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BARNETT GOVERNMENT — FINANCIAL OVERSIGHT 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [3.04 pm]: I move — 

That this house censures the Barnett government for its lack of accountability and financial oversight in 
the use of taxpayers’ money for speculative or pet projects, including Osprey Village, 
Florence Hummerston Kiosk and FESA House. 

Is it not interesting? In question time we heard the Premier justifying his massive broken promise from the 
election campaign, in which he said to the people of Western Australia in no lesser forum than the leader’s 
debate, that all he meant about power price increases was that it applied for only one year. Why is he now going 
to that level of obfuscation and misleading about a clear election promise? Why is he doing that? It is because 
the government has so poorly managed the state’s finances over the last six years that he is going to break that 
most core of election promises in relation to the power prices affecting every member of the Western Australian 
community. On top of that, we have just seen declared the first deficit in Western Australia in the last 15 years, 
and it is a doozy. It is upwards of $1.5 billion. While Labor in office was delivering $2 billion surpluses, this 
mob are now delivering $1.5 billion deficits.  

Ms E. Evangel interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Then we have seen—as I saw so elegantly written in today’s The West Australian in an 
excellent column—the level of debt that this government has run up. State debt has increased from $3 billion 
when it arrived in office, to $25 billion today—and climbing. Is it any wonder? That brings me to the point of 
today’s debate. Is it any wonder that that has happened? The member for Girrawheen will talk about the 
$11 million the government spent that included paying $7 million to people to not run a Chinese restaurant in the 
city. An $11 million Chinese restaurant! The most expensive Chinese restaurant in the world is here in Perth, 
courtesy of the state government. I will talk about the Osprey development in South Hedland. What an 
illuminating response we heard by the Treasurer today about the Osprey development. This is the state 
government of Western Australia with a Treasurer who stands there and justifies Treasury, no less, not having 
any visibility or any control over a deal that is handing over scores of millions of dollars to a private developer 
for no return. It is an outrageous deal—a Barnett Inc deal—done because the government and the Treasurer did 
not do their job. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What do we know already? During 2012 the deal was signed between the state 
government and Fleetwood Corporation to provide around 300 accommodation units in South Hedland. It is 
a $95 million capital project, of which the state government put in $53 million and Fleetwood Corporation, 
known as a provider and manufacturer of caravan and portable housing, put in $42 million. That was exposed 
late last year. Fleetwood has been paid $7 million per year to operate this facility. Now what do we find? What is 
new about this that we have discovered now? I want to take the house through what is new. First of all, I will 
refer to the Fleetwood Corporation Interim Financial Report, which was tabled at the end of last year or earlier 
this year, and quote what Fleetwood Corporation has to say about it. The report states — 

The Osprey Village was commissioned in April 2014. As previously advised, the company’s return on 
investment is underwritten by the Western Australian government. Discussions continue with the 
government in respect of formal agreements to govern the village’s 15 year term. 

Then it goes on to state at the next page — 

Discussions continue with the Western Australian government in respect of formal agreements to 
govern a 15 year operating term for the Osprey village. Should the parties not be able to satisfactorily 
agree terms for a formal agreement, Fleetwood would be entitled to receive a capital payout from the 
government. In this event, Fleetwood’s group debt would significantly reduce. 

Fleetwood is now selling this. In documents provided to, as I understand it, the stock exchange and other bodies, 
Fleetwood is stating that it can get its money back and that will significantly reduce liability. What does that 
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mean? That means that there is a $42 million-plus liability to state taxpayers that was never disclosed before; it 
was not known about before and it has not been budgeted for. Another $42 million debt is sitting there because, 
as the Treasurer said today, Treasury had no oversight of this deal. Apparently, the deal did not go before the 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee or cabinet. There was no oversight; it was just a deal signed up at 
$100 million in total and with $42 million to be paid back—plus!—and the government holds all the risk. The 
government is left holding the baby in this deal. We know that because the Treasurer said it today, and late last 
week we received answers in the other place that detailed that. Once again, a disastrous financial deal is 
impacting on the people of Western Australia. Then we hear the defence. The government says it is because it 
had to provide accommodation that was not being provided otherwise. Let us go through that answer and that 
little furphy. 

How many units are in the development? Since it opened in April last year—commissioned, as Fleetwood said, 
in April last year—according to questions in this place, there are 293 units in this development. Guess how many 
are occupied now nearly a year later with the decline in the market in Hedland? According to an answer the 
government provided to the house in the other place last week, the princely total of 196 were occupied. That 
means it is one-third empty after a year. 

Mr P. Abetz: It is two-thirds full. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Southern River may say it is two-thirds full. The socialist over here says 
that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The National Socialist! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes! 

It is two-thirds full, one-third empty. One hundred units are sitting there empty. What has happened since then? 
This is the crux. Since we first raised this issue in November of last year, 308 properties are now for sale in 
Hedland, up from 235 in November. The private market now has 308 properties for sale, having climbed by 
80 since last November. Eighty additional properties are for sale since last November. In Hedland, 
308 properties are for sale and 351 properties are for rent, available today, up from 268 last November. That is 
another 80 on the market available for rent. Guess who owns those properties? Do members know who owns 
those properties? Ordinary mum-and-dad investors own those properties. All those people who bought into 
Hedland invested their own money, my friend. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Why does the Leader of the National Party not believe in people investing their money? 
Why does the Leader of the National Party not have any sympathy for people who invest their money? 

The SPEAKER: Order! Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the National Party has no sympathy for those private investors who bought 
into the market on the basis that they would invest in property, they would receive some rent and a return on 
their investment and over time they would be able to pay it off because of that rental income. That is the way the 
market works, my friends. Today 760 properties are either for sale or rent in Hedland. What has the government 
done? It has provided all these taxpayer-funded properties in competition with the private market. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, if you want to speak, you speak. Member for Kalgoorlie, if you 
want to speak, you speak. Member for Pilbara, I do not want to hear from you. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Guess the median rent for a unit comparable—probably better, to be honest—with those 
properties in the Osprey development? It is $575 a week. The private market in Hedland is normalising very, 
very quickly. What has the state government done? What has the Barnett Liberal–National government done? 
It has invested $100 million of taxpayer funds in this development in a falling market. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As the member knows, it was a falling market. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The government invested at the time $53 million of taxpayers’ money with an additional 
liability of $42 million-plus to be paid to Osprey without Treasury approval. Now we have all these empty 
properties owned by private investors throughout Hedland. Is it any wonder that we are now in this financial 
position as a state when the government does deals such as that around the place? If that is part of the bigger 
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picture, I want nothing to do with it. If that is part of the government’s bigger picture, I want nothing to do with 
it, because it cannot manage the state’s finances. The Leader of the National Party is an absolute menace to the 
state. There is a bunch of new information and we will keep digging to get to the bottom of this, because we 
want to know whether our liability is only the $42 million put in by Fleetwood or will it be greater? We want to 
know what the returns are now to the state, because originally the rent was significantly more and now the rent 
has declined significantly on this set of properties. The state will have to pick up that for the next 15-plus years, 
or will the state elect to sell out? Then what would be the losses as a consequence? Despite the village being 
open for nearly a year, why is it is only two-thirds full? It is one-third empty. Why did the government invest 
that money — 

Mr D.T. Redman: It is 70 per cent full today. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have given members the figures that the government provided to the house—196 out of 
293 are occupied. At the same time—I will repeat—660 or 670 properties are for sale or rent in Hedland, and 
that is climbing every day. There we see it; that is financial incompetence. The bigger picture is causing massive 
increases in debt and cost for the taxpayers of Western Australia and the government needs to provide answers 
on this very dodgy deal that was not done dirt cheap. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [3.20 pm]: As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, I want to talk about 
a couple of transactions that show a lack of commercial expertise on behalf of the Barnett government. When we 
came back to Parliament earlier this year, the Premier boasted in his Premier’s Statement about the new luxury 
hotel to be built on the site of FESA House. Having known about the background and circumstances of that 
transaction, he may well not have had much to boast about. The transaction has been of interest to the opposition 
since May last year, and I have to say that we still need to get answers. Two remarks hurled across the chamber 
earlier this afternoon are worth noting. The first came from the Treasurer—“If you don’t get adequate value, 
don’t sell the asset.” That is certainly something we agree with in relation to FESA House, and I will say why in 
a minute. The second is the statement made under standing order 82A, which was made by the Leader of the 
National Party and which, frankly, stretched credulity, but the bottom line was that the end justifies the means. 
The government has been ducking and weaving on a number of questions that we want to ask. I want to pose 
those questions now. If the government is open and transparent, it will give answers in its response. 

The first is this: if there was a hotel bed shortage—we are not necessarily saying that there was not—and an 
incentive was needed, what was the value of that incentive? We have yet to find that out. Three press releases 
about the building of a Westin Hotel on the FESA House site have been issued by three ministers, but none of 
them makes reference to the value of those incentives. The government has proudly boasted that incentives were 
given, but it has not said what those incentives were. If this is a case of market failure, what were the incentives? 
It may well have been that they were legitimate, but the fact that we do not know their value makes one smell 
a rat. Secondly, it is interesting to note that this was the first of the so-called hotel incentive schemes to be 
administered by Tourism WA, but we now know that it is the last. There was some ducking and weaving late last 
year when we tried to ask the Acting Minister for Tourism questions about the quantum of these incentives. At 
the eleventh hour on the very last day of Parliament, the Acting Minister for Tourism, Hon John Day, issued 
a section 82 notice under the Financial Management Act 2006, which is quite enlightening. The notice states — 

The incentive related to the FESA site was specific to the particular site and proposed project and 
provided — 

Wait for it — 
a higher commercial return to the Government than the independent valuation obtained during the land 
valuation assessment. 

That higher commercial return is inconsistent with the facts. It is fascinating. Another statement made in the 
section 82 notice that is worth noting reads — 

It is not anticipated that Tourism WA will be involved in the release of another incentivised hotel site in 
the near future. 

I am not surprised, because it made a real hash of it. We have received no explanation as to why this is the first 
and last of the hotel incentive schemes. We have no idea about the higher commercial return that is referred to by 
the minister. If, as the minister said in his statement, it is a one-off—it is site-specific—how is it that commercial 
confidentiality comes into play? If it is a one-off, special, does not create a precedent and is not to be repeated, 
why is that commercial-in-confidence? From the evidence found by the opposition, I think it can be more 
adequately termed “unfinancial-in-confidence”. 

The Leader of the National Party earlier today attempted to answer the next question. Why is it that a public 
servant says, “Discuss with”—I will not mention the name—“how the transfer/s might be conducted to conceal 
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the transfer value”? That is pretty unambiguous to me. I noted that in his section 82 statement, the minister 
referred to all sorts of minutiae that were not related to the meaning of the word “conceal”. It appears that the 
minister’s conversation was with the director general of the department, not with the officer who used those 
words, which raises more question than it answers. Further, why is it—we have heard some explanation but, 
again, I do not think it is sufficient—that the property — 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: It would be nice if the minister just fessed up in this place; that is what this place is about. 

Why was the property split into two sites? Does that have commercial implications? Is it a tax minimisation or 
a stamp duty minimisation effort? Next, of course—this is pretty telling because I think the government took its 
eye off the ball with this one—why is it that a public servant suggested — 

I want to get a Briefing Note up to Minister Hames about this issue so we can start the education 
process on the ‘size’ of the incentive 

In other words, this seems to be going along happily and some reasonably rash commercial decisions are taken 
while Minister Hames appears to be in the dark, which is highly unsatisfactory. The next question I ask is: How 
is it that in last year’s estimates hearings, Minister Francis, in referring to the $12.4 million impairment loss, 
which is mentioned in the Budget Statements, did not realise that in February last year, he had requested 
$24 million from the Treasurer to make up for the impairment? What happened there? Our freedom of 
information requests have been unsuccessful. At what stage did the Fire and Emergency Services Authority 
realise that it was losing $24 million and that there was an undertaking that the department would not operate at 
a loss by virtue of the sale of FESA House? It invested in new quarters and obviously should not be in debt for 
$24 million when, effectively, it was a tourism project. 

 I ask another question: why will settlement not take place until 2017–18 when the building will be completed? 
That seems very strange to me. All these questions put the issue outside the range of normal commercial 
transactions. At least three ministers had some knowledge of the transactions over the years. They are happy to 
give press releases about the matter, but not to be frank in this place or to be open and accountable by way of 
mechanisms such as freedom of information. 

The other interesting thing about the section 82 statement that Acting Minister Day gave is that the Auditor General 
is still contemplating his answer. Clearly, the Auditor General has concerns about the level of accountability that 
the government is prepared to give in this regard. Acting Minister Day’s statement ends this way — 

The State Solicitor’s Office has advised that the value of the hotel incentive should be treated as 
Commercial in Confidence and both the MRA and LandCorp have advised that the release of the 
incentive value would negatively impact their ability to negotiate and facilitate development in 
Western Australia. 

As we have heard, this is apparently a one-off; again, we do not understand how that can be. The last thing 
I want to say about FESA House is what Minister Day says in his section 82 statement — 

I have considered the public interest in releasing this information, and while the public has a general 
right of access to information held by government agencies, this right has to be balanced against the 
need to protect the financial and commercial affairs of the State. 

I have to say that the public interest also incorporates the right to sufficient information to be satisfied that the 
government is managing taxpayers’ money responsibly. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [3.29 pm]: Is the answer given by the Treasurer today in response to a question 
asked by the Leader of the Opposition about the Pelago apartments not interesting? His answer is a clear 
reflection of the lack of accountability, care and trust that should be given to the use of taxpayers’ money. The 
Treasurer’s answer was nothing short of disgraceful. He was being questioned about the use of $96 million 
worth of taxpayers’ money in a speculative investment in Osprey Village, Port Hedland. The opposition has 
chosen Osprey, but it could easily have reflected on Pelago, Cottier Apartments or The Junctions in 
Port Hedland. The opposition could have gone to any of the investments made by the Department of Housing 
around the City of Perth including—as mentioned by the Treasurer—some of the speculative investments made 
in Cockburn Central with companies such as Goldmaster Enterprises Pty Ltd. It could have gone to any of those, 
but it chose Pelago. Why? The answer is a disgrace—it is $20 million from royalties for regions and $33 million 
from the Department of Housing. That is $53 million of taxpayers’ money that has been put into a joint venture 
with Fleetwood, which stumped up $42 million.  

Who takes all the risk in this speculative investment? Only Western Australian taxpayers. The Labor Party has 
asked the Minister for Housing questions about this and the answers we have received about the joint venture 
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agreement between the Department of Housing and Fleetwood shows that the agreement is simply an interim 
agreement. Negotiations for a permanent agreement started last October and the interim agreement runs out in 
May this year. Under that interim agreement, the only return the taxpayer gets is on the rent collected from the 
houses and units in Osprey Village. That is the only return that taxpayers get on their $53 million. Fleetwood, on 
the other hand, will be paid $610 000 a month regardless of how many people occupy the village houses. 
Regardless, Fleetwood will receive $610 000 a month. Part of that $610 000 a month is a management fee and 
another part of it is a guaranteed return on its investment. It is the interest on the $42 million that it has invested. 

As the Leader of the Opposition said, the housing market in Port Hedland has started to decline. House prices 
have gone from $1.3 million to $360 000. How much does the Premier think the taxpayers’ investment in 
Osprey Village is worth today? Is it $53 million? I do not think so. Does the Premier think that Fleetwood will 
reach an agreement by May this year? If Fleetwood does not reach agreement, guess what? It gets all its money 
back. It will get the interest on the money that has been used so far, it will get all its management fee, plus it will 
get its money back! Taxpayers will be left holding the baby—a $96 million investment that is probably worth 
two-thirds of what was originally invested. That is the reason the Labor Party has moved this motion today. It is 
a clear lack of accountability and it is a reflection on the Barnett Liberal–National government. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [3.34 pm]: I want to open 
the debate from the government’s side, particularly to talk about the Osprey development which has been put on 
the record here. Other speakers will talk about other aspects of the motion moved by the opposition. I think it 
goes without saying that the challenge in the resources sector over the last number of years, particularly during 
the term of this government, has been in providing affordable accommodation to what we hope in the future will 
be normalised communities in the north west part of Western Australia. It has been a very heated market. The 
opposition has made significant calls for the government to do something about it. When I did a bit of research, 
I found a pretty intriguing question that was asked by the Leader of the Opposition in the Legislative Assembly 
on Wednesday, 22 February. I quote the question — 

(1) Given that rents in Port Hedland were approximately $1 200 a week in 2008 and have jumped 
to more than $2 000 a week in three and a half years, as revealed in the Pilbara Development 
Commission report “Pilbara Housing & Land Snapshot Residential & Commercial: Quarter 
Ending December 2011”, can the minister confirm that he has failed to alleviate cost-of-living 
pressures in the regions? 

(2) Does the minister take any responsibility for the massive increase in rents that families in the 
Pilbara continue to face? 

(3) Why has the minister allowed rentals and housing costs to explode on his watch? 

That question was addressed at the time to Hon Brendon Grylls, now the member for Pilbara. Do members know 
what was in the answer? The Osprey development was part of the answer. The opposition is putting to us today 
that there are issues around probity and a whole range of things related to the development project, including that 
we could not read the market and we could not make a judgement about what was happening in the Pilbara. 
I have read the response to the question the Leader of the Opposition asked on 22 February 2012. The notion of 
being able to judge what happens in the marketplace is extremely difficult but there is no doubt that we have 
responded. We have made a big attempt to normalise those communities. 

I will talk a bit about how far off we are from doing that. The opposition has forgotten the cost of housing and 
the cost of the workforce to support normalised communities—not just people engaged in the resources sector, 
not just people engaged in some of the bigger business ventures, but mums and dads who are engaged in small 
businesses and who simply cannot afford to live in those towns. It is really intriguing that the Leader of the 
Opposition’s argument flips from the worker chasing accommodation in an unaffordable rental market to the 
investor. That beggars belief. The opposition has flipped from the poor, downtrodden taxpayer trying to make 
a living and trying to deal with the cost pressures in the Pilbara to the investor. I looked at what has happened in 
Port Hedland. I might add that my most recent numbers say that the Osprey development is now 69.3 per cent 
occupied—203 units out of a total of 293. It is interesting to see the different demand profiles. The demand for 
one-bedroom units is at 96 per cent—120 out of 125. The number of two-bedroom units is 44 per cent—that is 
47 out of 107. The demand for three-bedroom units is at 59 per cent, or 36 out of 61. 

The Leader of the Opposition picked a figure off the internet for a typical rental price. 

Mr M. McGowan: No; it was off your website! 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Leader of the Opposition picked a median rent, but let me give him a figure. 
The average advertised rental in Port Hedland peaked in September 2012 at $2 540. At the end of the 
last December quarter, it was at a seven-year low of $1 153. The average rental in Port Hedland is at a seven-
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year low of $1 153, so one really has to ask the question: is it a truly normalised market? There is certainly a bit 
to go yet before it gets close to that. 

Over the past two years there has been a 45 per cent drop in the rental market and we are responding, as we 
should, to the challenges. It is not just the Osprey development. The Housing for Workers project, project 125, 
was delivered before Christmas 2013. That was 125 units at a cost of $90 million. Employment-related 
accommodation, in partnership with BHP Billiton, houses Aboriginal apprentices and trainees at a cost of 
$24 million. In the broader market, Osprey was over 200 lots and $53 million for its construction came from 
government. Housing supply was increased through the Cottier Somerset Apartments project, which built 
44 units at $25 million. The New Living program refurbished 300 social housing units in South Hedland and has 
significantly revamped South Hedland’s persona. It has transformed South Hedland from what it used to be 
when we came to government. This government has responded to the challenges and stepped up to the mark. We 
have responded to the challenges, and I think they are absolutely appropriate investments done as they should be. 
I quote what the Leader of the Opposition said in March 2014 — 

“There needs to be greater provision of housing stock. What we’ve identified today is that there are a lot 
of people in the Pilbara and in Hedland who don’t have a lot of money, who aren’t on big dollars, and 
who need help,” … 

I wonder whether the Leader of the Opposition is talking about the investors or indeed others who are finding it 
challenging. I find it amazing that the Leader of the Opposition has shifted from looking after the worker to 
looking after the investor. The opposition called for the government to do something and we did something and 
delivered. The opposition talked about the rental challenge in the past and we have made a significant step in 
delivering a better outcome for the people who live in the north west part of the state. The Leader of the 
Opposition has no credibility when it comes to regional Western Australia. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Planning) [3.41 pm]: I am amazed that the opposition has 
included reference to the Florence Hummerston Kiosk in this motion, partly because it is entirely unjustified and 
also because opposition speakers have barely raised it in their arguments. I do not think the member for 
Girrawheen made any reference to the Florence Hummerston Kiosk. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Cannington! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Leader of the Opposition made only passing reference to the Florence Hummerston 
Kiosk. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: It is clearly more important than the Guildford Hotel, isn’t it? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Not at all. The Guildford Hotel is — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I think most people understand my very strong desire to get a successful outcome in relation to 
the Guildford Hotel. I am also very keen to have a successful outcome to the Elizabeth Quay development, 
previously known as the Perth Waterfront project, a project that has been talked about in one form or another for 
more than 30 years or so. Yes, the government is very keen to get a successful outcome and completion of the 
project, and I have no doubt that both will occur. In fact, the public precinct will be completed near the end of this 
year. I understand that members of the opposition hate the project. They will never need to visit there. They will 
never need to take any members of their families there and they will never need to go there for a coffee or a drink or 
engage with it at all. However, I have no doubt that many other people in Western Australia, and visitors to the 
state, will be very keen to visit the Elizabeth Quay precinct and take advantage of what is being created there. 

I think the attitude taken by the opposition to the Florence Hummerston Kiosk is extremely small-minded. It is 
petty and backward. The government and I certainly do not accept the premise that preserving the state’s 
heritage and making it more accessible to the community is a pet project, as referred to in the motion, or indeed 
that it is not a good use of taxpayers’ money. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: I was amazed to see in an ABC report last week the member for Girrawheen, representing the 
opposition, trying to suggest that the relocation and reconstruction of the kiosk was some sort of an 
afterthought—certainly not by this government. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for the third time. If you want to give us 
continuous coverage, you will be gone. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The need to deconstruct the Florence Hummerston Kiosk was contemplated in the very early 
days of the project as determined by this government, so there has not been any surprise at all. Most people 
would agree with reconstructing the building on the new island that is being built as part of the project, adjacent 
to the new children’s playground that will also be built on the island. It will make the building much more 
accessible to the public and much more family friendly than before. It previously had an expensive 
Chinese restaurant located within it. There was nothing wrong with that, but the new use of the building in its 
relocated form will certainly be much more family friendly, with a cafe and restaurant. As I said, it will be 
adjacent to the new, very high quality children’s playground that will be built on the island. The kiosk is a very 
important heritage building, and as I said, it will be much more accessible. It may have also occurred to the 
opposition—or maybe it has not—that the state government, through the Metropolitan Redevelopment 
Authority, would not have achieved the $64 million paid by Chevron for the purchase of the two lots where its 
new building will be built, because it happens to have been where the Florence Hummerston Kiosk was 
previously located. I suspect that in the previous government’s “Dubai-on-Swan” plan that was put out, it would 
also have had to deconstruct the kiosk or whatever it might have done—who knows? It would at least have had 
to remove the Florence Hummerston Kiosk. We do not really know. We know there was a very glossy drawing. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The previous government was very good at making announcements and presenting glossy 
pictures, but it was not very good at completing projects. As I said, this project has been talked about for 30-plus 
years and this government is doing what has been talked about and announced on many occasions. We are 
actually delivering a project. 

It is also important to appreciate that in response to the public investment that has been made in creating this 
very high standard, world-class new precinct—engaging the city with the river much more effectively than has 
been the case in the past—there will also ultimately be $2.2 billion of private sector investment attracted to the 
site over the next few years or so as buildings are constructed. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: There will be the new Chevron building, the new Ritz–Carlton hotel, the other apartments and, 
ultimately, other projects. 

The current project is also an important employment generator, with 147 employees currently on the site, 
I understand. Over the life of the project, 407 jobs will have been created. Indirectly, we estimate that 
approximately 1 200 jobs have been created as a result of this project. The costs were made public last week. 
The cost of the deconstruction undertaken by Colgan Industries is $442 720. There is $3.48 million for the 
reconstruction of the building and the provision of new public amenities—that is, additional public amenities 
adjacent to or really as part of the reconstructed building. There was $7.24 million paid to the previous lessees of 
the building, Wang Nominees. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girraween! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: From the point of view of the state and on behalf of taxpayers — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: We believe it has been a very adequate and appropriate offer on behalf of the taxpayers of the 
state to Wang Nominees; however, it has exercised its right to take the matter to the Supreme Court and there 
will be an outcome from that process at some stage. It is worth putting on the record that there was effectively 
a 40-year lease; there was a 10-year period with three 10-year options that had been granted by the City of Perth, 
which previously had the responsibility for the building. The state government has had to take up the 
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responsibility, as was always accepted, to finalise the completion of that lease. I also point out that two local 
companies have been engaged and provided with work to deconstruct and reconstruct the building. I have 
mentioned one of those, Colgan Industries, and there is also Clinton Long Project Management. The work that is 
being created, and the no doubt high-quality heritage restoration work being undertaken in Western Australia, 
should not be overlooked either. 

I will also make a few comments about the preservation and interpretation of heritage in the Elizabeth Quay 
project widely. The Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority has a very strong record in preserving and 
interpreting heritage in a number of locations. That has certainly been the case in East Perth and in the 
Perth CBD. It has also been the case in Midland and Subiaco with the projects that have been undertaken there 
either by the MRA or its predecessors, the Midland, Subiaco and East Perth Redevelopment Authorities. In 
relation to heritage aspects more generally and the Elizabeth Quay project, the Sir J.J. Talbot Hobbs Memorial 
has been relocated. That was done very sensitively and appropriately. It is now located on the western side of the 
Supreme Court Gardens. I also recall that the City of Perth has been allocated something like $2 million for 
works within the Supreme Court Gardens, which are a consequence of the Elizabeth Quay project being 
undertaken. The kiosk is being reconstructed and a brick, water and sewer line, which was located during the 
works on The Esplanade, is being preserved and will be incorporated into the public realm. Stories will be 
incorporated into an interpretive loop trail and interspersed with Indigenous public art, which will reveal the 
cultural significance of the area in order to help consolidate a sense of identity and place. 

The fact that the opposition does not take its own ideas very seriously, as indicated by the comments made about 
the Florence Hummerston Kiosk, is borne out by the fact that it barely referred to the issue in its debate. I do not 
think many members of the public accept what it is saying. Most people in Western Australia accept that what is 
being provided in the Elizabeth Quay project will be of benefit to many thousands—and, indeed, millions—of 
Western Australians and visitors to Western Australia over many years to come. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Tourism) [3.52 pm]: I want to talk in particular about the 
FESA House site. Like the Leader of the House, I am amazed that the opposition put this subject on its little list. 
Not only was this a great result for government, but also it highlights the incompetence of the former 
government. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It highlights the incompetence of the former government, in particular a former Minister for 
Tourism, the current Leader of the Opposition. 

The first report I want to quote from is a report put out by Access Economics titled “Perth hotel economic impact 
study”. It looks at the significant increase in occupancy of hotels from about 2001, when the Labor Party came to 
government, and a desperate need for additional hotels to be built within the city. It states — 

There is growing concern regarding a lack of hotel accommodation in Perth’s CBD and its potential 
adverse impacts on leisure tourism and business activity in the state. 

It goes on to state — 

Since 2006, insufficient capacity (and the price-pressures that these shortages have induced) has 
dampened visitation to the state, with an estimated 333,000 room nights foregone between 2006–07 and 
2008–09, … 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the second time. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: If the member is patient, I will get her one. 

The SPEAKER: Minister, sit down, please. Member for Girrawheen, I have continually asked you to stop. I call 
you to order for the second time. Please, through the Chair. 

Point of Order 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The minister continued to speak once you were on your feet. It is one thing for members 
to interject across the chamber. It has always been a much more serious offence when somebody continues to 
speak — 

The SPEAKER: Thank you for that point of order. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: — when you are on your feet. You have not called him to order. 
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The SPEAKER: Thank you for that point of order. I do not know whether the minister heard me. The member 
for Girrawheen has been interjecting continuously. I do not want any more interjections. Through the Chair, 
thank you. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I did not notice that you were on your feet but the member for 
Midland did. She kept talking when you were on your feet. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: I was making a point of order. You know that.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Once he stands up, you have to sit down. 

The SPEAKER: Right. The point of order is over. I hope I have explained it. Through the Chair. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Come on, sookie. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The report says, member for Albany — 

Since 2006, insufficient capacity (and the price-pressures that these shortages have induced) has 
dampened visitation to the state, with an estimated 333,000 room nights foregone between 2006–07 and 
2008–09, — 

During the Labor government’s years, and that does not include all the time it was in government from 2001 — 

resulting in a loss of tourism exports estimated at $213 million … 

A total of 213 million tourist dollars were lost just from 2006 because of the lack of action by the Labor Party 
when it was in government and the Leader of the Opposition’s lack of action when he was Minister for Tourism. 

Further, in 2006 another study was done by Tourism WA. It was commissioned by the Labor government. 

Mr M. McGowan: What’s the relevance of this? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: It is very relevant. It was a study into the Perth hotel investment market. The forecast said 
that to keep up with the demand of growth of just three per cent per year, Perth needed to add between 270 and 
300 rooms per year for the next 10 years. That was the problem that this government found when it came to 
government. When I was made Minister for Tourism, I was determined to address it. We had to work out what 
the issue was with our hotels. Why were we not getting hotel development in this state? What should we as 
a state government do to fix that?  

We developed a hotel strategy to try to get more hotels developed in this state, something that the Labor Party 
should have done years and years before. It was not that hard to do. That same report—this is telling the Labor 
Party what it should have done in 2006—states that the key problem was that hotel development was recognised 
as having a higher risk and lower return than other forms of investment, such as residential, retail and 
commercial. It suggests that without Western Australian government intervention to facilitate the right 
investment environment, new investment for Perth hotels was years away. That is what Tourism WA was telling 
the former government in 2006.  

How did we address that? The first thing we did was look at plot ratios in the city. They needed to be increased 
to create an incentive for hotels to build and for existing hotels to expand. Who has control over that? The 
Minister for Planning and the Department of Local Government and Communities. I arranged a meeting with the 
Minister for Planning and Lisa Scaffidi from the City of Perth. I said, “This is what we need to do. Is it 
something we can do quickly?” I was told yes, but it would take 18 months. I said that we needed to do it much 
quicker. The minister’s office and the City of Perth got together and got it through within 12 months. We rapidly 
brought that forward. Then we asked ourselves what we needed to do about the high cost of the development of 
land. If an investor buys a site on which it can put a commercial block, it is a much better return on investment 
than a hotel. If that investor puts apartment blocks on it, it is an even greater return on investment. Who would 
buy a block of land and build a hotel unless the government, on its own land, predetermined that a hotel had to 
be built there? Member for Girrawheen, that is a cost to government. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: I will get to that. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Where’s the transparency? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES: The transparency, to start off with, is the government making it clear that it was prepared to 
accept that there was a cost in loss of value by determining it needed to be a hotel site. We did that with 
Elizabeth Quay. Hence, we got the Ritz–Carlton hotel. That is how we got the Ritz. We said that that site would 
be for a hotel. If we had said that a developer can build what they like on that site, someone would probably have 
bought it to build apartments because it would be worth a lot more to them as a development project. But we did 
not do that because we needed a hotel. Now we are getting a six-star hotel built on Elizabeth Quay. That is how 
that decision was made. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Can you get us something in Albany? 

Dr K.D. HAMES: We do have to do something in Albany. The member is exactly right. Other ministers will 
address that. 

Mr P.B. Watson: You are not going to build a hotel in Albany. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: That is not in the matter of public interest motion, so I am not allowed to talk about it. 

Mr P.B. Watson: It hasn’t bothered you so far. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The other thing to do — 

Several members interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Mr Speaker, it is very difficult when I get incessant interjections. Can I say that I do not want 
interjections? Can the member for Mirrabooka help me? Can she go in the chair so she can stop them when I say 
I do not want to accept interjections? 

The SPEAKER: Through the Chair. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The other thing is for government to provide government land without seeking the full return 
on investment if we just sold that site. We therefore looked around for government land that would be suitable 
for a hotel and we found the Fire and Emergency Services Authority site in the old Perth Chest Clinic owned by 
the Department of Housing. That was determined to be an ideal site for a hotel, probably looking to build a four-
star hotel on that location. That was decided as the ideal site. When we looked at valuations, we said that a hotel 
had to be built on that site, so that was going to immediately affect the valuation. A series of so-called valuations 
were made on that site. The first was FESA’s book value on the building, which was $32 million. That had never 
been tested in the market. I can assure members that if FESA had decided to sell that building, it would not have 
got $32 million, despite FESA having that amount on its books. However, it was moving to a new location; the 
government wanted FESA to move to a new location and it wanted to support FESA. That is the amount of 
money we were counting on to make the package work, so FESA was provided with the gap between what was 
received and that amount of money. The only reason for that full amount of money was to make sure the move 
by FESA was facilitated. 

Then the site was valued, as happens, at highest and best value, and that came in at about $22 million. If we built 
apartment blocks at highest and best value, that is the amount it would have been worth. If a hotel were built, it 
would be valued at zero. That was the valuation received by the department for a hotel site. If it were 
a commercial site, the value would be between $6.6 million and $9.8 million. We sold it for $8 million, a price 
that reflects offices being built there—more than just a hotel. The developers are building a combination of 
establishments—a hotel, apartments, restaurants and cafes. 

I want to leave a few minutes, so I have to wind-up there. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The last question asked was: why was settlement left until 2017–18? The reason is that once 
a site is sold, it reduces control over what is built on that site. We wanted to make absolutely certain that a hotel 
would be included on the site, so a mechanism to ensure that was to delay settlement until that building had been 
constructed, hence the delay. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Pilbara) [4.02 pm]: In the few minutes left, I want to make a small contribution to this 
debate. I was not going to talk about hotels but I will briefly because the member for Albany interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Just before you start, I want you to talk on this motion, not on a hotel in Albany. 
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The Albany community needs a hotel either on the foreshore or on the Middleton Beach site. 
It is very unfortunate that those two sites remain empty. Since I have been looking at this issue I have come to 
believe that if an investment is made on that site, it will need government investment and government 
underpinning. The very criticism members opposite have directed at the Minister for Tourism today for wanting 
to ensure that a hotel is developed in the city is what they will call for in Albany. This is the hypocrisy of 
members opposite. I take members back to Osprey Village. 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: The Leader of the Nationals talked about the opposition calling at the time for government 
to invest in the provision of housing in the community. Today they have said in this debate that it should have 
been left to the private sector. They said that we should have let the private sector deliver that house; it is a risk 
that the government should not have taken. I can guarantee this chamber that if the government had not invested 
in housing in the Pilbara whereby it had some control over rentals, the average rentals would not exist as they do 
in the Pilbara today; they would still be completely out of control. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: At the time that decision was made, rents in the pretty poor area of Port Hedland were 
$4 000 a week. A small business owner of a business called Pilbara Boats N Bikes said he was going to shut 
down and would walk out of town. Tony’s Pilbara Boats N Bikes was a recipient of the government’s properties 
for which we managed rental prices. That business is still there today and going strong and he is talking about 
expanding. That is the difference. If the Labor Party were in government, it would have let the market decide and 
Pilbara Boats N Bikes would have shut. The whole small business sector of the Pilbara would have been wiped 
out. That is the way the Labor Party would have it.  

I am very glad that the government invested in 293 units in Osprey. That manages the rent; it is property the 
government owns to keep a watch on the private sector market. The investors the Leader of the Opposition was 
talking about were those charging $3 000 a week rent to Pilbara Boats N Bikes where his mechanic was trying to 
fix boats. The market did not work; it failed. Government investment was required and we made that investment. 
Just last weekend a new Dôme cafe opened in Port Hedland. It is a fantastic new business involving private 
sector investment in a heritage building; there are 500 people in the street. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call to you order for the second time.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That could never have happened with rents at $3 000 a week, but now that investment is 
coming. The small business sector will rise to take the space of the construction workers who have moved out of 
the community. If the Leader of the Opposition thinks Port Hedland is dead and should be written off, that is 
exactly what his political chances are. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [4.07 pm]: I wish to provide a contribution to the financial cowboys 
opposite—the WA Liberal Party. What do we want to talk about today? We want to talk about accountability 
and the oversight of the use of taxpayers’ money, but members opposite did not talk about that at all. 
The Treasurer, that great protector of taxpayers’ money, could not even stand up to make a contribution to this 
debate. What an erratic performance we saw from him today in question time talking about tall grass, 
Joe Hockey hiding the GST review and selling an iron ore port at the bottom of the market. What an erratic 
performance! The Treasurer tried today to talk about the separation of the Labor Party from the working class. 
We have seen the separation of the Liberal Party from all commonsense and all sense of financial responsibility. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Liberal Party has walked away from any sense of financial management in this state. 
The Treasurer talks about separation. This is a man, who, when he was head of the Institute of Public Affairs 
said that the GST was a good deal, that the states were getting too much, that debt was bad and that we should 
run surpluses. Separation? I do not know where he got that from. What a performance by the 
Liberal government, the financial cowboys of Western Australia. The end justifies the means! That is absolutely 
ridiculous. Treasury has been locked somewhere in the basement of Dumas House, I think. No consideration has 
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been given to Treasury’s processes. The government expends money and underwrites projects but it does not 
involve Treasury. That is absolutely abysmal. Get out. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Division 
Ayes (19) 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Noes (35) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms E. Evangel Mr R.F. Johnson Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.M. Francis Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr R.S. Love Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Ms W.M. Duncan Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton  

            
Pairs 

 Mr D.J. Kelly Mr V.A. Catania 
 Ms L.L. Baker Ms M.J. Davies 
Question thus negatived. 
 

 [12] 


	BARNETT GOVERNMENT — FINANCIAL OVERSIGHT
	Matter of Public Interest
	Point of Order
	Debate Resumed

	Division


