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CONVENTION CENTRE DEVELOPMENT 

Motion 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.16 pm]:  I move - 

That the House calls on the Premier to - 

(a) stop concealing important details on the nature and extent of his Government’s gift of 
taxpayers’ money to the private convention centre development; and  

(b) explain to the House the form of equity to be taken by the State in this private venture and the 
total cost to the State, including related public infrastructure costs. 

At the outset, the Opposition does not wish to have a repetition of the debate about the overall wisdom of giving 
priority to government funding for a convention centre over other community needs, such as health, education 
and law and order.  Today we want to debate, not the general concept of supporting a convention centre, but the 
specific proposal for the Government’s support of this convention centre, which it apparently intends to sign in 
the next couple of weeks.   

The Opposition does not resile from its position that it is the wrong use of government money and a wrong 
priority to fund a convention centre at this time.  However, we have had that debate.  The Government intends to 
proceed with the convention centre, so we should now examine the cost and risk to taxpayers involved with the 
project. 

I refer first to the design of the convention centre, which is proposed to be erected on what must be one of the 
best remaining sites in the central business district.  A large public investment will be made in this project.  Why 
are we not getting a building that will be an icon for Perth into the future?  Why are we getting an ugly building?  
The truth is that it will be an ugly building.  Members who doubt that should look at the letter published in the 
Sunday Times by Bill Warnock.  Members opposite may point to his connection to members on this side.  
However, he has a reputation as an independent authority on Perth planning matters.  If the Government signs 
this contract, this ugly building will be the Premier’s legacy to the CBD of Perth.    

It is a very large building.  It is a prime site.  There is a lot of government money.  We should be getting 
something that is very special, but we are not. 

Mr Court:  Such as? 

Mr RIPPER:  Does the Premier have confidence in the quality of the design of the convention centre to which 
his Government will sign up?  Does he think it will be a good design and will he be proud to have it as his legacy 
for the central business district?  

Mr Court:  Yes.  Do you think the Government would agree to something of which it was not proud? 

Mr RIPPER:  We hear around the traps that the Premier is not happy with the design, and he can dispute that.  
However, many people are unhappy with the design, and it would not be a surprise if the Premier were one of 
them.  In fact, the article in the Sunday Times by Mr Warnock commented somewhat positively on his 
involvement with CBD planning issues and expressed disappointment about the Government’s acceptance of this 
design.  One of the other proposals had a leading international architectural firm, which is headed by Norman 
Foster, do the design.  Members might be aware that Norman Foster was responsible for the architectural work 
on the renovation of the Reichstag - the building to be occupied by the Parliament of the unified Germany. 

Mr Court:  What do you mean “to be occupied”? 

Mr RIPPER:  It is being occupied, but when he did the architectural work, it was to be occupied.  There is no 
doubt that Norman Foster’s firm has an international reputation.  It has been engaged for very significant 
international projects, including the building in Berlin which is occupied by the Parliament of the united 
Germany. 

Mr Court:  If you keep talking about this Parliament, I will bring in my photographs.  I have all the photographs 
of the Parliament and the party rooms.  If you want to debate the Reichstag in Germany, you should do so.  I 
don’t have a problem with that.  

Mr RIPPER:  I am debating the need for a site in Perth, such as this one which has a significant investment of 
$110m of public funds plus land, to have a building of which we can be proud in the future.  We do not have that 
building with this design, and I do not believe there is universal support within the Government for the design 
and this project.  Those people in the Government who are concerned about whether we should go ahead with 
this convention project should speak up quickly because the Government is moving ahead.  
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The second issue I will raise is the planning solution.  On Thursday, 7 September, the Opposition asked the 
Minister for Planning about the convention centre.  The question asked -  

(1) Is the Multiplex convention centre proposal the best proposal for the convention centre from a 
city planning perspective? 

(2) What role have planning agencies taken in the development of the convention centre project?   

(3) Does the minister have full confidence in the convention centre project allocated to his 
agencies?   

The minister replied that his responsibility was obtaining various approvals.  Once those approvals were 
obtained, the matter was handed to the Minister for Tourism; and Sport and Recreation.  That is one of the 
problems with this project.  This is a major city planning matter.  It should have been handled by the planning 
agencies.  Instead, it has been handled by the tourism agencies.  That is why we run the risk of not getting a good 
result from the point of view of city planning.  If the Minister for Planning and the planning agencies had been 
properly involved in the development of this project, we might have had a better choice on the design of the 
convention centre.  The Minister for Planning has a deficient understanding of his responsibility.  He is not 
responsible simply for giving out approvals and then washing his hands of the convention centre project.  He has 
an overall responsibility for the quality of planning in Perth and for the outcome of major developments in Perth.  
He and his agencies have either abrogated that responsibility or somehow shunted it aside within the 
Government’s decision-making process.  The Government has some questions to answer about the planning 
aspects of this decision.   

Various people have put to us some relevant questions.  Has the overall precinct in which the convention centre 
project is to be allocated been properly planned yet?  One of the tenderers told us that it had put forward what it 
regarded as the planning solution for the precinct as part of its project.  It did not regard the Multiplex proposal 
as embodying that same planning solution.  It argued that the Multiplex project would require two things:  First, 
additional planning studies, particularly for the surrounding road network; and, secondly, additional public 
spending on roadworks required for the convention centre.  That is the argument that has been put to the 
Opposition.  In pursuit of the question of accountability, naturally we put that argument to the Government.  We 
asked the Premier about that issue on Thursday, 7 September.  He said that some modifications to the existing 
freeway off-ramps are required and that the total cost of the alterations will be met by the consortium.  However, 
when we asked the Minister for Transport in the other place, we got an interesting answer that hinted that 
something else might be occurring.  He said the same as the Premier about the freeway off-ramps.  He said that 
the cost would be met by the consortium.  However, he went on to say - 

However, in that area we have the Perth access plan, which is quite apart from this development in the 
Perth area.   

I regard that as a hint from the Minister for Transport that investment may be required in the Perth access plan to 
accommodate the convention centre project.  I would like the Government to be absolutely explicit on this 
matter.  If additional planning is to be done, who will do that planning and who will pay for it?  If additional 
roadworks are required, who will construct those roads and who will pay for them?  The Government is giving 
an explicit answer in this House and an answer that hints at further costs in the other House.  Meanwhile, out in 
the commercial world, other tenderers for this project are warning the Opposition that there will be a need for 
significant public expenditure on planning and roadworks as a result of the acceptance of the convention centre 
proposal by Multiplex.  The Government should be aware that those arguments are being put outside this 
Parliament and it should respond to them very clearly.   

The third issue I am concerned about is the process by which the Multiplex proposal was accepted as the 
preferred proponent.  The Minister for Tourism in the other place has indicated that each of the three leading 
tenderers failed to meet the mandatory requirements of the tender.  He said -  

Leighton consortium’s bid was conditional on the State’s acceptance of the goods and services tax 
liability, and the exhibition hall was not divisible into seven spaces.  Multiplex consortium’s bid was 
conditional on stamp duty and land tax relief, and the flexible performance space was not separate.  The 
Nexus consortium bid proposed break-out rooms for only 1 000 delegates and was conditional on stamp 
duty and land tax relief. 

That was therefore a situation where each of the proponents failed to meet the mandatory requirements of the 
request for tender.  What happens in those circumstances when no tender meets the mandatory requirements?  
The State Supply Commission has a web site that contains its policy and guidelines manual.  A section of the 
manual is headed “Negotiate and Apply Due Diligence”.  It has a couple of interesting sections, one of which 
states -  
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Negotiations must not disadvantage other tenderers by distorting competition or affecting trust in the 
competitive tendering process adversely. 

The Government should be aware that a negative effect on trust in the competitive tendering process has 
occurred as a result of the convention centre decision.  The Government should know there are unhappy 
proponents out there in the community.  In fact, I believe the Government may have received letters from those 
proponents.  The Premier might like to confirm that correspondence with unhappy tenderers.  In the interests of 
accountability, the Premier might like to table the correspondence that he, or his Government, has received from 
people who have lost trust in the competitive tendering process as a result of the way in which the convention 
centre project has been handled. 

I will refer to the specific issue of what must be done when three proponents fail to meet the mandatory 
requirements of a tender.  The State Supply Commission’s web site states -  

In the event that none of the tenders are acceptable, it may be possible to commence negotiations with 
the least unacceptable tender.  It may be that unacceptable elements of the tender can be resolved 
through negotiation, provided the negotiated settlement does not alter the original scope of the 
requirement materially.  This approach may avoid the costly process of re-inviting tenders.  

In the final analysis, Multiplex failed to meet the minimum requirements of the tender in two significant aspects:  
It will not provide a separate, flexible performance space, and the requirement to provide 20 000 square metres 
of floor space has been reduced to 17 000 square metres.  Those two outcomes are contained in an answer from 
the Minister for Tourism in another place.  It appears that those two outcomes are contrary to the statements in 
the State Supply Commission’s policies and guidelines manual that is accessible on the Internet.   

I repeat the key sentence in that manual -  

It may be that unacceptable elements of the tender can be resolved through negotiation, provided the 
negotiated settlement does not alter the original scope of the requirement materially.   

If the Multiplex bid were to be accepted and finalised, the requirements of the original request for tender would 
have been materially altered and the original scope of the tender significantly reduced.  I can understand that 
people involved in this process are adopting a negative and critical attitude to it, as they believe they have been 
treated unfairly.  If the Government changed the rules for one tenderer, why did it not change the rules for all of 
them?  How can a tender be accepted if it is so different from the original request for tender proposals sought?  
What will the Government say to unsuccessful tenderers who struggled to meet the requirements of the original 
tender process and who then see a successful proponent ignore those requirements?  I am glad the Minister for 
Works and for Services is listening attentively as there is an implication for his agency and its policies in the way 
in which this process has been handled.  

The next issue I shall deal with is government participation in the project.  Frankly, given this Government's 
previous attitudes to involvement with business, I was stunned when I heard it proposed to take equity in the 
convention centre project.  I was particularly surprised, as it had not been a feature of the previous debate on the 
project.  In fact, the Government said right at the outset that it would not take equity in the convention centre 
project.  Page 23 of the convention centre request for proposal document states clearly that the Government will 
not hold equity in the project.  I understand that at least one of the other proponents asked the Government if it 
would take equity in the project and was told flatly that the Government would not.  The Government therefore, 
in the request for proposal document, said it would take no government equity.  When it is asked by a rival 
proponent whether it will take government equity, it said it would take no government equity.  The Government 
then announced Multiplex as the preferred proponent and later announced that the Government was considering 
taking equity in the project. 

Why is the Government considering taking equity in the project?  Who first proposed that the Government take 
equity?  Does it relate to the financing of the project?  Does it relate to the taxation arrangements of the project?  
What are the risks involved for the public?  These are questions to which we have sought answers from the 
Government and which we have had a great deal of difficulty obtaining.  For example, on Tuesday, 5 September, 
my colleague the member for Rockingham asked the Premier who first proposed that the Government take an 
equity partnership in the convention centre project.  In fact, he asked a four-part question, the first three parts of 
which the Premier conspicuously failed to answer.  He simply said -  

The answer to the last part of the question is no.  There would be no liability in the arrangement that is 
being negotiated. 

I suppose it is fair to say that given it was a four-part question, the Premier answered two parts.  When the 
member for Rockingham asked a supplementary question, the Premier went on to say - 
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I will ask the minister responsible who suggested what arrangement was to be finalised and provide that 
information to the member.  

The Premier gave that assurance to the House on Tuesday, 5 September.  I have checked with my colleague, the 
member for Rockingham, and that information has not been provided to him.  He has not been given the 
information that the Premier promised this House on Tuesday last week he would provide.  That is consistent 
with the Government's ducking and diving on the question of equity.  It is remarkable that the Government fails 
to provide us with information on this very important issue. 

On Wednesday last week the member for Rockingham again asked the Premier a question about this matter.  The 
key point of the Premier’s answer was contained in the following sentence -  

Negotiations are still being conducted with the preferred provider and a number of options are being 
considered. 

Once again the Opposition was fobbed off by the Premier on the question of equity.  The Government is 
confused about the question of equity.  An answer provided by the Minister for Tourism in the other place 
reveals a very disturbing situation.  He said, in response to an interjection from the Leader of the Opposition in 
the other place - 

That is why I have always said, since this whole issue was raised, that the word “equity” is probably the 
wrong word. 

The Leader of the Opposition said - 

What is the right word? 

The minister replied - 

If I knew what it was, I would tell members. 

That does not inspire confidence.  On the one hand the Government has failed to provide information even when 
it promises to provide that information and, on the other hand, there is evidence of government confusion about 
this issue. 

What is the Government proposing to do with the so-called equity participation in the convention centre project?  
Why is the Government proposing to take equity contrary to all its previous statements on this subject?  When 
did it advise any other tenderer that it would be prepared to take equity in the project?  What are the dangers of 
the Government taking equity?  The Government might say that there is no liability, but usually equity 
participation in a project implies some acceptance of risk.  It is not only the actuality, it is also the perception.  
Government equity in this project will give rise to a perception that the Government is accepting part of the risk.  
As a noted financial commentator said on television, “It is a slippery slope” and, to use another metaphor, the 
Government may find that it is attached to this project as it would be attached to a tar baby.  Once the 
Government has taken equity, it will have created a perception that it has accepted some of the risk.  If things go 
wrong, the Government may find that it has more obligations than it has been telling us it has.  There is a 
suspicion commercially that this is all about assisting the preferred provider to gain access to finance. 

Mr Bradshaw:  Your friend, not ours. 

Mr RIPPER:  I hope this is not a question of friendship.  I hope the matter has been conducted on a proper basis.  
There are unhappy people out there who do not believe it has been conducted on a proper basis.  If the member 
for Murray-Wellington checked with his Leader and Premier, he may find that the people have written letters to 
the Government, and he may be able to exercise his accountability role as a government backbencher and ask to 
see copies of the letters that have been sent to the Government.   

Mr Court interjected. 

Mr RIPPER:  Do not try to distract us from the real issues.  We want to debate this specific convention centre 
project - this Government’s proposal - not the history of the last century.   

The Government should explain to us the finance arranged for the Multiplex convention centre proposal.  Will 
the Government guarantee to this House today that the finance is arranged for that project?  Have the prospective 
financiers - the banks - demanded government equity in this project before the finance is granted to the 
proponent?  The Government should make a clear and definite statement about these matters.  It has been said 
outside this Parliament that the equity is about assisting the Multiplex preferred provider to obtain finance for the 
project.  Those arguments may be wrong.  However, the Government should give us an explanation.  People 
outside this Parliament also sugges that the Government equity arrangement is connected with minimising the 
commonwealth tax, which the preferred provider will pay.  The Government should say whether it is involved in 
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a tax minimisation arrangement for the Multiplex proponents.  Were the State involved in that sort of 
arrangement, it would be of concern to the Government’s federal colleagues.  

It is very difficult for the Opposition to make definite statements about these matters.  We do not have access to 
the documents.  We are not inside the Government.  We hear things in the community and it is our responsibility 
to bring those issues to the Parliament, confront the Government with them and to hear the Government’s 
explanations.  Enough is being said in the community about this project to give rise for concern about the design, 
about the planning matters, about the process, about government equity in the project, about the extent of the 
Government’s gift to the project, and about the risks the Government may be taking on behalf of taxpayers. 

Finally, I make some comments about the probity of the process.  The Government has advised that the probity 
auditor is satisfied with the probity of the process.  However, we hear outside this Parliament that disappointed 
proponents have asked for an extension of the probity auditor’s contract.  I can see some reasons for them 
wanting that.  If the design and financial arrangements are to be changed, what is the probity and fairness of the 
original process?   

In response to criticisms about the design, the Government has indicated that there will be some design changes.  
From the information given to us, it appears that Multiplex has sought to make new financial arrangements for 
the financing of the project.  Perhaps the Government’s equity participation is connected with those new 
financing arrangements.  If the project involves material alteration of the original scope of the requirement and is 
therefore contrary to the State Supply Commission’s policy and guidelines manual; if the design and the 
financial arrangements of the project have been changed; and if, contrary to all its previous statements, the 
Government is now offering equity, we must ask whether the process is fair.  It is no wonder that people who 
have participated in this process are asking questions.  The Premier should table the correspondence that his 
Government has received from proponents to the tender process so that this House can make its own judgment 
about the probity of the process. 

This is an ugly design on a major central business district site and the Australian Labor Party has real questions 
about whether the planning for this project has been done properly.  We also have serious doubts about the 
probity and fairness of the process, because of the lack of information on and the confusion and stonewalling 
about the Government’s equity participation in the project.  Whatever the merits of the overall convention centre 
project and the government assistance to that project - about which we can agree to disagree - very serious 
questions have been asked about the way the Government has handled this proposal.   

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.51 pm]:  I support the motion moved by the member for Nollamara and 
supported by my colleague the Deputy Leader of the Opposition.  This motion is a great opportunity for the 
Opposition to put on the record some of the concerns raised by the general public and to put them to the Premier.  
Hopefully, we will get definitive answers to those questions in the time allotted to us this afternoon.  I hope that 
the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and I do not get yet another snow job about the benefits of this project.  I 
will put on the record the various concerns raised by people in the business and general community about this 
project.  I want to see the Parliament operate effectively and provide some decent answers.  

The request for proposal document, which every tenderer used as the basis of submissions for the government 
subsidy, contained a definitive statement on page 23 that the State would take no equity in the project.  That 
definitive statement was relied upon by the various tenderers in their submissions, and they were judged 
accordingly.  Now, after the project has been awarded, the goalposts have been shifted.  We must ask and the 
Premier must answer why the goalposts have been shifted.  It has been said that, of the $110m subsidy, $36m 
will go into the commonwealth coffers as tax revenue because of the way in which the project is structured.  I am 
aware, and anyone who reviews the document will find, that one of the tenderers was the Leighton Contractors 
Pty Ltd consortium.  I have with me its submission entitled “A new meeting place for Perth”, which indicates 
that that consortium set up a structure to avoid that payment going from the State straight to the Commonwealth.  
It was trying to ensure that the State was not giving a subsidy directly to the Commonwealth.  Has the successful 
tenderer failed to do that?  Is the Government’s approach in granting equity a backdoor way of ensuring that a 
huge slab of state money is not transferred straight to the Commonwealth?  The Premier must tell us about the 
arrangement because we need to know.   

The second issue circulating in the public arena - it is a very positive theory - is that the Government has taken 
equity in this project because the successful tenderer has had difficulty getting its finance together.  We should 
know whether a secret arrangement has been put in place to guarantee finance for the successful tenderer.  It has 
been said that the successful tenderer’s finance with the Commonwealth Bank has fallen over and it has had to 
approach the Commonwealth with this equity arrangement or go to another bank - ABN AMRO, a Dutch bank - 
to arrange finance.  These are very serious matters.  If the successful tenderer is relying on a change in the rules 
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to get its finance together, the Government should tell us now.  That is not the way open and accountable 
government should work.  

The stadium option being put forward by the successful tenderer places it on the car park alongside the Perth 
Entertainment Centre.  I believe that the parties associated with the PEC are very unhappy about this 
arrangement, which is infringing on their business operation.  It is valued at about $60m.  The PEC owners were 
not consulted about this arrangement, although it will directly affect their business.   

Mr Court:  What has a value of $60m?   

Mr McGOWAN:  The PEC.  

Mr Court:  Are you saying that it is valued at $60m?   

Mr McGOWAN:  Yes.  If the Premier were to check that, I am sure he would find that that is correct.   

These parties are very concerned about the placement of the stadium on that site and the potential effect on their 
operations.  The stadium may well be under threat because legal action may be instituted by the owners of the 
PEC.  The Government should tell the House whether legal action is pending, whether any correspondence has 
been sent by the owners of the PEC to the Government, and whether they are reserving their rights.  They should 
have been consulted about such a project being placed next door to their premises.  

The Premier said at the outset of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition’s speech that he thought the design was 
fine.  He is one of the few people who do.  It places a big Colorbond roof on Perth’s landscape as viewed from 
our icon park - Kings Park.  An article in The West Australian of 26 July portrayed the Premier as being very 
cool about this design and he was quoted as saying that it should be reworked.  He also indicated that the 
financial arrangements needed to be reworked.  If the financial arrangements and the design are being reworked, 
how can we have confidence that the best tenderer was chosen?  The Government is reopening the process after 
the successful tenderer has been chosen.   

It has also come to the Opposition’s attention that the Premier briefed or met with the Multiplex consortium and 
the architect, Mr Phillip Cox.  It has been stated that the Premier said that the design of the Multiplex convention 
and exhibition centre should be reoriented to ensure it allows a great view of the belltower.  The Premier should 
confirm or deny that he has called for the project to be reoriented.  I have looked at the model on three occasions 
and I can confirm that it faces the belltower.  It would be of great interest to the community if the Premier gave 
that direction.  The Premier should respond.  He appears to be signing letters.  I hope he heard that I want to 
know what advice he gave the Multiplex consortium about this project.  

Mr Johnson:  Have you taken up the offer of a briefing yet?   

Mr McGOWAN:  I will deal with that later.  

I refer to the minimum mandatory requirements.  Clause 3.2 of the request for proposal document includes 
design guidelines that are considered the minimum benchmark requirement for all respondents.  

Only one respondent met the minimum benchmark requirements.  That tenderer was the Leighton consortium.  
Page 13 of the summary of the task force assessment of the request for proposal document stated that Leighton 
proposed a facility which meets the minimum mandatory requirements.  Only one tenderer met the minimum 
mandatory requirements; that is, Leighton consortium.  It would not surprise me if the Leighton consortium is 
considering legal action against the Government for this breach or if the Government received submissions from 
that tenderer about this matter.  In the request for proposal the attached guidelines minimum benchmark 
requirements for respondents states that the Leighton proposal met the minimum mandatory requirements.  One 
party met those requirements and was eliminated from the process.  The Opposition needs to know if the 
Government, on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia, is putting them at risk of legal action on that 
matter.   

The Opposition also needs to know why the Minister for Tourism has misled the upper House about this matter.  
Yesterday, the Minister for Tourism, the Government’s leader of the upper House, said that the Leighton 
consortium did not meet the minimum mandatory requirements.  It had clearly met the minimum mandatory 
requirements.  It is obvious that the Minister for Tourism misled the Parliament and it also shows that he is not 
across the process.  This concerns $100m of taxpayers’ money, a huge opportunity cost of $75m for the land, yet 
he does not know what the minimum mandatory requirements were or which consortia - there were only three 
finalists - met those minimum mandatory requirements.  Yesterday, in the upper House, the Minister for Tourism 
also said that the Multiplex consortium met the minimum mandatory requirements.  The Multiplex consortium 
did not meet minimum mandatory requirements.  It failed in the amount of exhibition space by three thousand 
square metres.  Its proposal is not divisible into seven spaces as required, it was only divisible into six, and it did 
not have a separate theatre.  The Multiplex consortium failed to meet the minimum mandatory requirements in 
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three major areas but the Leader of the Legislative Council did not know that.  I find it frightening that the 
minister does not know what is happening with hundreds of millions of dollars of ordinary people’s money.  I 
suppose I cannot expect any better.   

Mr Johnson:  Why don’t you go and get a briefing.  

Mr McGOWAN:  I can guarantee members that the minister does not know anything about this project.  The 
member is so far out of his depth as a minister, he does not have a clue.   

I made a freedom of information application to LandCorp seeking copies of all correspondence about this 
project.  I received a letter from LandCorp which shows that LandCorp was contacted by a member of the 
Leighton consortium concerning this project.  The letter states that the Leighton proposal and the land-banking 
arrangements it had in place was an exciting proposal and was a great result for the Western Australian 
community.  It said that the value of the land was over $2 000 per square metre.  This letter, which I obtained 
through FOI legislation, was obviously ignored by the task force examining this matter.  The task force made 
one phone call about it.  LandCorp was never invited by the task force to put its case, to examine the project or to 
get involved in the matter.  That essentially means that one of the tenderers was not properly consulted about 
what it proposed about this project.  Its option was not properly considered by the task force examining the 
matter.  That is one aspect of the failure - it may not be considered a probity failure.  It was a failure to properly 
examine the project evidenced by a government agency that was not asked to be involved.  An answer given by 
the Minister for Planning recently conspicuously avoided endorsing the project when the Opposition asked him a 
question about it.  

The Premier should answer concerns about the stadium; it has fallen over.  One of the parties that was involved 
as part of the stadium was North East Equities Pty Ltd which is owned by Mr Nick Tana, a prominent soccer 
identity in Western Australia.  It was stated in the Press that Mr Tana, as part of this proposal, said that he wants 
to have exclusive rights to the stadium for 10 years and for Perth Glory to have exclusive rights.  Apparently that 
is unacceptable to the Government as it should be.  Where does that leave the stadium?  The stadium will be 
constructed from public funds and put into private ownership.  What has happened to it now that this party will 
be made to withdraw?  We do not know.  It is supposed to be signed in two weeks from this weekend.  The 
Premier must answer that question.   

It has also come to the attention of the Opposition that after 4 July when the Government announced the 
successful tenderer as the Multiplex consortium, the consortium then went through a process from 4 July to 30 
September negotiating key performance indicators; in effect, the conditions of the contract.  It has come to the 
Opposition’s attention that as part of those negotiations, the successful tenderer is trying to put as many 
obligations and risks that it can back on the Government.  The Opposition needs to know what has been 
negotiated.  The Government will sign the contract on 30 September and the people of the State will not have 
been informed about the obligations that are being put back on them.   

I want the Premier to answer these questions:  First, is the equity in the project part of a means of avoiding tax 
going to the Commonwealth?  Second, is it part of shoring up the finance for the successful tenderer?  The 
Opposition has information that it is.  Third, did the Premier demand or suggest that the project be oriented 
towards the belltower?  What will happen with the stadium now that the financing has fallen over?  Has the 
Government been under some pressure concerning the Perth Entertainment Centre and the disruption that will 
take place?  Is the successful tenderer trying to put more obligations back on the Government as part of the KPI 
negotiations?  Is the Government now involved in legal proceedings concerning its breach of the request for 
proposal document and the fact that the Leighton consortium managed to comply with that document, yet the 
Government has breached the request for proposal document?  All of these questions must be answered and I 
hope that the Premier does answer them.   

I will answer one question put by the Minister for Planning concerning the famous briefing I was supposed to 
have missed.  I will answer the question so that the Premier does not go on about it.  The briefing was supposed 
to be on 1 August.  I wrote two letters prior to that, one to the minister and one to the Western Australian 
Tourism Commission asking for a briefing.  I received a phone call at 1.30 pm on 1 August advising me that 
there would be a briefing at two o’clock.  I had a diary full of appointments and was unable to attend.  I had 
advised the WATC of that.    

Mr Johnson interjected.  

Mr McGOWAN:   No, that is untrue.   

I then rang Mr  Roy Laming, the Chief of Staff of the Minister for Tourism, to tell him I could not attend that 
briefing, and I asked him whether he could organise another briefing at Parliament House so that all my 
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colleagues could be briefed, and I set a tentative date for a Tuesday evening at around that time.  I did not hear 
back from him.  I was then in the Parliament and saw Mr Crockett in the building, so I assumed the briefing must 
have been organised.  I called Russell Stranger from the Premier’s Office to ask whether Mr Crockett was here 
for the briefing, and he said no.  I did not hear another word.  I wrote two letters; I responded to the half-hour 
notice of the invitation to the briefing; and I called the Premier’s Office and Mr Laming.  The Premier has 
obviously not listened to a word I have said.  It is beneath the Premier to keep harping on this point, because it is 
patently untrue.  The Premier needs to answer all these questions now, because in two weeks the taxpayers of 
this State will be up for $185m of taxpayers’ money.   

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [5.11 pm]:  Has the member for Rockingham had his briefing yet? 

Mr McGowan:  You obviously do not listen. 

Mr COURT:  I do listen. 

Mr McGowan:  I have not, and I have asked your office -  

Mr COURT:  The member for Rockingham had an open invitation for a briefing.  Is he saying he has not been 
able to organise a briefing? 

Mr McGowan:  You are not listening.  That is indicative of your Government - out of touch. 

Mr COURT:  If the member cannot organise it himself, I will ring his secretary to find out what times he has 
available -  

Ms MacTiernan:  That is a pathetic defence.  It is not working. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Baker):  Order, member for Armadale! 

Mr COURT:  It is not a defence.  It is well over a month since the announcement was made.  

Mr McGowan:  Do you call three phone calls and two letters no attempt? 

Mr COURT:  I have said in this Parliament that any time the member wants a briefing, it will be arranged for 
him.  Give us the dates -   

Mr Ripper:  Give us the information now.  Put it on the public record now, in the Parliament. 

Mr COURT:  If the member will give me his secretary’s name and telephone number, I will check his diary and 
make the appointment for him.   

Mr McGowan:  There are a lot of questions to be answered, Premier, and you have limited time. 

Mr COURT:  I do not have limited time.  A lot of issues have been raised.  Once again, the Opposition has put 
on record that it thinks this is a dud project.  It is now saying it has become an ugly project and the probity 
auditor has not done his or her job and has not had it all properly covered, etc.  I do not know where the 
Opposition is coming from, but this Government will build a convention-exhibition facility of which this State 
will be proud for many decades to come.  It will be a huge job creator.  It will be a critical part of this State’s 
future tourism development.  The longer members opposite keep taking a negative stance on this project, the 
better. 

I want to answer some of the questions, particularly how the Government will provide the $110m that we have 
said will be available for this project when it gets under way.  It was communicated clearly to the public that 
after the sale of the pipeline from the north, virtually all of those funds would be set aside for the retirement of 
debt.  Two major components were set aside.  One component was $100m to expedite a school computer 
program.  The other component of $100m was to be the catalyst for the development of a dedicated convention-
exhibition centre in this town.  That amount was later increased to $110m to provide an incentive to also 
incorporate a stadium for soccer and rugby.   

The Perth convention and exhibition centre task force is currently in the middle of finalising contractual 
negotiations with the Multiplex consortium.  The member is right:  The task force has set a date.  It wants to try 
to complete those negotiations by 30 September, which is the date scheduled for the signing of the first legal 
documents.  When those negotiations are completed, all of that information will be provided to this Parliament 
and to the public.  It is incorrect to state that important details about the nature and extent of the Government’s 
gift of taxpayers’ money are being concealed.  It should be noted also that throughout this process, the probity 
guidelines have been followed strictly; and they will remain in place at least until the contractual arrangements 
have been entered into.   
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The member asked whether the unsuccessful proponents will take legal action.  How would I or the Government 
know?  If they want to take legal action, they can take legal action.  They do not need to send a signal to us 
saying -  

Mr McGowan:  You do not understand how it works.  That is exactly how legal action works. 

Mr COURT:  If they want to take legal action, they will.  However, I will be very surprised if they do that, 
because many of these people have said this has been one of the best, most open and transparent processes they 
have ever been through.   

Mr Ripper:  Have you or your officials received critical letters? 

Mr COURT:  Let me finish.  I have been asked a lot of questions, and I will provide the answers.  The 
Government’s objectives for this project are to maximise the economic benefit that will be derived by the State; 
ensure that all the operational and business risk is borne by the proponent; and provide a situation in which the 
financial assistance offered is not simply a gift to the proponent but will allow the State to maintain its net worth 
and provide the best possible outcome for the shareholders - the taxpayers of this State - who will provide that 
$110m.  The negotiations are being conducted with the preferred provider, and a number of options are being 
considered.  In considering those options, and consistent with the above objectives, the Government does not 
propose to assume any operational risk.  Accordingly, it will not have access to any share of the profits from the 
business, nor will it be directly involved in the running of the facility.   

Mr Ripper:  Why take equity? 

Mr COURT:  I have said I will talk about the different options that are being looked at with regard to how and 
when those moneys will be provided.  Interestingly, the land on which the convention and exhibition centre will 
sit will remain in the ownership of the State and be leased to the operator for the term of the lease.  We 
commenced this possess by saying that we were prepared to provide financial support and freehold land, if 
required.  However, as a result of negotiations, we have not needed to provide freehold land.  The member for 
Rockingham said the land has an opportunity cost.  Yes it does.  It is a car park.  It was a car park for 10 years 
while members opposite were in government. 

Mr McGowan:  Ten long years. 

Mr COURT:  Ten long, miserable years.  I am told that some people on the opposition side would be happy if a 
car park were painted on top of the roof so that it looked the same as it looks now.   

At the termination of the lease of the land in 35 years, the ownership of the centre and the land that is leased will 
revert to the State, and a comprehensive performance agreement will be in place for the term of the agreement to 
ensure that the State is placed to achieve the associated economic benefits.   

Financial support can be provided in a number of different ways.  When members opposite were in government, 
they used some very innovative ways of providing financial support.  We certainly will not do it in the way that 
members opposite provided financial support. 

Mr Ripper:   Why have you changed your mind on the question of equity? 

Mr COURT:  The Government could make a straight cash grant, but it would be very nervous about it because 
no security would be provided if the project completely fell over.  We could arrange to own part of the buildings.  
For example, the buildings would be identified as attracting specific loans.  A loan could be arranged by which 
moneys are paid out as works are progressed which, to a certain extent, would provide proper security over the 
moneys.  If the proponents meet all their obligations over the 35 years that loan will not need to be repaid.  This 
Government and previous Labor Governments have used that method for industry assistance based on various 
models.  In some cases, loans are granted for industry assistance and if the proponent meets certain requirements 
the loan becomes a grant.  

Mr Ripper:  Is the possibility of a loan being turned into a grant still a live option? 

Mr COURT:  They are all live options because, as I said earlier, negotiations are under way.  The Government 
will not allow any moneys to be transferred until works have been completed that will justify that occurring.  

Mr Ripper:  Why did you say no to equity in the first place and change your mind later? 

Mr COURT:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition keeps using the word “equity”.  As I said, it is the 
Government’s responsibility to ensure the financial assistance offered is not simply a gift to the proponent, but 
an arrangement that will allow the State to maintain its net worth and provide a good outcome for the 
community. 
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Mr McGowan:  This document says you will not do that.  We asked a specific question. 

Mr COURT:  The document indicates that the Government will provide financial support for the project.  As I 
said, there are a number of options. 

Mr Ripper:  Will you please answer the question?  Your request for proposal document said “no equity” and you 
told another proponent flatly, no equity.  According to the Minister for Tourism, you are now considering equity.  
Why did you change your mind? 

Mr COURT:  The Government undertook to invest $110m into a project, but it will ensure it has proper security 
over the investment.  If members opposite want to call a loan of $110m for 35 years “equity”, they can do that. 

Mr Ripper:  Was the request for proposal document wrong?  

Mr COURT:  No.  The Government will not allow any moneys to be transferred to the proponents unless the 
funds are properly secured.  It would be irresponsible to do otherwise.  

Mr Ripper:  Are you saying the Government suggested equity, not the proponent?  

Mr COURT:  I am saying we will not allow funds to be transferred. 

Mr Ripper:  I know what you are saying.  Who suggested the equity - you or the proponents? 

Mr COURT:  As I said, the Perth convention and exhibition centre task force, which has negotiated a very good 
deal for this State, is examining the various options.  It will bring back to the Government what it considers to be 
the safest and most secure way that financial assistance can be provided. 

Mr Ripper:  There are two sides to negotiations.  Which side put up its hand and asked about equity? 

Mr COURT:  I can assure the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that Treasury would not allow the Government to 
enter into an agreement that did not properly secure the moneys we invested. 

Mr Ripper:  Did the Government suggest equity?  

Mr COURT:  The Government said it would invest $110m into a project, but not without the safest, most secure 
way of doing so. 

Mr Ripper:  Your request for proposal document said no equity.  You told a proponent no equity.  Now you are 
talking equity.  Was that suggested by the proponent or the Government? 

Mr COURT:  If the Deputy Leader of the Opposition is referring to equity as something that will involve the 
Government as an active player in the convention centre, I have spelt out that the Government will never be in 
that position.  It will not take equity in the sense of being a shareholder of the project.  However, the 
Government will ensure that, irrespective of how the money is transferred, it will not be transferred until works 
have been completed to stand against the moneys as security. 

Mr Ripper:  The report of this can only be that you refuse to say who suggested equity.  That is the only 
plausible report. 

Mr COURT:  No; I am saying that the task force will make a recommendation to the Government that will 
provide the best possible security from the taxpayers’ perspective. 

Mr Marlborough:  Are you saying that the clause referring to equity should have been read by all proponents on 
the same definition you are applying; that is, simply that the Government was not to have any equity in the 
facility operationally or in the sense of being liable for it?  Those people apply for projects all over the world.  
How should they have read it? 

Mr COURT:  The Government has said it will provide $110m.  However, it will not transfer that money if it will 
be at risk.  This proposal is completely the opposite to proposals in which members opposite involved public 
funds when they were in government. 

Mr Marlborough:  I think we have just about hit the nail on the head. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Baker):  Order!   

Mr COURT:  We started with a commitment to invest $110m plus land.  The task force has negotiated an 
arrangement whereby no freehold land is being provided for the project and both the land and the buildings will 
return to the ownership of the State.  It is a first-class arrangement. 
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Mr Marlborough:  That is not the issue.  The issue is whether the paperwork that pulls the people to submit their 
time and money into a claim to do this project was fair and reasonable.  Under the circumstances, the Opposition 
is suggesting it was not fair and reasonable. 

Mr COURT:  Is the member for Peel saying that this process has not met all the probity standards? 

Mr Marlborough:  I have asked the key question. 

Mr COURT:  The motion refers to concealing important details on the nature and extent of the Government’s 
gift of taxpayers’ money to the private convention centre development.  I have explained that nothing is 
concealed in the fact that the Government will provide $110m, but it will not pay that money until it has been 
properly secured.  

Part (b) of the motion seeks an explanation of the form of equity to be taken by the State in this private venture 
and the total cost to the State, including related public infrastructure costs. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition commented that the Perth access plan is hiding infrastructure works that 
might be done.  The project put forward is designed to proceed based on the present road system, apart, I think, 
from one of the off ramps, which is included in the proposal to fund the changes.  

The Perth access plan is being circulated for public comment.  It has been worked on for some time and much 
concern has been voiced about some of the proposals.  The transport people have made it clear that they will not 
make any major changes until the tunnel is completed - a couple of off ramps are yet to be completed - and the 
upgraded Narrows Bridge is operating.  At that time some decisions will be made about how the movement of 
traffic in the city can be better managed.   

The convention centre will go ahead with the road system as it is.   

Part of the Perth access plan - again, there has been a lot of comment on this issue - includes the way in which 
Riverside Drive operates.  We are keen for parts of Riverside Drive to be changed to enable the development of 
the aquatic centre as part of the second stage of the Barrack Square redevelopment.  All of that has been released 
for public comment.  There has been a lot of debate about how that road system should work.  The Perth access 
plan is a separate project, but this development will go ahead without any changes taking place.  It is a separate 
issue.  Does the Deputy Leader of the Opposition want to ask any more questions on that issue? 

Mr Ripper:  Is it the case that one of the failed proposals would have funded quite a bit of the road changes that 
are required for that precinct? 

Mr COURT:  Does the member mean the Norman Foster proposal?  I wish members opposite had gone to the 
briefings.  

Mr McGowan:  I asked for one for the entire Caucus on 8 August, and you would not give us one. 

Mr COURT:  Members opposite can have a briefing any time they like.  After members have had the briefing, 
they will understand why there were difficulties with that proposal.  It involved a major reworking of the 
interchange system.  The basis of the proposal was that the Government fund the whole project and get back its 
moneys from the sale of land that was to be developed.  The proposal was to build a convention facility on the 
waterfront next to the Narrows Bridge.  The area where the car park and convention centre will go was to be 
turned into a high-rise, redevelopment site.  We were told that if all those buildings were built there, the 
Government would make a lot of money.  They were right; we would have made a lot of money.  It is all on 
reclaimed land.  However, there would have been an outcry in the community at putting high-rise buildings 
along those car parking areas in front of the city.  We have taken the position that the main part of the exhibition 
centre be no higher than the level of the roads in the interchange system.  We would have great difficulty with 
major high-rise developments taking place.  On financial sums, if people were allowed to put a lot of buildings 
there, the land would be sold for significant money. 

Mr Ripper:  Are you saying that the Leighton proposal was rejected for planning reasons rather than financial 
reasons? 

Mr COURT:  As I said, I wish members opposite would go to a briefing.  The Leighton proposal was rejected for 
a number of reasons, the most significant of which was that it was not seen as a functional convention-exhibition 
facility.  Considering that our main purpose was to build a convention and exhibition centre, that was a major 
requirement.   

Mr McGowan:  Leighton’s proposal meets the minimum mandatory requirements.  
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Mr COURT:  The member for Rockingham should come back into this House after he has had a briefing.  The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition referred to Norman Foster being an international architect.  He is implying that 
because someone is an international architect, he is better than a local architect. 

Mr Ripper:  I am saying that he is an internationally respected, leading architect.  It would be surprising if he did 
not come up with a good design. 

Mr COURT:  Sir Norman Foster is an outstanding architect.  I took it upon myself to look at some of the works 
that he has designed.  I went to the Reichstag, which is probably one of the most interesting parliamentary 
chambers in the world.  It was designed to ensure that the members of the public have incredible openness in 
their Parliament House in the sense that half of the Chamber is surrounded by glass.  Members of the public 
stand at the back and can look straight in. 

Mr Marlborough:  You had better make sure he does not design the next one here. 

Dr Constable:  Let’s get him to design the next one here.   

Mr COURT:  I think the member has hit the nail on the head.  The public gallery is fascinating, because it comes 
in over the top of the members.  Some of the people in the public gallery are closer to the Speaker than are some 
of the members in the Chamber.  People who are sitting in the public gallery feel as though they are part of the 
debate.  

Mr Marlborough:  We do not want anything like that.  

Dr Constable:  Let’s just have a new building.  

Mr COURT:  The member is a heritage vandal!  This is a lovely Chamber. 

Dr Constable:  We need an extension for this one. 

Mr COURT:  I have been to the new Hong Kong airport.  A number of practical issues are associated with that 
airport because of its design.  It was designed as a cathedral on its side.  It could not carry all of the weight of the 
fire water systems, etc, so there are very strict standards about what materials can be used to build inside it.  That 
is a story in itself.  To cut a long story short, Norman Foster is a terrific international architect and is keen to 
build up a strong practice in Australia.  I hope he wins a lot of work in Western Australia that enables him to do 
so.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition commented on the car park at the Perth Entertainment Centre.  Car parking 
is an issue and the member implied that the Government has a responsibility to provide car parking in that area.  
The issue of car parking for both the soccer stadium and other facilities is currently being worked on by the Perth 
City Council.  As I understand it, the council will significantly expand the number of car parking bays in that 
area.  It will upgrade the car park between Murray and Wellington Streets, and build a car parking facility on the 
other side of Roe Street and have connections to it.  From what I am told, the car parking spaces will be 
significantly increased.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also mentioned legal action.  I said that if people want to take legal action, 
they can do so, because it is quite within their rights to take legal action. 

Mr Ripper:  Have the other proponents written to you, the Government or consultants working on this project to 
complain about the decision? 

Mr COURT:  Yes, they have.  I have sent any letter written to me by a proponent to the task force and have 
ensured that the probity auditor is aware of what has taken place.  As a result of that approach, all the proponents 
had a debriefing, and one part of one of the syndicates was not happy.  It has had a meeting with the probity 
auditor.  I am not privy to what happens at those meetings, but I have said, “You are the task force and you have 
the probity auditor.  You handle any concerns that those people have.”  When a project of this size is involved, it 
would be unusual if the people who lost did not have some concerns and were unhappy.  Obviously, in an 
Australian construction market that is suffering a downturn, this sort of project is important to people.  That is 
why we have been able to negotiate such a competitive and keen deal.  

Mr Ripper:  Are you prepared to make their letters public? 

Mr COURT:  I have no difficulty with that, because all I did was receive a letter, which I then sent to the parties 
to handle.  

Mr Ripper:  If you are confident about the probity process you should be prepared to make those letters public. 

Mr COURT:  If I have a letter, I will provide a copy to the member.  If it is inappropriate to make it public, I do 
not mind showing it to him.  As I said, it has just been received and has been sent to the task force.  I would 
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expect people to complain if they felt strongly about something.  However, when there is a process in place we 
must stick to it and not go outside it. 

Mr Ripper:  That is my concern.  The Multiplex project does not meet the mandatory requirements.  You have 
gone outside the process in a sense. 

Mr COURT:  No.  These projects are never easy.  However, this project will be an outstanding success.  People 
will be incredibly proud of this centre that, frankly, should have been built a decade ago. 

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington - Parliamentary Secretary) [5.40 pm]:  It is incredible that the 
Opposition has the audacity to move this motion without having the foresight or wisdom to have a briefing on it. 

Ms MacTiernan:  How many people have you had a briefing from?  Have you had a briefing from Leighton? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  No. 

Ms MacTiernan:  From Nexus? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  No. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Why do you have the audacity to get up in this place if you don’t know what we’re talking 
about? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I had a briefing from the executive officer and some other people in the Western Australian 
Tourism Commission. 

Ms MacTiernan:  In other words, you listen to one side of the story and intend to get up in this place and 
pontificate about it. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Also at that meeting was the probity auditor.  I would like to think that a probity auditor from 
Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu has the integrity and qualifications to ensure that his audit is above board and correct.  
It is interesting that the member for Rockingham claimed that he was unable to have a briefing.  I received a 
telephone call from the Western Australian Tourism Commission indicating that the member for Rockingham 
was to be briefed at a particular time on a particular day and that it would be beneficial for me to be present also 
as it would avoid having two briefings.  To avoid the commission having to conduct two briefings on separate 
days, I decided to drive from Harvey to Perth on that day, although it was inconvenient as it took four hours out 
of my day and virtually ruined the day. 

Mr Kobelke:  When were you advised of the briefing? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Two days before the briefing. 

Mr Kobelke:  Two days, not two minutes? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Yes, two days.  However, I was under the understanding - I will find out about this - that the 
member for Rockingham was asked at the same time but he never gave a response.  The commission rang him 
on that day to find out whether he would attend the briefing as I was annoyed that I had to be dragged up to Perth 
for a briefing when it did not suit me.  I was visiting Perth a few days later, which would have better suited me.  I 
got the impression that the member for Rockingham was asked at least a couple of days before the briefing and 
never responded.  I will check on that to find out whether that is correct.  I am extremely surprised that the 
member for Rockingham could not organise a briefing.  If members opposite want a briefing on this matter they 
should telephone Bart Boelen, the executive officer of the Perth convention and exhibition centre, at the Western 
Australian Tourism Commission.  I would be extremely surprised if he did not work in with members’ 
arrangements to organise a briefing. 

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition said that the Opposition hears things.  The Government hears things all the 
time but it does not mean they are true.  There are always things being said about people, issues or whatever.  
One does not believe what one hears on the streets. 

Mr Ripper:  One of the roles of opposition is to come into the Parliament and say, “This is being said about this 
project.  What is the Government’s response?”  That is part of our accountability role. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  We went through that issue a couple of weeks ago; however, we will go through it again.  
The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked the Premier whether he was proud of the legacy that the 
Government would leave behind.  From my observations of the model that I saw, it was reasonable and 
acceptable.  However, it is not easy for a Government when putting a convention centre together to make it look 
like the Taj Mahal and buildings like that.  I suppose it can if it has a lot of money. 
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Mr Osborne:  You could always do what the NSW Government did with the Sydney Opera House; that is, make 
it look like a Christmas cake but make it dysfunctional as an opera house. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I was just about to say that. 

Mr Carpenter:  Have you been to an opera at the Opera House? 

Mr Osborne:  Yes, I have. 

Mr Carpenter:  There is nothing dysfunctional about it.  It is very good. 

Mr Osborne:  Not as an opera house. 

Mr Carpenter:  It is one of the landmarks of the world. 

Mr Osborne:  But it is useless as an opera house.  Ask the people who work in it.  It is like working in the salt 
mines. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  It is a very expensive place to seat 1 000 people to listen to an opera.  Besides being a 
building of some note, a convention centre must also be functional.  To get functional attributes into such a 
building means that compromises sometimes must be made.  To some extent that may have occurred with the 
convention centre.  However, it will result in a great building that will provide significant economic benefits to 
Western Australia.  It will be a building of which I will be proud when it is up and running because of the great 
benefits that it will bring not only to Perth, but also to Western Australia. 

The member for Bunbury talked about the Sydney Opera House.  When that was being built, all sorts of 
criticisms were levelled at it about cost overruns to billyo.  Criticism about the Eiffel Tower resulted in people 
wanting to pull it down in 1912.  Can members imagine suggesting today that it be pulled down?  Members 
opposite are relying on a photograph of the convention centre; they have not even seen the model of it that 
provides a different perspective from a photograph.  A photograph does not do it justice.  It is important to look 
at the model. 

The way the Government has gone through this process is well and truly above board.  It has been transparent, 
rules were put in place and a probity auditor has overseen the project the whole way through.  When one 
considers some of the dealings of past Governments, it is interesting to note that the Perth Entertainment Centre 
was put together under the Tonkin Government back in the early 1970s.  As a result of the arrangements that 
were put in place, the Brand Government had to buy it back or take it over. 

Mr Carpenter:  Did you say the Brand Government had to buy it back after the Tonkin Government? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The Tonkin Government had a special deal with the proponents who built it. 

Mr Carpenter:  Which came first, the Brand Government or the Tonkin Government? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I thank the member for the correction; it was the Court Government that bought back the 
Entertainment Centre as a result of a deal the Tonkin Government had to build it. 

There was no transparency in the deal to build Underwater World in Singapore that was put together by the 
previous Labor Government; the cost blow out of that deal was enormous.  In the end the Government sold it at a 
loss to the taxpayers of Western Australia. 

The Burswood casino was an interesting arrangement. 

Mr Carpenter:  Have you read the royal commission report on the Burswood casino? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I am not sure there was a royal commission into the Burswood casino. 

Mr Carpenter:  You don’t even know that!  There was a royal commission into the Burswood casino.  It was 
term of reference No 5 of the WA Inc royal commission. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  If it was done during the WA Inc royal commission, it was not a special royal commission 
into the Burswood casino.  There is a bit of a difference between a royal commission into the Burswood casino 
and a royal commission into WA Inc. 

Mr Carpenter:  What is the difference? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The difference is that one is a specific item and the WA Inc royal commission or the Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters, to give it its correct title, 
investigated a range of items. 

Mr Carpenter:  They knocked it off before lunch on the first day.   
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Mr BRADSHAW:  I remember that, before members opposite called for expressions of interest to build a casino, 
the then member for South Perth, Hon Bill Grayden, said that Dallas Dempster was in the box seat to get the job.  
Sure enough, he did.   

Mr Carpenter:  Did you sit on the royal commission and hear all the evidence?  

Mr BRADSHAW:  No, I did not.   

Mr Carpenter:  I wonder how you came down with those findings.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  I have Hansard and other sources to research.  I am telling members opposite things they do 
not want to hear.   

Mr Kobelke:  We like to hear facts.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  That is true.  The member should research Hansard and read what Bill Grayden said in 1983.   

Ms MacTiernan:  We do not want to hear your James Joyce-like ramblings about 15 years of parliamentary 
history.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  I simply want to remind members opposite of some of the great deals they put together. 

Ms MacTiernan:  That is your defence!   

Mr Kobelke:  This is a bigger and better deal!   

Mr BRADSHAW:  I am comparing what members opposite did with what this Government has done.  

Ms MacTiernan:  You are making a fool of yourself.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  This Government’s projects are above board and transparent.  A probity auditor has been 
employed and everything has been done properly.   

I was also critical of deals done by the Labor Government to get industry established at Kemerton.  We wanted 
industry in the south west, but that Government gave away the land.  It could have allowed the interested 
companies to occupy the land only as long as they remained in business in the area. 

After 35 years, this facility will revert to the State.  In other words, the taxpayers will have a huge asset.  It will 
be of great benefit over the next 35 years, and when it reverts to state ownership the taxpayers will enjoy even 
greater returns.  

Hon Tom Stephens in the other place asked whether the minister was satisfied that the proposed design would 
allow access for the pantechnicon trucks that are required to transport material for shows and exhibitions.  
Members opposite were so good in 1987 - not very long ago - when they put the Australind train on the track 
between Bunbury and Perth that people with disabilities were forgotten.  That was a disgrace because at that time 
people were very aware of the needs of the disabled.  I am sure there will be no access problems for those trucks.   

This motion is not an attack on the Government; it is an attack on the task force.   

Mr Kobelke:  This is the Doug Shave defence.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  It is not a defence.  We support what these people are doing.  The trouble with members 
opposite is that they are trying to hang their hat on anything that will get a vote.  They are desperate to get into 
government, as are all Oppositions.  They are jumping at shadows.  In this case the bogey under the bed is the 
PEC.   

Mr Ripper:  We seem to be doing well.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  We will find out at the election how well members opposite have done.   

Ms MacTiernan:  When is the election?   

Mr BRADSHAW:  My prediction is February or March.  

Mr Osborne:  It could be May.   

Mr BRADSHAW:  Four of the past five elections have been held in February, so my bet is February.   

A task force of 16 people was charged with securing the best deal for Western Australia.  They came from varied 
backgrounds - the Tourism Commission, the Department of Contract and Management Services, Treasury, the 
Government Property Office, the Ministry for Planning, the Department of Transport, the Perth Convention 
Bureau, the Crown Solicitor’s Office and so on.  When members opposite attack what has been agreed to, they 
are attacking the people who have had the foresight, interest and knowledge to choose the best deal for Western 
Australia.  
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Although they do not want to, members opposite must realise that certain criteria had to be met.  In determining 
the viability of each consortium bid, consideration had to be given to the following selection criteria:  Project 
viability; risk to government; delivery timing; design; integration; site selection; and benefits to the State.  Each 
tenderer’s submission had variations and scores were allocated.  At the end of the day, the tenderer with the best 
score was Multiplex.  The most important issue was the risk to government - it should be as low as possible.  The 
marine park project in Singapore, in which the Labor Government was involved, experienced massive cost blow-
outs.  In the end, it cost a great deal to get out of it.   

Multiplex has already lined up a number of large and small conventions.  The company that builds this project 
must ensure that it is viable and that conventions are attracted to Western Australia.  If it is not able to attract 
enough conventions and exhibitions, the Government will take over the centre.  That condition puts the onus on 
the company to ensure that the project is a success.  Anyone investing that amount of money does not take it 
lightly.   

The Opposition has also failed to appreciate that every other convention centre built in Australia has been totally 
government funded.  Western Australia has a much better deal in that it is contributing $110m and getting a 
convention centre that will be equal to any in Australia, and it will also include a soccer stadium.   

Overall, the Government’s actions have been totally transparent and above board.  Mr Keith Jones, managing 
partner of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu wrote to Hon Norman Moore on 26 July as follows - 

Dear Minister  

PERTH CONVENTION & EXHIBITION CENTRE   

I would like to confirm with you that at the time of writing this letter, our probity opinion on the above 
project, issued on 30 June to the Project Director remains unchanged.   

We have attended the debriefing meeting with the unsuccessful consortiums and are satisfied to date 
that there are no new issues that may cause us to believe they were not fairly and properly treated 
during the process.  The Leighton Consortium did however, raise a recent concern that they have over 
the ultimate decision of the Government to accept less than the original mandatory requirements.  

The probity of the process has been confirmed.   

The Government opposes the motion.  The Opposition is jumping at shadows.  The project stacks up and will be 
a huge economic benefit to Western Australia by creating many jobs in construction and in the running of the 
convention centre.  It will bring many people and dollars into Western Australia.  It will benefit not only Perth, 
but also Western Australia.  When people visit a State for conventions they tend to spend more money than the 
average person.  They also arrive earlier or stay longer to see other parts of Western Australia, and that will bring 
great benefits to those people in the country regions of Western Australia.   

At the first annual general meeting of the Perth Convention Bureau over 25 years ago, it was recognised that 
Perth needed a dedicated international convention and exhibition centre.  It is not something that has suddenly 
been discovered by the Government; it is something for which the convention bureau and other tourist operators 
have been pushing.  At last we have a Government with the ability and guts to do something and all we get from 
the Opposition is knocking.  It is about time the Opposition put the positive aspect of life in Western Australia.  
People become sick and tired of hearing about all of the downsides of life in Western Australia.  We live in a 
fantastic place.  The living standards of Western Australians are well above most places in the world.  All the 
Opposition does when it knocks is make people wonder whether they are living in the right place and whether 
they should live somewhere else.  It is detrimental to the wellbeing of the psyche of Western Australia for the 
Opposition to be continuously knocking.  The Opposition should put a positive slant on life and say that we do 
live in a good place and that not everything the Government does is wrong, which the Opposition harps on.   

The project will be of great benefit to Western Australia.  I stress that the Opposition should telephone Bart 
Boelen at the Western Australian Tourism Commission.  It would be interesting if the Opposition spoke to some 
tourist operators because I am sure they are not impressed by the Opposition’s trying to stop the project.  The 
tourism operators think the convention centre will be great for them.  The more people who come to Western 
Australia, the more people will go on tours and stay in hotels.  The tourism operators see a great dollar value in 
it.  As a member of Parliament I believe it is great for employment and job security for people in Western 
Australia.  It will bring in wealth to this State, which will raise our living standards by way of more money for 
hospitals, education and other important services.  The Opposition should stop knocking and be positive about 
the benefits the convention and exhibition centre will bring to Western Australia.  
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MR OSBORNE (Bunbury) [6.05 pm]:  As most members are aware, before I came into Parliament I spent 
nearly 10 years in the tourism industry.  Because of that I have always taken an interest in the tourism debates.  I 
will also make a contribution to this debate.  Like other members on this side of the House, I am reflecting on 
why the Opposition continues to criticise the Perth convention and exhibition centre proposal.  Anyone who 
looked at this issue with a fair mind would recognise that the project has been put in place in a proper way and 
has been conducted in a scrupulous and careful manner by the Tourism Commission.  That process has been 
ticked off by probity auditors, as other members of this side of the House have said.  Members opposite do not 
seem to fully appreciate how strongly the project is supported by the tourism industry and how badly the tourism 
industry needs a Perth convention and exhibition centre of this sort.   

We sit on this side of the Chamber and wonder why the Opposition raises the matter for debate again and again.  
Members debated this matter only a few short weeks ago.  In my view, the issues were dealt with 
comprehensively.  Obviously members opposite thought they were not dealt with comprehensively enough, so 
we are forced to go through the issues again today.  I wonder why the Opposition has the seemingly inexplicable 
impulse to attack the Perth convention and exhibition centre.  Like the member for Murray-Wellington, I 
sometimes wonder whether there is a residual loyalty to the Burswood casino.  The member reflected on the 
history of that casino.  I also remember it very well because I was in the Tourism Commission when that project 
was begun and completed under the previous Government.  I remember the reason for it:  Dallas Dempster lost 
$50m on the petrochemical industry project and, surprise, surprise, $50m, was the exact amount he was paid for 
the worthless piece of land he had there.  He was subsequently encouraged by Terry Burke to become involved 
in the Burswood casino, and surprise, surprise, as the member for Murray-Wellington said, he turned out to be 
the constructor of that project.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Here is Lord Bunbury engaging in ancient history.  

Mr OSBORNE:  Just briefly.  My memory is accurate; it does not fail me.  I also remember another gentleman of 
repute who was close to members on the other side of the House in those heady days, and who was also a 
member of the Curtin Foundation; namely, the late lamented Laurie Connell.  

Ms MacTiernan:  Was he the one who told your party to get rid of  Barry McKinnon? 

Mr OSBORNE:  The member for Armadale reminds me of that old proverb “a woman’s tongue is the only edged 
instrument that grows sharper with constant use”.  

Ms MacTiernan:  I take that as a compliment.  

Mr OSBORNE:  Day after day she sharpens it in this Chamber and we wish it were not so.  

I was about to refer to the late lamented Laurie Connell.  He was down the drain for $395m.  In fact, he ended up 
losing a lot more than that.  However, that is what the previous Government thought he had lost on the 
petrochemical project, and, surprise, surprise, $395m was the amount of money that he was paid for his 
worthless piece of land in that area.  Both of those august gentlemen were members of the Curtin Foundation.  
Terry Burke used to raise money.  The deal used to be that if people got business from the previous Government, 
Terry went around with his bag and said, “How would you like to make a donation to the leader’s fund?”  Terry 
creamed off 20 per cent on the way through as well.  Anyway, that is just history. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Tell us about Barry Myles and how he funded his Australind bypass, and tell us how he funded 
campaigns. 

Mr OSBORNE:  He did not fund campaigns.  He underwrote a function, and the underwriting was not called on.  
I wonder whether there is some sort of lingering and vestigial loyalty to the Burswood casino.  In the last debate, 
the member for Rockingham accused me of being a wowser when I was critical of the Burswood casino.  One of 
the implications in the Opposition's criticism of the Perth convention and exhibition centre is that there is still 
support for the Burswood proposal.  That is disappointing and dangerous on the part of the Opposition, because 
one of the unsung and great achievements of this Government is that it has been able to carry through its 
commitments to provide services to the people of Western Australia without relying on revenue from gambling, 
as has happened in the eastern States.  States like Victoria and New South Wales rely on poker machine 
royalties, to the extent of 10 or 15 per cent of their budgets.  If we reached a situation in Western Australia 
whereby we were similarly reliant on gambling revenues, it would be a poor outcome for this State.  One of the 
great hidden dangers of the Opposition's attack on the Perth convention and exhibition centre is that one of the 
alternatives that seems to be implied is that we should fall back into the arms of the Burswood casino and allow 
it to undertake this project for us.  I reject that. 

As I said, the member for Rockingham called me a wowser.  He comes from a poker machine culture in New 
South Wales.  He probably has a different perspective on the matter.  However, that should be resisted for two 
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reasons:  First, it is a great shame that people should rely on luck at the casino or at the racecourse for 
advancement in their lives.  They should be able to rely on their own hard work and industry.  Secondly and 
most importantly, there is no surer way to transfer wealth from the poorer and more unfortunate members of our 
society to the more wealthy than by way of a significant gambling industry.  I wonder why the Opposition 
continues to oppose the Perth convention and exhibition centre.  The alternatives are far worse.  I believe that the 
process that the Tourism Commission and the Government followed in selecting the final approved tenderer was 
good, clean and transparent. 

What I really wanted to talk about today was the potential impact on regional tourism of the completion of the 
Perth convention and exhibition centre. 

Point of Order 

Mr KOBELKE:  The motion relates to the financing of the project.  It is quite specific.  The member has been 
speaking for about eight minutes and he is yet to address that issue.  Now he has indicated that he will go off on 
another tack and talk about the value of the centre.  The value of the centre may be a small contribution to the 
debate, but it has nothing to do with the wording of the motion.  Rightly, a member may allude to broader 
matters for a short period.  However, after some eight minutes, the member has not got anywhere near the 
motion, and he now suggests that he will launch into another matter which is peripheral to the motion.  That is 
irrelevant to the motion, and therefore the member should be asked to address the wording of the motion or sit 
down.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members, it is a second reading debate. 

Mr KOBELKE:  No, it is not.  It is a specific motion. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The motion states -  

That the House calls on the Premier to - 

(a) stop concealing important details on the nature and extent of his Government’s gift of 
taxpayers’ money to the private convention centre development . . .  

The member is talking about the price of that; therefore, he may continue. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr OSBORNE:  Thank you, Mr Deputy Speaker, for your perceptive and supportive remarks.  I intended to 
spend some time talking about the benefits of the PCEC to regional tourism.  Before I make those remarks, I will 
draw attention to some of the comments that were recently made by the member for Rockingham, attacking the 
value of the Partnership 21 arrangements to regional tourism.  I wonder whether the member for Rockingham 
would care to pick up the telephone to make a call to Lesley Briscoe at the Albany Visitors Centre.  In fact, I 
wonder whether the member for Rockingham knows who that person is.  She and just about everyone else in 
regional tourism are strongly supportive of Partnership 21, and they disagree fundamentally with the 
Opposition's criticisms of that arrangement.  That is typical of the Opposition's lack of understanding of regional 
tourism in Western Australia.  The situation is the same with this project.  It is strongly supported by the tourism 
industry, and every time the Opposition attacks this project and the Government's handling of it, by extension it 
is also attacking the people in the Tourism Commission.  I invite the member for Rockingham to visit the 
Tourism Commission.  I suggest that he go there in heavy disguise, because if he starts to ask the people there 
about the Perth convention and exhibition centre, he will find that many of them support the project.  They 
cannot understand why the Opposition continues to attack the project and, by implication, attack them, as 
professionals, and their handling of the project.  That is what the Opposition is doing.  There are many people in 
the Tourism Commission.  They are dedicated, hardworking and professional.  The Opposition continues to 
make thinly veiled attacks on their professional integrity every time it criticises the Government's handling of 
this project.  Those people want the project to go ahead, and so does the tourism industry in Western Australia.  

It is well recognised that the lack of a convention centre in Western Australia is a major gap in our tourism 
product profile.  The current facilities in Western Australia simply do not measure up.  We need a convention 
centre of this size and style to fill the gap that currently exists.  It seems that everyone except the Opposition 
knows that convention tourism is a major growth segment in the tourism market.  It is high yield - that is to say, 
the people who come to conventions spend a large amount of money and stay for extended periods.  There are 
great opportunities for regional tourism in pre and post-convention tours and travel.  If the Perth convention and 
exhibition centre can attract significant numbers of visitors to Perth, there will be a great opportunity for regional 
tourism centres such as Bunbury to attract those visitors to the regional centres. 
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As I mentioned the last time we had a debate, there is already a booking for a sub-convention of 8 500 delegates 
out of Singapore.  The Perth convention and exhibition centre already has a booking for a sub-convention of 
some 2 500 people.  The people in Bunbury and, I expect, in other regional centres of Western Australia cannot 
see why, in the very same way, the regional centres cannot enjoy some of the benefits that the delegates who will 
come to Perth, attracted by the Perth convention and exhibition centre, will bring. 

Tourism in Bunbury is booming.  When I first went to Bunbury in the tourism industry 10 years ago, it was just a 
service centre.  We used to lament the fact that Bunbury was not a popular tourist attraction.  It used to get a lot 
of money out of tourism because, as a service centre, most people who came to the south west would stay in 
Bunbury, fill up their cars in Bunbury and go tripping into the region.  Therefore, most of the money stayed in 
Bunbury.  However, Bunbury was not regarded in the industry as a tourist centre. 

Mr Ripper:  Was that when you were responsible for the marketing of Bunbury? 

Mr OSBORNE:  No.  My legacy is what I am about to come to.  I remember that when I first arrived in Bunbury, 
the town’s tourist slogan was “Bunbury, your holiday headquarters”.  That slogan was meant to express the idea 
that people would come to Bunbury and use it as a base from which to go into the south west.  Some bad-
mannered people in Busselton used to say that the slogan should have been “Bunbury, your holiday 
hindquarters” instead of “Bunbury, your holiday headquarters”.  That is what the region used to think about 
Bunbury as a tourist centre.  Today, as everyone should know, that image has been totally transformed.  Bunbury 
has recently been awarded the top tourism town -  

Point of Order 

Mr RIPPER:  Mr Deputy Speaker, although the member’s information about tourism in Bunbury is not 
unimportant, it is completely irrelevant to the motion before the House, and I ask you to direct the member to 
return to the subject of the motion. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind members that this is not a second reading debate.  The member is using the 
convention centre as an example of how he will attract tourism to his home town of Bunbury.  I see nothing 
wrong with that, and the member can continue.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr OSBORNE:  Once again, Mr Deputy Speaker, I thank you for the pertinence and perception of your ruling. 

The point I was attempting to make was that Bunbury’s tourism industry has turned around dramatically, from a 
state some 10 years ago where it floundered, to today where it is has been the recipient of a top tourism town 
award, has a central business district that has been transformed, and is a vibrant and exciting metropolitan area 
with restaurants, coffee shops, a cappuccino strip and that sort of thing.  It has significant tourism developments 
like the Koombana north shore development, and a raft of properties like The Clifton resort hotel at Clifton 
Beach and the Lord Forrest Hotel which have continued to go from strength to strength.   

However, like the tourism industry in Western Australia as a whole, the Bunbury tourism industry has a gap in 
its product range.  I have had discussions in the past few days with Mark Exeter of the Tourism Commission, 
and that gap that the City of Bunbury and the Tourism Commission want to address in Bunbury is the 
development of a convention and exhibition centre so we can take advantage of the business that the Perth 
convention and exhibition centre will bring to Western Australia.  In general terms, the Bunbury City Council is 
thinking about a site to the south of the Bunbury Entertainment Centre, at a cost of some $7.5m.  I have advised 
the Tourism Commission that I strongly support this project.  

I strongly support the Perth convention and exhibition centre, not only because it will be a project of virtue in its 
own right, but also because of what it will do for regional tourism in Western Australia in general and for 
tourism in my electorate, and the City of Bunbury, in particular.  

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [6.22 pm]:  The earl of Bunbury has taken us on an 
interesting detour into the history of the last century and the geography of his electorate, but we need to return to 
the subject of the motion.  The Opposition believes that there has been some small advance in this debate:  The 
Premier has made a commitment to release publicly letters of complaint about the process for the selection of the 
convention centre proponent which have been received by the Government or the consultants who are running 
this process for the Government.  We will hold the Premier to that commitment and expect him to take that 
commitment seriously.   

Apart from that small advance, not much has been gained by this debate.  The Premier has still not told us why 
the request for proposal document stated the Government would refuse to grant government equity in the project 
yet it decided to consider equity participation in the project once the preferred provider had been selected.  The 
Premier has still not told us whether it was Multiplex or the Government that suggested that there be government 
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equity in the project.  The Premier skilfully avoided answering both of those questions.  We suspect that the 
Government was asked to provide equity in the project to assist the proponent to finance the project.  We suspect 
also that the Government was asked to take equity in the project to assist the proponent to minimise its tax 
obligations to the Commonwealth.  The Premier has failed to provide any definite or convincing information on 
those matters.   

A lot of complaints have been made about the probity of the processes involved in the selection of the preferred 
proponent to build the convention centre.  The Premier’s response has been that all those complaints were 
referred to the probity auditor, and the probity auditor has said that the processes were fair.  This is the 
contracting out of accountability.  There is a state government body that can look at the probity of tendering 
processes.  That body is the State Supply Commission.  There is an independent servant of the Parliament who 
can look at the probity of tendering processes.  That person is the Auditor General.  However, the Government 
has relied on neither the State Supply Commission nor the Auditor General but has contracted the private sector 
to examine the probity of a government tendering process.  This is the ultimate in contracting out.  This is the 
contracting out of accountability mechanisms within government.  This is sort of contracting out that got the 
Kennett coalition Government in Victoria into so much trouble.  The Kennett coalition Government wanted to 
contract out the accountability functions of the State’s Auditor General.  We are experiencing a similar 
phenomenon with this major project.  The accountability functions that would normally be performed by the 
Auditor General or the State Supply Commission are now being contracted out to the private sector.   

Mr Barnett:  I do not think you understand the specific role of a probity auditor.  It is not the role of the Auditor 
General to be a probity auditor.  A probity auditor monitors the process, quite independent of government; and it 
should be independent of government.  A probity auditor has no policy input at all.  He or she simply monitors 
whether all the participants have an equal and fair opportunity.   

Mr RIPPER: I understand that there is a conflict between the information that has been given by other tenderers 
in the process and the Government’s assertion that everything is all right because the probity auditor has said that 
everything is all right.  It is somewhat disturbing that we have received information about problems with the 
process, but when we have put that information to the Government, it has said it referred all the complaints to the 
probity auditor, and the probity auditor said everything is okay.  The problem is that the complaints keep 
coming.  We believe the Government is engaging in a political manoeuvre in which it simply sends all the 
complaints to the probity auditor and gets a letter from the probity auditor, and that exempts it from the need to 
deal with the substance and detail of those complaints.  That is not satisfactory.  The public sector accountability 
mechanisms - the State Supply Commission and the Auditor General - should be used in these circumstances.  I 
am very uneasy about the contracting out of accountability and the political device that this contracting out 
constitutes.  It is a convenient shield for the Government to have a situation in which it can give all the 
complaints to the probity auditor and does not need to examine them itself.   

We have not had anything convincing from the Government about the probity of the process.  We have not had 
anything convincing from the Government about the question of equity and why that equity proposition was 
considered.  We have not had anything convincing from the Government about who initiated the suggestion of 
equity.  We have had something from the Government:  The Premier committed himself to an ugly design for a 
major public building on a very important central business district site.  I think it will be a very poor legacy for 
his Government should it go ahead. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Mr Brown Ms MacTiernan Ms McHale Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Mr Carpenter Mr Marlborough Mr Ripper  
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mrs Roberts  
Mr Kobelke Mr McGowan Mr Thomas  

Noes (23) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Cowan Mr McNee Mr Shave 
Mr Baker Mr Day Mr Nicholls Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barnett Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Omodei Dr Turnbull 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mr Johnson Mr Osborne Mr Wiese 
Mr Board Mr Kierath Mr Pendal Mr Tubby (Teller) 
Mr Bradshaw Mr Marshall Mr Prince  

Pairs 

 Dr Gallop Mr Court 
 Mr Grill Mrs van de Klashorst 
 Mr Riebeling Mr MacLean 
 Ms Warnock Mr Minson 
 Ms Anwyl Mrs Parker 
 Mr Bridge Mr Sweetman 
 Mr Graham Dr Hames 

Question thus negatived. 
 


