaco and other similar centres? 
The Minister for Agriculture, who was handling the bill, replied — 

Subiaco is not in the metropolitan area. 

I found that quite amusing, but it reminds us of the point that the world changes and moves on. Today, we find it 
humorous to think that in 1926 an inner-city suburb like Subiaco would have been considered not part of the 
metropolitan area. The world does change; there may be a point in the future at which we decide that we no 
longer need the Perth Market Authority, and the government should move out of that area and allow the private 
sector to take over, and let the market and the private sector deliver those services for the people of 
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Western Australia. However, the government has clearly not reached that point. If it had, the bill would not have 
the measures the government has sought to include in the sale. The government seeks to maintain the market for 
20 years. On what basis is that period chosen? If we do not know that we are at this point now, how do we know 
we will be there in 20 years’ time? 

Hon Helen Morton: How do you make it 50 years, then? What is the basis for that period? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister raises a valid question. If we cannot know that the period is 20 years, how 
can we know it is 50 years? If that is truly the minister’s answer to this question, she should seek to remove the 
bill from the notice paper and let us wait until we reach the point at which we do not need to specify any number 
of years. That would be my preferred choice—to not deal with the bill until we know that we do not need the 
Perth Market Authority anymore. We cannot predict whether it will be 20 or 50 years. That is simply 
a subjective value judgement. We put our view from this side of the chamber, and the government puts its view 
on the other side. We are taking the precautionary principle. The government, because it has stuffed the finances 
of the state, is taking the cavalier, irresponsible, “we don’t care” principle to the table on this one; it is going to 
put in an arbitrary figure of 20 years and hope that by that time the world will have changed enough that we do 
not need the market. If that is the case, let us wait and see. We do not need debate about whether it is 20 or 
50 years; let us defeat the bill and not reintroduce it until such time as we are sufficiently able to be assured that 
the market is no longer required. 

The other thing that is interesting in this bill is that not only do we declare that we are taking action today at least 
20 years before we should be taking it, because we are desperate to sell something off, but also the money made 
from the sale will be at the expense of the horticulturalists of Western Australia—family businesses in 
Western Australia. If they have not been hurt by land tax, payroll tax, stamp duty and power price increases, 
market gardeners and produce growers in Western Australia will be hit by this measure. Two things will result 
from the passage of this bill. Firstly, we may end up not having a market when we actually need one in 
Western Australia. Secondly, as sure as night follows day, whoever buys the market will be seeking to achieve 
a return on investment that will lead to higher fees and charges for the growers of Western Australia, who will 
now be helping fund the state of Western Australia. Ironically, in Western Australia we have traditionally 
recognised as a state the importance of the agricultural industry and as a result of that we have exempted it from 
land tax. We have said that the contribution the industry makes to providing jobs in the state of 
Western Australia is sufficient to warrant a leg-up, rather than imposing more costs. That is why we run the 
Perth Market Authority as a not-for-profit venture. It is one of the few enterprises on the list of public non-
financial corporations in this state that does not pay a dividend to the state. I put to government members that if 
they are so desperate that they have their hands down the back of every lounge chair they can find in 
Western Australia looking for loose change to fund their uncontrolled expenditure, maybe the answer is not to 
sell off the Perth Market Authority but to bring in a capacity for it to pay a dividend. Then we can at least control 
the increases that will occur for the industry as part of a normalisation process. I am not saying that I want to see 
that happen, but my view is that it would still be a far better outcome for the state of Western Australia than 
flogging off the asset and allowing the private sector to do that, because that is what it will do. The private sector 
will seek to get a return on its investment. It will look at this investment in two ways: firstly, in terms of the 
return on the investment that it can get through the life of the project while it has to be kept as a market—
20 years; and, secondly, in terms of what will be the increase in the capital value of the land that underpins the 
market if it can get out of providing the market at some time in the future. They are the two equations the private 
sector will look at when it comes to this matter. Even if it is bought by a consortium of industry players at the 
markets today, the investors will still want a rate of return on their investment. The shareholders in that company 
will still want a rate of return. That means the cost of operations will go up. All we are doing is trying to 
capitalise that future cost on the growers of Western Australia. We are doing that in the Parliament today without 
knowing what that is.  

I have had a bit of time to go through the annual report of the Perth Market Authority. I have always been a keen 
reader of annual reports of organisations. I must admit that I occasionally looked at this annual report as the 
shadow Minister for Agriculture and Food, but it would probably not have been one of the first annual reports 
that I would grab to have a read. I went and got a copy of the annual report of the Perth Market Authority 
because I thought that I might find some failings of the authority or that it is a poorly run organisation that has 
too many staff and is not doing a good job of running the market. I thought there might be an opportunity for the 
private sector to come in and cut costs to make it more efficient, and that is how it would make a profit, rather 
than by increasing the fees and charges. When one goes through the annual report of this organisation, nothing 
seems to stand out. Do members on the other side know what is the biggest expense of the 
Perth Market Authority?  
Hon Helen Morton: I am sure you are going to tell us. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Hon Helen Morton is the responsible minister; surely she would know. 
Hon Helen Morton: I am sure you’re going to tell us, so why not get on with it?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister should tell me.  
Hon Helen Morton: This is not question time; you have the floor.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members!  
Hon Simon O’Brien: What was the question?  
Hon Helen Morton: He can’t find it, can he?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is that old saying about it being better to stay silent than to open your mouth and 
confirm to everyone that you are stupid?  
Several members interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: There is something about that; I cannot remember what it was. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The old, snarly minister on the other side is clearly in one of her grumpy moods today.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! We are dealing with the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015; 
perhaps we had better get back on subject.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would be fairly confident that the minister has not bothered to do any of this research. 
I suspect that the Minister for Agriculture and Food has not bothered to do any of this research either. They are 
just flying blind because they know that if they were to challenge this issue in the cabinet room, they would have 
their budgets cut. That is why they have stayed mute.  

The largest cost for the Perth Market Authority between its commercial site management expenses and 
operational expenses is electricity. It is even more interesting when one looks at the fact that it has been one of 
the big issues it has been grabbling with over the last couple of years, because the cost of electricity has been 
going up rapidly as a result of the Barnett government’s increasing of electricity prices. The authority has 
actually worked hard to bring down the cost of electricity. The interesting thing is that in 2014 it was $4 million 
and in 2015 it was $3.3 million. It is clearly an organisation that has been working to try to reduce its operational 
costs, because the electricity costs are obviously passed on to consumers. Clearly, the government is concerned 
about that because it wants to cap the amount that the private sector can add to electricity costs to potential 
tenants. When one compares the authority’s operational expenses from last year with those of this year, 
generally, in most areas, with the exception of consultancy, there has been a reduction in costs. There are some 
areas such as information technology in which it has increased, but for the vast majority of areas that it operates 
in, the cost is either about the same or has been reduced. Maintenance has gone down from $521 000 to 
$403 000. Even salaries and board fees have gone from $2.3 million to only $2.5 million, which is pretty much 
a CPI increase over the last four years. We can go through all of the figures. If a private sector person was 
looking to buy this organisation, I cannot find massive areas in which they could do cost-cutting so that they 
could get a return on the investment by improvements in efficiency rather than by increasing the revenue 
streams. In my view, that is ultimately how anyone who purchases this property will get their return; they will 
increase their revenue streams or they will be working on it as a property play whereby the capital growth in the 
value of the property will be sufficient so that, in 20 years’ time, as soon as they can, they will carve it up and 
sell it as industrial land. In my view, that is the message that one can take from the annual report.  

The other thing worth noting in this debate about the annual report of the Perth Market Authority is that the 
authority generally seems to have been working hard to improve its performance in the way in which the 
stakeholders of the organisation see it. It is worth noting that, overall, good, very good and excellent 
performance ratings have increased significantly to 93 per cent amongst growers since 2012–13, when the last 
survey was undertaken. Performance ratings of buyers and transporters remain consistently high at 90 per cent 
and 96 per cent. If the Minister for Agriculture and Food could get his department as high as that in the ratings, 
he would be doing a good job. His department has to include the neutral section of a survey like that, where 
people are neither positive nor negative, to get anywhere over 50 per cent in the responses on how people view 
the Department of Agriculture and Food. Here we have an organisation that is clearly doing a good job and 
meeting the demands of its stakeholders, yet we are going to sell it off. It is almost as if the reward for doing its 
job too well is that it will be flogged off. That is what that says to me. The other thing that struck me in this 
document was the fact that the occupancy rate is operating at about 99 per cent—the annual report shows that it 
has been operating at that level since 2007–08. The floor space out there has consistently been at full occupancy. 
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That, again, says to me that the organisation is operating in a very good way. It also suggests to me that there is 
probably an argument to do a business case to expand it.  

It is sad that we are now in a position in Western Australia where we do not have a sophisticated debate about 
net debt. I spoke earlier about the massive growth in general government sector debt. The debt that is really 
strangling the economy of Western Australia and causing damage to our performance in the state is debt in the 
general government sector. The debt in the non-financial public sector is not causing a problem for the people of 
Western Australia because, generally, debt in the non-financial public sector is debt for which there is an 
income. If the government could put up a business case to expand the markets as a government going concern, 
that would say to me there is a good chance it could then cover the cost of any borrowings to repay the 
expansion. Whilst general government sector debt is very high—this is not the only government trading 
enterprise suffering this problem at the moment—it is hard for the Perth Market Authority to articulate a case to 
government to borrow money, even though it can generate an income stream to cover the cost of borrowing. It 
says to me that one of the great problems of general government sector debt is that it is stopping the government 
from allowing its trading enterprises to borrow because they do not want to see that total public sector net debt 
go any higher. Sadly, that is the criteria on which people in Western Australia judge the government at the 
moment; whereas, I argue that we need a far more sophisticated debate focused on the government’s debt 
increase from a $3 billion surplus to a $15 billion deficit, which is the real debt problem in the state of 
Western Australia. We have very little to show for the magnitude of debt we now have. It is being used to buy 
the wants, not the needs. It is being used to buy the luxury items, not the essential business of government. It 
means we cannot borrow for productive infrastructure like this, which is for the total benefit of the state of 
Western Australia.  

If we can even get through the argument for why we are selling off the Perth markets, one of the other arguments 
might be that we could realise a significant gain on the value of the property compared with what it is held at 
within the organisation’s books. It becomes very interesting given the Perth Market Authority’s total property, 
plant and equipment, which totals about $194 million, while it carries about $40 million worth of debt. That is 
a pretty good ratio of debt to equity. I read in today’s newspaper that the sale of today’s asset is expected to raise 
about $120 million. I am fascinated to know whether that $120 million is net or the figure before we repay the 
debt to the organisation. Will the $35 million in retained earnings and the cash held by the organisation be 
scooped up by the government at the same time? It is not as though we have suddenly found that it is an 
undervalued asset on our books and we are trying to realise that undervalued asset. It is all those measures. It 
seems to me that we are selling an asset at the wrong time because we still need the asset but, more importantly, 
it is not the right time to sell an asset in the current market. Under the traditional Keynesian model we would 
have got into pump priming. We would have held down debt during the good times and when the times turn bad 
got into pump priming. But under the Barnett government, over the last eight years, we have had a well-draining 
approach. We have not been waiting for the bad times to get into pump priming the economy, we have had 
a period of well-draining the economy whereby we have borrowed, borrowed, borrowed and built assets when 
they were the most expensive to build and we now have to sell assets when it is the wrong time in the market.  
Hon Helen Morton: We’ve created thousands and thousands of jobs.  
Hon Alanna Clohesy: How many?  
Hon Helen Morton: Thousands and thousands and thousands. You would not be able to guess how many 
thousands.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure that if thousands and thousands of jobs had been created, the government 
would have employed someone to do the paperwork to show that as part of the Bigger Picture adverts, but we 
have not seen that. The minister’s government is very good at promoting itself. We would have thought that if 
the government had created as many jobs as it is pretending to have created, unemployment would have 
decreased. The point I make is that over the last eight years, there was no need for the state government to create 
jobs; the private sector was doing a very good job for us and we were lucky to be able to ride on the sheep’s back 
in that regard.  

Hon Helen Morton: I tell you what; it’s in the budget papers and I’m sure you’ve read about the employment 
that’s been generated through these projects. I can’t believe you would not have read that in the budget papers 
because you pride yourself on the budget papers you read.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is all right; I am sure the minister will give me an extension given she has just 
taken up half my time! 

Hon Helen Morton interjected.  
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The sections in the budget papers on the rate of employment are really interesting, 
because they show it going backwards. My point is exactly what the minister was saying. Now is the time when 
her government should be trying to create jobs, not when the market was overheated and we could not get staff 
to do the job. Now is the time. This is the difference between a Keynesian approach to the economy of pump 
priming and the minister’s government’s approach of draining the well during the good times, making sure no 
water is left in the well at the time we need it. That is how the minister’s government has attacked it. When it 
should be creating jobs, the government is flogging off the assets, but not to expand the economy. It should be 
saying to the Perth Market Authority, “You’re operating at 99 per cent; do us a business case to tell us whether 
you can expand your activities to create some employment by expanding the markets and creating a return on 
that investment to cover the costs of those borrowings.” The organisation’s annual report shows that it carries 
some debt and it was clearly managing the debt. It was paying down its debt; it was not increasing its debt; it was 
not using its debt as the government does to fund its day-to-day operations. It was paying down its debt. I think 
last year it went from about $42 million to $40 million. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy interjected.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. It paid down its debt to $39 million.  

The other issue raised by Hon Martin Aldridge, and I thank him for it, was the question of a monopoly. The 
report of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee of the other place regarding the management of 
Western Australia’s freight rail network gives some very insightful instructions on how we should consider it. 
One thing that is different between the operation of rail in this state and the Perth markets is that rail is a natural 
monopoly. There are not two or three people competing. The interesting thing about this bill —  

Hon Jim Chown: It is only a monopoly on rail, but as a transport conduit there is road as well, so there is 
competition in regard to access to ports and major areas that require transport of commodities.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Spoken as a true advocate of the road industry, Mr Chown, who —  

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! We allow some interjections, but we do not allow two speeches 
to be happening at the same time.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: As we often do, I agree with Hon Jim Chown. If he had let me finish, I would have said 
that the rail is a natural monopoly in the operation of rail, but within transport to port there is potential 
competition. In fact, as he will well know because he is old enough to remember it —  

Hon Jim Chown: You can say real competition.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is not because government subsidies are applied within that system to both road and 
rail. Government subsidies applied to road and rail are not transparent. As he will recall, we used to create the 
rail system as a complete monopoly through regulation. 

Hon Jim Chown: Correct. That is a freedom of choice. I think your party advocated something similar in one of 
its reports to that effect, the “WA Grain Freight Review”. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I wonder what Hon Jim Chown’s view would be about this bill that, when enacted, will 
create the Perth Market Authority as a monopoly. 

Hon Jim Chown: Are you asking a question? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am happy for Hon Jim Chown to answer. Does the honourable member like the idea 
that we are legislating to create a monopoly out of the Perth market as a result of this bill? I raise that because for 
10 years the sale process will create the Perth market as a monopoly. No-one else will be able to establish and 
create a privately run monopoly. No-one else will be able to establish a business in competition. A free 
marketeer such as Hon Jim Chown would be arguing: sell it off; we do not need it; let the market decide what 
should happen. But no—this bill will legislate to create a monopoly. 

Hon Helen Morton: Are you sure? 

Hon Mark Lewis: There are many operators outside Perth Market Authority—Costas, for example. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the member disagree that this bill and the sale process that we are engaging will 
create for the next 10 years Perth market as the only place able to sell fresh produce in Western Australia, from 
a wholesale point of view? 

Hon Mark Lewis: No. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: People can sell directly, but as a market — 

Hon Mark Lewis: Costas, for example. 

Hon Adele Farina: Have you read the second reading speech? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Read the bill! I look forward to Hon Mark Lewis’s engagement when we get to this 
clause during the Committee of the Whole House. I look forward to him explaining how the proposed sale of 
Perth market will not create a monopoly for the next 10 years in metropolitan Perth. If the government creates 
a monopoly, it needs to put in place an access regime to ensure that monopoly does not cause damage to the 
industry. 

Hon Jim Chown: I am totally ignorant on horticulture and how it conducts its business in the metropolitan area: 
I assume that Perth market is an auction system? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: It is a trading house. It covers about 50 per cent of horticultural produce in 
Western Australia. In fact I have the figures right here for Hon Jim Chown. I hope that members opposite will 
give me an extension of time, as I am helping to inform their own backbench about the legislation. Sorry, mid-
bench, in the case of Hon Jim Chown! 
Hon Jim Chown: I would like you to withdraw that remark. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of the figures — 
Hon Jim Chown: Have you withdrawn your previous remark? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: About you being a backbencher? 

Hon Jim Chown: Yes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I said you are a mid-bencher! I corrected myself. I did not have to withdraw it; I said 
you are a mid-bencher. Let me get my language strictly correct: my apologies to the minister for agriculture-in-
waiting! 

Hon Jim Chown: You need to withdraw that as well. That is totally inappropriate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! It is time we got back onto the subject. 
Hon Ken Travers, we are dealing with the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The WA fresh fruit and vegetable supply is worth about $510 million. Of that, 
production in WA accounts for about $379 million, international imports account for about $17 million and 
interstate imports about $112 million. In the WA wholesale market, the central trading agents carry about 
$185 million and the secondary wholesalers inside the PMA carry about $31 million. These are 2013–14 figures. 
There is a little detail in the annual report but not as much as I have here. That is why I am using the 2013–14 
figures. Other wholesale markets outside the PMA, including direct and export, account for $268 million worth 
of horticultural produce. That is about 53 per cent. 

One big player in my electorate does not use the market at all because its operation is of a sufficient scale. It sells 
directly to Coles and Woolworths. If it has surplus produce, it does not even sell that through the markets, as 
some of the bigger players do—it sends it off to Foodbank. If the government wants to make a case for the fact 
that we are now at a level of sophistication to get rid of the markets, make that case, but I do not think the 
government — 

Hon Jim Chown: There is competition in the marketplace. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; not for trading. If that is Hon Jim Chown’s case, he should be arguing: let us put the 
bill through, sell off the Perth Market Authority without any conditions, get the maximum value for the land and 
let the free market decide. Do not establish monopolies, do not establish the requirement to keep the buildings 
for the next 20 years; sell it off and let the market decide. If a free marketeer such as Hon Jim Chown wanted to 
put forward, “If that means fewer of the little players in fruit and vegetable produce go to the wall, that is 
commercial Darwinism—survival of the fittest—let them go”, I would accept that as Hon Jim Chown’s 
philosophical position. I would not agree with it, but I would respect it. We have to hear it; we do not have to 
agree with it. I support the small business players in this industry who have not met a sufficient size and scale to 
be able to trade directly with Coles and Woolworths. I also support the people who still sell into the central 
trading market so that they can supply the smaller retailers and users in Western Australia such as restaurants 
and the like. That is my whole point. I can understand that there is a transition going on. A lot of big players 
directly sell into the market, but in my view there is still clearly a case. This government actually accepts that 
there is still clearly a case, otherwise why would it require the central trading area to remain for the next 
20 years? Why is the government creating a scenario that will result in a monopoly for the next 10 years and no-
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one else will be able to establish a trading marketplace in the Perth metropolitan area? Why is it doing that? The 
problem is that there is no logic to the policy of the bill. I was hoping to get through some of the problems I have 
with the detail of this bill. It is a real problem that the policy of this bill has not even been established. The 
government has not put a case before the house why the policy of this bill is acceptable. 
The central trading agents account for about 36 per cent. The secondary wholesalers inside the Perth market 
account for about six per cent and the secondary wholesalers outside account for about five per cent. I am not 
sure whether Western Australia is exporting more—hopefully we are trying to export more—but we are also 
importing a lot more. For smaller producers, one of their premium points to make money is if they can get their 
produce to market outside of the normal season. They can often get a real premium for produce through the 
market system. The bigger players do not get that premium because they are contracted to provide into the 
market year-round. The bigger players that often directly sell to Coles and Woolies have now basically 
established a production chain in the north and in the eastern states. They are bringing produce into 
Western Australia and meeting demand 365 days of the year. 

Hon Jim Chown: They would have purchase contracts with producers. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, and they get a permanent price but they do not get those premiums. The market 
system is very important to the smaller traders because they get constant capacity. That is being taken away from 
them by the imports and, ultimately, that is why we still need a Perth market. I assume that the government 
accepts that logic, otherwise it would not be doing it. I think even Hon Jim Chown might be getting close to 
agreeing with me: the government either needs to make the decision to say now is the time to cut it off and get 
rid of it, get the government out of it, or let us wait until we are at that point, if we ever reach that point. 
[Leave denied for the member’s time to be extended.]  

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral) [2.50 pm]: I apologise to Hon Ken Travers because I think 
he brings an interesting point to the debate that I have not heard so far—I certainly have not been in the chamber 
for the whole debate, but I think I have listened to most members—that the Perth Market City is not the only 
trading capacity for growers. It is one point, and it is an important point; I absolutely agree with that. However, 
the industry itself within horticulture has diversified greatly. It is very forward-thinking and dynamic in its 
business approach. 
Hon Ken Travers: Marmion’s got a great organisation with the co-op up there. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes, absolutely. The Sweeter Banana Co-operative has also done an amazing job of 
marketing. There is Love Apple, Gascoyne Gold and a few others in other places. They do a great job. They 
trade direct—Sweeter Banana does anyway. 
Hon Ken Travers: They do both. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes, it does a bit of both with its secondary product but its main trade is with an 
agreement it has with Coles. 
The industry itself, in a sense, has moved to a different model. That was a great marketing concept that it had. It 
came about as a necessity because Perth Market City was not delivering what it was looking for in some aspects. 
It made a decision, as a group of growers, to come together and formulate a co-op and it has moved forward. 

In no way am I saying that Perth Market City is not important to the industry; it absolutely is. I think that is why 
we are hearing about those market controls in this conversation we are having. I would like to see some of those 
market controls in the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. I will not go back over what Hon Martin Aldridge has 
brought to the table. He clearly and definitively outlined some of the concerns that the National Party has with 
the bill. I am sure that he will go into those in greater detail in Committee of the Whole. I think a period of 
20 years is needed as a potential transition period in which a previously government-owned asset is sold to 
private industry. It is responsible for government to put some controls in place to manage that for a good length 
of time. I do not agree with extending it to 50 years. Quite frankly, I cannot see the benefit of doing that. We 
made that very clear to Vegetables WA when we met with them. I think that 20 years is a good, substantial 
length of time for industry to have some confidence in its operation through the support provided in this 
legislation and the negotiations in the sale contract that the government will have. It will still be a supported 
industry. I think that, certainly, members of this house and members who will be here long after us will keenly 
watch it when that 20 years is up. If there is going to be a change in that space, I think it could be not only an 
exciting time for the horticultural industry at that point, but also a challenging time. 
Yesterday, I listened to the debate and it was very much based on the negativity around why the 
Perth Market Authority would be sold. Actually, a whole lot of opportunities exist for growers and the 
horticultural industry around that space. I think it is exciting that other organisations and private investors, and 
the industry itself, want to invest in horticulture and agriculture. This state government has made the most 
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substantial investment in agriculture that we have seen in a long time. Through the Water for Food initiative, 
there has been a massive injection of state government investment into the horticulture and agriculture industry. 
In itself, that says that this government takes the agriculture and horticulture industry extremely seriously. It is 
a major contributor to the economy of Western Australia. We should be providing the industry with an 
opportunity to take advantage of private investment and some of the dynamic changes within the industry that 
private investment will be able to bring about. Quite frankly, sometimes the government cannot do that because 
it is constrained by the amount of investment it can make. 
This is extremely pertinent to my electorate. Given that it is my hometown and my family is invested in 
horticulture—it has been for generations—I understand where the industry is going. When I speak to growers in 
the Gascoyne region, they obviously want to see some of the detail of the market control in the sale contract. 
They want to see government give some confidence that it does understand that there needs to be a trading space 
for horticulture. I think that this process allows that industry to feel that. No grower is telling me that they do not 
want this to happen, that they are frightened of this happening, that their business is going to go under or that 
they are not going to have a trading opportunity. They are simply not saying that. 
Hon Ken Travers: If it’s going to happen, they want protections though. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I agree with that and I said that at the outset. That is why we need a 20-year process. 
That is why we need some time to develop what the trade centre of the Perth Market Authority will look like in 
20 years. Will there be growers who want to trade that way? We have to give the industry some opportunity to 
work with some private investors who have capital and business dynamic operations to allow them to do it. I do 
not think it is a bad thing. My parents live out by the river and I see the growers all the time. If any of them said 
to me that they really did not want this to happen, I would raise that; but they just have not. 
Hon Ken Travers: Do you think they fully understand what’s happening though? 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes, I do. 
Hon Ken Travers: Don’t you think they just twigged? 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I do not think that is the case, Hon Ken Travers. Maybe some of the growers that 
Hon Ken Travers has spoken to have that feeling, but none of the growers that I have spoken to do. There are 
different parts of the state that have different horticulture industries and growers, and maybe they are not all 
connected and not all speaking to each other; I get that. From my perspective, I am not feeling that sense of 
concern. I think I have had one email about it. As a party, which Hon Martin Aldridge talked about, we have 
raised those issues with the Treasurer. The Treasurer has been very generous with his time in meeting with us. 
Those negotiations have been beneficial, but, as I say, when we get to consider the bill in detail, we will flesh 
those out a bit more. 

In yesterday’s debate, I heard some quite astounding assumptions made about some of the proponents looking to 
buy Market City. The industry itself wants to be a buyer of Perth Market City. It sees this as an opportunity for it 
to be involved in investing and diversifying the central trading area. Kerry Stokes was one name that I heard 
yesterday. I do not know Kerry Stokes; I have never met him. But to suggest that he does not know anything 
about agriculture is wrong. He already invests in agriculture and has the capacity to work with growers and the 
horticulture industry to move forward. I do not think it is the place of this house to be casting aspersions on 
people who are — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: That was made yesterday so — 
Hon Ken Travers: People want to make a profit out of it and there’s nothing wrong with that. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Yes, there is nothing wrong with that. 
Hon Ken Travers: He’ll be trying to maximise his profit. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: Of course, and hopefully growers will maximise profit as well on the way and they 
will be on that journey with him. I wanted to put on the record as well that I think — 
Hon Ken Travers: Who does he make a profit at the expense of? 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I assume that he will make a profit. There is no benefit to any investor if the 
growers do not get the opportunity to come on that journey and make some money as well. There is absolutely 
no benefit. Do members know what? Those growers want to make money too. The growers will take every 
opportunity to get the most dollars, and the best trading centre and floor space that they can get, and they will 
take with them the best investor who can benefit their business. There is no doubt about that. I think this is an 
exciting opportunity for the industry. I do not know who will buy Market City. I will not have a say in it. I do not 
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even know who all the proponents are. However, it is not a bad thing for the agricultural and horticultural 
industry to bring in people who traditionally are outside that industry and who recognise that agriculture and 
horticulture is the next dynamic economic opportunity for Western Australia. I have said many times, as have 
other members in this house, that the agricultural and horticultural industry is an opportunity for 
Western Australia past the resources boom. Why would anyone not want to be involved in that industry? 
A number of high-profile people have become involved in the industry in the last two months. That is a smart 
business decision for them and it is great for Western Australia. 
I also want to touch on the transparency of the sale process. That is really important. The Treasurer has given us 
an undertaking, in speaking with him, that he will table the sale contract. 
Hon Adele Farina: Was it in writing? 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: It is easy to sit on the sidelines and be facetious about what I think is genuine 
engagement. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! I do not think the member is inviting 
interjections. 
Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: It can only be a good thing for the people of Western Australia to have the sale 
contract for Perth Market City tabled in Parliament. 
I have said previously that I believe 20 years is long enough to enable the industry to work out how it will trade 
product in the future. It is also a good step forward within the industry for the people to whom we export product 
to know that Western Australia is on the front foot in terms of how we manage the trading centre for our 
growers. The fact that the industry is one of the contenders and bidders demonstrates that it has confidence in the 
industry going forward. Therefore, I do not think we need to be nervous about that. We need to celebrate the 
opportunity that it will provide to growers. 

In no way do I think the government is saying, in bringing this bill before the house, that there is no need for 
a Perth market. No-one is saying that. We are saying that we should provide the industry with the opportunity to 
take advantage of a private investor that wants to be in this space. That cannot be a bad thing. As I have said, if 
the growers do not succeed, the investor will not succeed. So, I think there is some common ground there. I will 
not go too far past that, because I know that other members want to speak on this bill, and that we need to go into 
Committee of the Whole. My colleague Hon Martin Aldridge has outlined some of the technicalities that we 
want to discuss during the committee stage. However, I want to reiterate the importance of Perth Market City to 
the fruit and vegetable industry, and I look forward to the opportunity that will be provided to growers. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.04 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Greens to oppose the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. I am very concerned about this asset sale. I want to discuss a few points, and 
I will not take very much time to do it, but I want to put some comments on the record and join with those people 
who have serious concerns about the loss of this very important asset to our city. 

In the Treasurer’s second reading speech on this bill, it was acknowledged up-front that the only reason the 
government is considering this sale is because there are pressures on Western Australia’s finances. These are not 
new pressures; ever since the global financial crisis, the government has been looking structurally at the income, 
revenue and assets of Western Australia. However, I question whether this is the right thing to do. The basic 
needs of a culture in order to survive into the future are food and shelter, and I would say also a sustainable and 
healthy environment in which to live. Of course we cannot do that without a good foundation in employment. 
Perth Market City has a lettable area of about 86 000 square metres of buildings. The tenant base is 24 primary 
wholesalers and over 80 secondary wholesalers, provedores, distributors and food processing facilities. There are 
168 leases and licences. According to the second reading speech, there are 100 tenants. Therefore, the 
Perth market is a significant employer in the region. 

The Perth market is also a very important part of our city. I will be honest with members. As a resident of 
Fremantle, I have a lot of options for where to get my fresh produce. One of the places that of late I have been 
able to visit more frequently than others is the South Fremantle High School farmers’ market. I choose to do that 
because I know the food will be fresh, it is a great opportunity to socialise with my community, and it is within 
walking distance of where I live. We have the advantage that the public school system provides that property to 
farmers on the weekend so that they can provide that important and essential service. There is now a new market 
of people who want to buy direct from growers. A lot of people in the city of Perth do not have access to such 
a convenient location from which to buy direct from growers. They might be limited to going to one of the 
two major supermarkets, or the third competitor, or the new competitor that is coming into the market. That is 
why Perth Market City has been such a successful business for so long. In fact, it has expanded and diversified 
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and has a retail and business services centre that includes conference facilities, a commercial centre, and 
a modern seven-day-a-week public food precinct. This facility, which is in Canning Vale, is in the 
South Metropolitan Region, and many of the people in that region visit the market on a weekly basis. 
Perth Market City also has 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 that waste 
transfer facility. 

Perth Market City is a critical piece of infrastructure, and it is well located on a transit route. I cannot see the 
benefit in selling it off. I think it is a bit short-sighted. I have a great deal of support for the proposal that it 
remain a market for 50 years, or that there be a consideration period longer than just 20 years. I question whether 
we need to sell this asset at all. What is wrong with owning a public facility that delivers fresh food into the city 
from a well-located area? It is an important asset that I think we should look at keeping long into the future. 
When I looked at my finances post the global financial crisis, I did not look at selling off a couple of pieces of 
furniture, or my car, or other things that are essential, like the fridge in which I keep my food. I looked at my 
expenditure. I looked at what I would be spending my money on now that I knew things would be more difficult 
and my family budget tighter. Maybe I want a better sound system for my television or a more comfortable 
lounge to sit on. However, I will not make those choices because I feel it is really important to be wise in a time 
of financial insecurity. When the government says it wants to spend $600 million on a road going through 
a wetland that does not really solve our transport problems and then it wants to sell off Perth markets in order to 
pay for that expenditure, I think Western Australians have a right to question it. If I am responsible with my 
budget and look at what is significant and important in my expenditure, I want the Western Australian 
government to do the same thing. I would not want the Western Australian government to sell off very important 
assets in key locations that will protect my grandchildren from a possible inability to access products direct from 
growers. I would rather the government made choices about how it spends the taxpayer dollars we entrust it 
with. I think I would also want the government to pay down a little debt—instead of letting debt grow out of 
control—and actually put in a bit more money into tightening up the budget and having less debt. I looked at 
what Market City offers to Western Australians and whether, as members have noted, that can be provided by 
the private sector instead of the public sector. There is no doubt that the innovation of private business is 
important to be resilient to the changes happening in our financial climate and that private industry is very well 
positioned to take advantage of that. It is light on its feet and can make choices about getting things out of 
investment and making capital investment, and also maybe increasing debt, because from a private sector point 
of view that can be offset by income. However, the facility does not need to be sold off in order to encourage 
private innovation. As Hon Jacqui Boydell tried to say by way of interjection, the private sector is already 
innovating there and finding new opportunities, and I briefly mentioned the business service centre offered at 
that location.  

Our city will face the challenges of a growing population. Since Directions 2031 and even before that with the 
Network City plan, we knew that the pressure to be located close to the centre of the city or even to these key 
transport routes would intensify as population increased. This is not a time to sell off land; this is a time to hold 
fast to those land assets we have in order to weather the changes of the global financial crisis. I suggest that 
selling a public asset is the wrong direction to go. We cannot even imagine — 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I was saying that we cannot even imagine what future use Western Australians who 
are now not even in primary school will have for this vital 50.9-hectare location. If we sell it off now, they will 
not have the opportunity to dream, plan and use it in the city that will be developing around it. I would say that is 
a poor use of that asset. I really question this. Regarding the essentials that we need such as food, water and 
shelter, are we doing enough to secure the food supply in Western Australia? Markets not only provide an 
opportunity for people to get fresh food directly from growers, they are linked to agricultural regions. Have we 
secured our farming land long into the future in order to ensure that we will not be importing everything that 
Western Australians will eat? I question the priority being set here. Our priorities should be to secure clean, fresh 
drinking water and a food supply that provides our nutrients long into the future. More recently, we have seen 
that very important primary agricultural land is not being protected or quarantined from development; in fact, it 
is under even further pressure. Unless we now recognise our key priorities, we will see the sell-off of these 
important assets for temporary solutions such as a temporary alleviation of our debt burden.  

The current Market City was opened in 1989 and there are already 13 hectares vacant and open for development. 
I suggest that if those 13 hectares, which are not yet developed, could be developed, it might be an income 
source. That is not an insignificant holding. If the government had a vision and a plan for a sustainable future 
with Market City in situ, there could at this point be investment in developing those 13 hectares to bring in some 
income and offset some of the debts being faced. I still have not seen a case or a good reason for this asset sale. 
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Instead, every day in the newspaper we read about even more plans to spend money. Today there was an article 
about the $1.3 billion tunnels that will potentially be some kind of plan for long-term transport. I would like to 
see a bit more restraint on behalf of the government in its choices for expenditure and a bit more conservatism in 
protecting the asset values that Western Australians have secured over many generations. This Market City in 
Canning Vale is an important asset that I do not believe we should lose. In fact, the second reading speech to this 
bill states — 

Market City’s strategic location is reinforced by its proximity to major arterial road networks — 

Which, by the way, were funded by public moneys; the infrastructure around Market City was publicly 
developed with our tax dollars — 

and key industrial infrastructure that allows swift access to the wider Perth metropolitan area, 
Perth airports, Kewdale freight terminal and Fremantle port.  

All of which are currently public assets. That is a reason to keep this area; it is not a reason to sell it off. Sure it is 
attractive to other investors, because they can see what a very important location this is. That is why we have to 
take the longer term view of investing and keeping that important asset we have in Western Australia.  

I do not want to take too much of the house’s time today, because I know there is much more to consider in 
debate on this bill. However, I noted there was an article in The West Australian today regarding the sale of 
Market City produce markets in Canning Vale. The article said the sale is a step closer and made a very 
important point in the lead paragraph, which sometimes is the only thing that people read. Therefore, the most 
important information in this article states — 

... the proceeds are likely to do little to reduce the WA Budget’s ocean of red ink. 

The government is talking about selling this critical, one-off, one-of-a-kind location in a prime strategic location 
and the sale will not even “reduce the WA Budget’s ocean of red ink”. The writer, Brad Thompson, goes on to 
say — 

With WA’s record net debt swelling to more than $36 billion in 2017–18, the sale is expected to raise 
about $120 million. 

Really, is $120 million it? That is a drop in the bucket of what WA needs to balance its budget. I wonder 
whether there is a business plan for the development of that undeveloped 13 hectares that would return that in 
five or 10 years, instead of selling it off and losing it forever. The article continues — 

The State Government has also budgeted for costs associated with the sale to eat up about 5 per cent of 
the proceeds. 

So, five per cent of the proceeds is lost in the cost of the sale. To continue — 

The deadline for final and binding bids passed yesterday. 

It is understood to have come down to two contenders, an industry bid and Kerry Stokes, through his 
private company Australian Capital Equity. 

High-profile producer and retailer Tony Galati yesterday backed the Perth Markets Ltd bid, which is 
spearheaded by the Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries in WA.  

The new owner must operate the central trading area as a produce market for at least 20 years. 

At least the market is guaranteed for 20 years into our future. Having held the planning portfolio on behalf of 
WA Greens for at least six years now, a 20-year time frame is not the usual planning time—it is 100 years. When 
the government talks about 20 years, it is not long for any kind of long-term plan to occur. The article 
continues — 

Mr Galati believes industry ownership will ensure the markets survive well beyond this timeframe. 

It may, if he remains an owner or investor, but once we let go of that asset we will have no control over that. We 
should give future Western Australians an opportunity to make decisions about how they will use that 
Market City land and how they are going to feed Perth’s growing population. It steals from the future to sell this 
important asset. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [3.22 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to stand and 
contribute to this important debate on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. It is important on a number of 
levels. We are debating not only the disposal of an important state asset and issues around privatisation and the 
process by which this sale has been brought to us, and the principles of privatisation, but a whole lot more than 
that: we are debating the future of the horticulture industry and our economy. Let us look, first of all, at how the 
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bill got here and at the purpose of this bill. As members know, it is all in the title—disposal! This bill is about the 
disposal of the Perth market. This bill will allow us to dispose of not only the assets of the 
Perth Market Authority but also the land the Perth Market Authority operates on. The importance of that will 
become obvious a little later from what I have to say on the bill. The bill also includes the technical bits about 
winding up the Perth Market Authority. 

Before we go into those technical bits, I need to address questions that have been bugging me all along: Why are 
we doing this? Why are we here? Why is this bill in front of us? Has there been any operational dysfunction on 
the part of the Perth market that would lead us to think that privatisation would be a better method of operation 
for the horticulture industry or for consumers? Have there been any operating deficiencies? I do not think so; in 
fact, the Perth market is a roaring success. The authority tells us in its annual report that $617 million of fresh 
produce was traded through the central trading area by Market City wholesalers. It is a success for wholesalers, 
growers and consumers. So, no, there has not been any sort of operating deficiency on the part of the 
Perth Market Authority. Has there been a comprehensive whole-of-government review into why these assets 
need to be disposed of? Are the assets outdated? Do they no longer function for the industry? Do they need 
revamping? Do they no longer meet the requirements? No, there has not been any whole-of-government review 
into the operations and effectiveness of this important authority. Have the traders, wholesalers, growers or 
consumers asked for the sale of the Perth Market Authority? Have consumers said to this government, “Actually, 
the way in which the Perth Market Authority operates seriously affects in a negative way the price of fruit and 
vegetables in Western Australia. We want it sold.” No, consumers have not said that. Have wholesalers said that 
they are not getting a fair deal through the central trading area and that they can no longer operate within this 
model? No, they have not said that either. Have the growers said the same thing? No, they have not. There has 
been no review into the operations of the Perth Market Authority and no call for a review into the operations of 
the Perth Market Authority and that is because it is functioning absolutely fine. 

We need to be really clear about this: the Perth Market Authority was operating absolutely fine; in fact, it was 
operating tickety-boo and very well indeed. Let me be clear that the Perth Market Authority is an asset of the 
state. It does not belong to the government of the day. It is not a plaything of a Barnett, a Nahan or even 
a Baston; it belongs to the people of Western Australia. It is in trust for the people of Western Australia, and they 
have not asked for it to be sold. 

Let us look at the history of the Perth Market Authority and its structure, because it is pretty telling—in fact, it is 
very telling. Let us look at the operational structure. The government is now hoping to dispose of the enabling 
legislation. The responsible minister is, as we know, the Minister for Agriculture and Food; Fisheries, but that 
responsible minister is not bringing this legislation to this place to dispose of the Perth Market Act, which is very 
telling. I refer to the annual report of the Perth Market Authority, which states — 

The authority focuses on development of the facility to provide tenants and the fresh produce industry 
with wholesale and retail pathways to consumers. 

Let us think about that for a minute: it operates for mutually beneficial outcomes for traders, consumers and 
government. Therefore, it operates for you and me. There is nothing in the act or in the annual reports about it 
operating as a stopgap for poor budget management on the part of the government. It does not operate for that. It 
does not operate as a filler for the largest Western Australian government operating deficit in 15 years, standing 
at $431 million. It does not stand as a filler for poor decisions and bad management made by this government. It 
does not operate as a way of trying to claw back $23.4 billion in debt racked up by a reckless, spend-happy, 
plan-free zone of a government. This decision has come in isolation from the needs of the industry, and from 
anything else, other than a purely financial hole filler. 

Visitors — Victoria Park Tennis Club 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): If I can interrupt proceedings just for a moment, you will 
understand why in a moment, Hon Alanna Clohesy; I do apologise. One of our colleagues, Hon Darren West, 
has a very special group of ladies in the public gallery, whom we would like to welcome to Parliament House. 
They are the Victoria Park Tennis Club ladies. I welcome them to the gallery, and I understand they are with 
Hon Darren West’s mother, so they are very welcome indeed. I apologise for interrupting, Hon Alanna Clohesy, 
please continue. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I was saying, the Perth market operates for traders, government and consumers, 
for mutually beneficial outcomes. It does not operate as a filler for poor budget management on the part of this 
government. It does not operate to address the largest budget operating deficit we have seen in the past 15 years. 
Its purpose, goal, establishment and reason for being was not to try to claw back $23.4 billion in debt racked up 
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by this reckless, spend-happy government. Its mandate is not to act as a bandaid solution to fundamental 
structural budget problems created by this government. None of that is in the mandate of the Perth Market 
Authority. That is the whole reason we are standing here discussing the future of the Perth Market Authority—
because of this government’s bad decisions and poor budget management. 

The government’s bad decisions, I have to say, include this decision to sell this state asset. I will come back to 
the amount for which it will be sold in a minute. It is as if the instructions to Treasury went something like this: 
please find bits of the state that can be flogged off that will not bring much blowback on to us. It seems that this 
is being done without fanfare, without broad consultation with the industry, and in only one way, to address the 
black hole in the state government’s budget. How much will be raised from this sale, and how will it fix the 
government’s big black hole? How much will be raised from this fire sale? There are no figures in the second 
reading speech or the explanatory memorandum. I have heard figures bandied around that the market value 
would be around $120 million; in the media it was $150 million. Because we do not know how much the price 
will be, as was reported in the media today—they stole my thunder—that will not do much to fill the big black 
hole created by this government. If it is $150 million, what is the real cost of this sale, now and into the future? If 
it is going to cost five per cent of the sale price to carry the sale through, there is a chunk out of the $150 million 
already. It will do nothing to put a dent in the side of the big black hole. 
That is the current cost, but what about the future cost? How will the government address this in 15 years’ time, 
if the new owners decide that they do not want to continue providing a market on that site? Hopefully, this bill 
will require the new owners to keep the land site as the Perth market for at least 20 years. We have heard in this 
place that it would take at least five years for any new sale to be planned and a new owner to be found, so we are 
really looking at an operating period of about 15 years. What will it cost to create a new market in 15 years’ time 
in suburban Perth? All these questions need to be considered, and the government needs to be open about the 
process of how it arrived here and the detail of the sale. I remind members again that this asset belongs to the 
people of Western Australia and, as such, the people of Western Australia have a right to know. Will any of the 
money be put aside for future planning, land purchases, development of the horticultural industry, facilitation of 
wholesalers and growers, or even just to diversify the economy a little bit further so that both the industry and 
the Western Australian economy can benefit? Will any of the money from the sale be put aside for any of those 
things? We certainly have not been told that, and we know that it is going just to pay down debt. No-one will 
benefit from this sale in the short term or the long term. 
The second reading speech tries to lull us into some sort of sense of security. It tells us not to worry; it has all 
been done before in other states, and it is all hunky-dory and successful. We should not worry about private 
sector involvement in central trading areas, and it gave Sydney and Brisbane as examples. Sydney has a huge 
market at Flemington, and if members have been there they would know that it covers several hectares, with a lot 
of traders. A lot of produce goes through the market. It has operated as a company since 1997. The point is that 
their shareholders in the company are the growers, wholesalers and traders, and it is limited to that. In the old 
days, it may as well have operated as a cooperative, because that was certainly one of the models that was being 
talked about back then. When the original sale to the industry groups—the growers, wholesalers and traders—
went through, the land was owned by the government. The government still held the land but sold the business to 
the growers, wholesalers and traders. It is not a given that the model that has been put forward as an example is 
the same model that we will get here in Western Australia. Similarly, Sydney’s decision back in 1997 to operate 
in this way was not actually an overnight fire sale as we are seeing here. As an aside, I thank Hon Sally Talbot 
for providing us with a description of what a fire sale is. I had not stopped to think about that before, so maybe 
I should reword this. It is a cash grab. 
Hon Sally Talbot: Unprincipled. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Unprincipled is a good word; it is an unprincipled cash grab, and certainly without 
any detail or concern for the industry. As I said, Sydney’s sale was not done overnight. It was done at the behest 
of the traders. It was done after detailed and careful consultation. It did not happen with the swift passage of 
a bill through Parliament. 
I thought I would look for other models that were touted by the government as being similar to what is going to 
happen in Western Australia and, therefore, we should not worry about it. The owners of the markets in Brisbane 
are interested in forming a consortium with some of the wholesalers and other industry partners. I understand 
from the press that that might be the case. As I said, it is an unlisted public company made up of growers, 
wholesalers, secondary wholesalers, retailers and an industry organisation body. One of the conditions of sale for 
the Brisbane Markets was that the area operate as a market indefinitely. No time limit has been given; not 
20 years, not 50 years—indefinitely. Already we are seeing significant and important differences between the 
examples that have been held up by the government of how markets can work. Yes, they might be able to work, 
but they are very different from what is proposed here. 

 [16] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 26 November 2015] 

 p9011b-9030a 
Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Jacqui Boydell; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon 

Kate Doust 

I went on to look at another large market—the Melbourne Market run by the Melbourne Market Authority. 
Victoria was once known as the state of privatisation. Its government at one stage was very happy to privatise 
state assets. It went through a significant program of privatising state assets, almost on the ideological bent that 
privatisation was good and government was bad. Significant state assets were lost on that ideological drive by 
that government. Guess what? It did not sell the Melbourne Market Authority. Despite that big privatisation 
drive, the Melbourne Market Authority is still publicly owned. The government owns the land and the MMA is 
a state government agency, as the Perth Market Authority currently is in Western Australia. The market operated 
in West Melbourne for years and years and has been supplying the market—wholesalers, large consumers, 
feeder markets such as the Queen Victoria Market, and other businesses. As I said, the government owns the 
land. The previous government made a decision to build new markets in Epping and to move the markets from 
West Melbourne to Epping. Melbourne now has massive, new, brilliant wholesale markets. The previous 
government made that decision and the current government carried on that decision. It has not been easy. Some 
members of the industry did not want the move to the new markets because they are out at Epping, which is 
quite a distance from West Melbourne, and also for other reasons, but the previous and current governments 
talked to the industry and, in the interests of trade and of the ease of doing business, made the decision to build 
the new markets. 

They are some really different examples of the way in which market authorities are operating across Australia. It 
is not as simple as the second reading speech led us to believe. Sydney and Brisbane have different features from 
what has been proposed and what we are being asked to support with the sale of the Perth Market Authority. 
That is very different from what the government is telling us. In all those cases in which the markets are 
operating privately, not one went through a fire sale. Not one changed its mode of operation or privatised most of 
its assets in haste or with little or no consultation with industry. In all cases it was either an initiative of industry, 
at the request of industry or as a result of arriving at a strategic decision between government, consumers and 
industry. What was the word Hon Sally Talbot used? 
Hon Sally Talbot: Unprincipled. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: That is unlike the unprincipled haste with which this government is moving on this 
sale. This sale, even with its caveat of guaranteeing that the markets operate on the site for 20 years, is not based 
on industry need; it is based on a quick cash grab. Let us look at the process by which we have arrived at this 
point. What consultation has actually occurred on this unprincipled asset grab? I came across a document entitled 
“Perth Market Authority (PMA) Asset Sale Project—Stakeholder Engagement” from the Department of 
Treasury’s Strategic Projects and Asset Sales business. The document states — 

The PMA Asset Sale Project has carried out a range of stakeholder engagement activities which serve 
to: 
• inform the PMA Sale Project Team’s … understanding of … market operations and 

relationship with the Western Australian fruit and vegetable industry; 
• communicate project milestones to key stakeholders; and 
• provide a platform for stakeholders to provide feedback on the sales process. 

That is the asset sale project. Once the decision had been made to sell the asset, the asset sale project put together 
a team to understand how the market operates and its relationship with the Western Australian fruit and 
vegetable industry. After the decision had been made, the project team was tasked with understanding how the 
market operates! I think that says it all. What it really demonstrates is that the plan was always about the sell-off 
and not about genuine consultation with the industry about the needs of growers and wholesalers or what is in 
the best interests of consumers in terms of the availability of produce and how that will impact on the price of 
produce. What that little quote demonstrates is that it has always been about the sell-off. Another interesting 
feature of this document is — 

• Following closure of the Expressions of Interest Stage, the Team received confirmation of 
industry participation in the bid process. 

After the expressions of interest stage, the industry then said, “Yes, we will get involved in the bidding process.” 
It was not before the industry was asked what would be a good model for the industry. That was not even 
a consideration in the process. It was after the expressions of interest stage when the industry said, yes, it would 
get involved.  

Another thing that caught my eye in this very interesting document is the time line of stakeholder engagement, 
the activity, a summary of what happened and the date. The first thing that struck me was that Treasury met with 
the Chamber of Fruit and Vegetable Industries WA on 23 December 2014. This document indicates very clearly 
that the meeting was in response to a meeting request received by the Treasurer’s office. The government had 
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made the decision to sell Perth markets and announced that decision in May last year but right up until that time 
the government had not spoken to the industry. The industry had to make a request to the Treasurer’s office to 
have a meeting. The summary reads — 

Senior Department of Treasury officers met with CFVIAWA to discuss the proposed sale. CFVIAWA 
provided feedback options to retain the Market following the sale.  

The CFVIAWA gave its first expression of interest when it said that it wanted industry control over Perth 
markets in whatever form. “If it has to be sold, we want industry control over it.” Two days before Christmas, 
23 December, was when the Treasurer’s office responded to a meeting request with industry and the budget had 
been released in May. The document takes us to March 2015. Three months later there was a briefing for 
Perth Market Authority tenants and industry representatives. Nearly 12 months after the decision to sell had been 
announced, an industry briefing was held to provide a project overview to key stakeholders. The summary notes 
that attendance rates at two sessions—morning and afternoon—were high. If that was the first time the industry 
was given a project overview and briefing—almost 12 months after the decision to sell had been announced to 
sell—I bet there were high attendance rates.  

In April there was a series of interviews seeking market operations information from key stakeholders. It would 
have been great to find out about market operations because I think it is important. But I will come back to this 
a bit later when we talk about market controls. Information was sought from tenants about how the markets 
operate. It is kind of saying, “Well, we’ve got it on the market, now we need to know what we are selling; tell us 
how it works.” This document refers also to ongoing liaison with the office of the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food. It states — 

The Team has established a strong working relationship with the Minister’s Office, to understand 
industry response through its engagement with the Minister.  

I think it is pretty important that Treasury was talking to the minister—at last—because it seems unlikely that the 
minister would have been consulted about the asset sale prior to that decision, but I am happy to be corrected by 
the minister. I would like to think that the minister stood up for the industry and at least demanded some detailed 
consultation about its future. I look forward to that being discussed a little further. There are some initial 
concerns about the consultation process. Who was consulted early before the decision to sell the 
Perth Market Authority? Was any consideration given to whether this decision was good for the industry, for 
wholesalers, growers and consumers? What type of consultation took place and what kind of research took place 
on the future impact of this sale on consumers before we started barrelling down the sale road even before this 
legislative framework was put to us? What sort of discussions were held? It seems to be nothing other than 
a cheap cash grab.  

Even now, 12 or 18 months down the track, after that initial budget decision was made, the economy is 
changing—going down the gurgler is fair to say, really—and the government should be looking to diversify the 
economy. Indeed, it should have been looking to do that in the last budget, the budget before that and the budget 
before that. One way to do that is to strengthen the horticulture sector, to build its capacity to bring its goods to 
market and distribute its goods easily. There is certainly a whole industry in the wholesale and marketing of 
vegetables and fruit. There are certainly ways in which the government could have sought to strengthen this 
government asset and hold it in trust for the people of Western Australia instead of flogging it off to pay down 
a dodgy debt. In the face of all this, what will be the impact now and into the future for not only the industry but 
also consumers?  

I want to talk about not only the process involved in how we got here but also the transparency issues and the 
detail involved in this deal. Certainly, like Hon Martin Aldridge, through the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations, I have seen a number of examples of government contracts with private 
providers being redacted, so there has been little transparency on the detail of the sale but, more importantly, on 
what conditions, if any, are placed on the buyer.  

We have heard a lot about a range of market controls. Guarantees have been given to some members of 
Parliament that a set of market controls will be contained in the contract. Industry is looking for market controls. 
We have heard that promises have been made by the Treasurer to certain individual parliamentarians that market 
controls will be in the contract, but of course the question then is: who gets to see the contract? If the contract is 
about an asset owned by the people of Western Australia, Western Australians have a right to know what the 
condition of the sale of that asset is. The detail of that also needs to be known. Industry was completely cut out 
from this process prior to decision-making and, as I have just pointed out, from the stakeholder engagement 
process after the decision was made pretty close up to before the bill was introduced. Because the industry has 
been cut out, it needs more assurance that detailed market controls will be in the contract.  
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One could say if we are concerned about the life of the industry, market controls and what will be expected of a 
private provider should be contained in this bill. There should be market controls mandating the 20 or 50-year 
period of keeping the site operating as a produce market. I will get on to the difference between them shortly. 
Market controls would mandate the size of the land that will continue to operate as a market. The land is of quite 
a significant size. A lot of it, obviously, operates as a market. Other parts of that land operate as cool storage and 
shops. What is to stop a developer, if they are the successful tenderer, hiving off some of that land, reducing the 
size of it, or reducing the number of traders? The government has given us some assurance about market controls 
but, quite frankly, I want to see that on paper and I want other people to be able to see it as well. I want the 
industry to know that there is a minimum guarantee before there is ink on the paper. 

Another thing I want to see is who is going to control the central trading floor. Currently, there are mechanisms 
in place for that. Will the new owner control the number of sellers or traders on the market floor so that there is 
no one trader dominating? Has a guarantee been made to industry that the sale of the market authority will 
ensure that there is no monopoly, or at least a huge dominance, on the floor of traders; the size of the land; who 
is trading; how many are trading; and what is the relationship between the traders? Will the government 
guarantee that the new owners will keep traders there for a certain period? All of those things require an answer 
from the government, but they also require further investigation, and a detailed investigation. Is this sale good 
for the industry and good for consumers? What transparency will the government guarantee in relation to 
contracts, particularly market controls? 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [4.05 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That — 
(1) Order of the day 14, Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, be discharged and referred to the 

Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report no later than 
25 February 2016. 

(2) The committee has the power to inquire into, and report on, the policy of the bill. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.06pm]: I have listened 
very carefully to my colleague Hon Alanna Clohesy — 
Hon Michael Mischin: You have been persuaded, have you? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have been persuaded, in fact. I have listened very carefully. I think Hon Alanna Clohesy 
has raised a significant number of questions around the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. I am pleased to 
support her motion for referral to committee. I need to double-check it was to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation, which is a very good committee, and that has been authenticated by none other than the Treasurer of 
this state, Hon Mike Nahan. Today, the Attorney General, when he read in some amendments from the other 
place related to the Bell Group bill, passed on his thanks to both this chamber and to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation for their excellent work and for the amendments that had arisen from that work. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That committee did not look at the policy of it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The Attorney General can get up and talk about that. 

The fact we had an endorsement from the Treasurer in the other place about the excellent work this house of 
review does is something that we need to repeat, and repeat often. We have demonstrated time and again that we 
are able to go through legislation that is brought in here. In a number of cases legislation has been shown to be 
flawed. Through the work of our very important committee, the Standing Committee on Legislation, we have 
been able to identify those flaws and provide recommendations for solutions. As we saw with the other bill that 
has just passed through this place, the Bell Group Companies (Finalisation of Matters and Distribution of 
Proceeds) Bill 2015, members will recall that something like 18 or 19 pages of amendments—a significant 
number—arose from the recommendations of a parliamentary inquiry. I am not saying that as a result of 
a referral of this bill to the legislation committee the committee would come up with a similar number of 
recommendations for amendment, but it would certainly give it the opportunity to put out into the public space 
this legislation and seek comment from not only the stakeholders involved who operate out of the markets, but 
also the community. Having listened to Hon Alanna Clohesy, there have been gaps in the community 
engagement in the decision that this government has taken to sell off the Perth city markets. It would be an 
important opportunity for people to have a say. 

As we lead into a quiet time of the year, the period that has been allocated on this referral motion is probably 
appropriate—that a report be tabled in February—because it will give the committee ample opportunity to 
consider the bill. Members are not required to be in the house in February, so members from that committee 
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would be freed up, if you like, to meet as often as they can to take evidence and to seek and go through a range 
of submissions from stakeholders. The committee will pull together a document that will  better educate all of us 
in this chamber about not only the policy behind it—because I think there are some questions around that; and 
I will go through that in a bit more detail in a moment—but also about the structure of the bill. I will talk about 
some matters that I think the committee should consider around this legislation.  

Having listened to this debate over the last couple of days, a number of colleagues have talked about why we 
need this legislation. I think that is the first question the Standing Committee on Legislation should have a look 
at because the government has not justified why we need to sell off Perth markets. The minister made reference 
in her second reading speech to financial issues arising from the global financial crisis, but I must say that 
I thought that was a bit of creative writing, in a way, because we all know that the reason the government finds 
itself in this financial hole is not just from the global financial crisis; it is because of the financial decisions it has 
made and the way it has managed—or mismanaged—the budget. This would be an opportunity for the 
committee to pose those questions and find out exactly why we are in this position whereby the government is 
seeking to—I will use the word “fire sale” because it has been referenced a few times—flog off important 
government assets. I think that is probably one of the first questions that need to be responded to. The other 
question that has been picked up in a couple of members’ discussions is another question that the 
Standing Committee on Legislation could ponder during its inquiry; that is, the process has just started, so why 
has the bill been brought into the house? I know the government has an appetite to get it through expeditiously, 
but we are dealing with it while the whole tendering process is on foot. The tendering process and the legislation 
process are happening at the same time and I think that is an unusual process; indeed, I cannot recall it being 
done before. I think the Standing Committee on Legislation could look at what is being done in that way. It 
could look at the process that has been put in place and whether or not it is an appropriate way for the 
government to go about trying to sell this property. 

We know the value of these types of inquiries and we have had a number of debates in this place over the last 
couple of months during referral motions around different pieces of legislation. We still have another one to be 
resolved next week with the protest bill. We need to think about what our role is here. It is not just to 
rubberstamp legislation brought in by a government that is absolutely desperate to sort out its financial problems. 
It is our job to investigate and inquire and make sure that legislation works and that it is in the best public 
interest. I think that the Standing Committee on Legislation should be looking at whether this legislation is 
indeed in the best public interest. What will the community gain from this? What will it take away from this? We 
know that the government will take something away from this: it will be able to pay off some of its debt. But 
what will the community gain and what is its view of not only this asset sale, but also the others that will flow 
from it? 

It is very fortunate that somebody gave me a newspaper article today from last weekend, 22 November. It is 
from PerthNow. It was a lovely, soft piece about federal minister Michael Keenan. One of the parts of the article 
refers to the future. It states — 

Mr Keenan, who grew up in grew up in Menora, said the job of politicians was to ensure the next 
generation of Australians had “great opportunities”. “Every generation in Australia has had greater 
opportunities than the generation before,” he said. “There is a moral argument about spending within 
your means. It would be completely inappropriate as me as a parent to run up an enormous amount of 
debt for my wife and I to live and then bequeath it to my kids. Yet when we do that as a Government 
people seem to accept it.” 

He talks about why we should not be selling off assets. I do not know why that message has not been picked up 
by this government. We have already had a debate about the potential sale of the Totalisator Agency Board; 
some members of the government were not happy about that. The government is not is considering selling off 
poles and wires during this term of government. We have to ask ourselves why it wants to sell off an asset that it 
has had for about a hundred years. Why does it want to sell off an important asset for the growers of this state to 
bring their product to market, which should stay in public hands? 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 9041.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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