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PERTH MARKET (DISPOSAL) BILL 2015 
Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.07 pm]: Before the 
break, I quoted from an article in which the federal minister Mr Michael Keenan, a Liberal minister, made 
reference to one of the roles we have as politicians—to ensure that the next generation of Australians have great 
opportunities. He talked about how we have to live within our means. I said that I think it is a shame that he has 
not had that message brought down to his state colleagues, because they are certainly not living within their 
means. The fact that they are in the process of selling a long-held public asset means that somewhere down the 
track the next generation will not have access to that facility, or to a number of the other assets the government is 
planning to sell off. The comments Mr Keenan made are eminently sound, and I am surprised and disappointed 
that the government has not picked up on them. That is an important thing that the Standing Committee on 
Legislation could examine and which could go back into looking at the policy that surrounds the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015. What has led the government into selling this asset, and what value is there to 
our community in the long term and for the next generation in doing this? As we said earlier in the week, and as 
I know a number of my colleagues have made the point, once that asset is sold, we are never going to get it back 
and we are never going to be able to afford to replace it in the way that it currently exists. The Perth market is 
a very good example of that, not just in its location but in the size and type of its facilities. Given that the value 
now, as we understand, is around $120 million, the value in 15 or 20 years’ time will obviously be substantially 
more than that. Given that successive governments will have to continue to bring down the debt that this 
government has created in this state, it is unlikely we will be in a position to find the type of money to either buy 
back the site or create a similar type of set up.  
That leads to some of the other matters that need to be canvassed by the Standing Committee on Legislation and 
some of the matters I talked about in my second reading contribution, which go to the longevity of the markets. 
We now understand that the number of proponents has gone from five down to two, one being the market garden 
group and the other being a private entity. Depending upon with which entity the markets end up, there is a real 
concern about how they will end up in 15 to 20 years. Hon Jacqui Boydell said in her speech earlier today that 
she thought 20 years was sufficient time for the markets and any decisions to be made about them. But the reality 
is that under this legislation there will probably be only 15 years of the markets as they are. There is then a five-
year period when whoever owns the property can go to the government and say, “I’ve decided to do something 
else with this property, you will have to find an alternative venue or do something else”, or there will be no 
tenants left. That is another issue that I will talk about in a moment. The reality is that 15 years is not an 
extensive period, given the extended time frame the markets have been in operation. Twenty years for 
developing a business in that type of industry is not really a long time given that a lot of the growers are family-
based businesses. I know that, because I have family who have fruit and vegetable farms both in this state and in 
the Northern Territory. Their farms have passed from generation to generation and I am sure my cousins will 
hand their farms on to their children. It is a matter of long-term planning. We have to ask: can the legislation 
committee look at what type of modelling has been done for long-term planning to ensure that if a private 
developer is the successful tenderer, there will be a guarantee that in 15 or 20 years an alternative set of 
arrangements will be in place to ensure that growers in Western Australia have some centralised selling point 
that they can utilise?  
That goes to the next matter that I think the legislation committee should look at—the question around the 
monopoly issue. If this property is sold to a private property developer rather than the market consortium, what 
guarantee is there that the private developer will not take steps to either run down the business to make it 
difficult for the growers to come in or for the sellers who are there to operate—for the tenants? What guarantees 
are there around rent or the electricity issues we have canvassed? I think these are matters the legislation 
committee can pose to a variety of stakeholders. The committee will not be precluded from putting those types of 
questions to get the views of the two groups that have an interest in the purchase of this property. Coupled with 
that, the committee would spend some valuable time if it has, or can seek, access to the nature of the contract 
that is put on the table. A matter that has been picked up, certainly by Vegetables WA in the document it has 
circulated, is the concern that the contract will deal only with certain elements and will not pick up a lot of the 
information currently available or matters related to the by-laws. I think that is another area that the legislation 
needs to look at. The committee could bring in Treasury, the relevant government department, and ask questions 
of it about details of the contract. I appreciate that the government may say that something is commercial-in-
confidence and it does not want that detail revealed. But we all know that parliamentary committees have 
opportunities to bring in people to give evidence in a variety of ways. If matters were to be treated in confidence, 
I am sure the committee could conduct its business in camera and bring in people separately so that they would 
not come into contact with each other. The committee could extract from the department or the stakeholders the 
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relevant information it needs to determine whether the steps the government has taken around this legislation are 
appropriate and legitimate and will deliver what the government purports in its second reading speech to the 
house that it will deliver. They are matters the legislation committee should certainly be looking to pick up on.  

I want to talk briefly about the by-laws because I touched on that in my second reading speech and it is 
something I think the committee should look at. Although this legislation is slightly different because, as we 
know, it will remove the current legislation and enable the sale of the markets, some other examples of 
legislation—the Attorney General will leap from his chair when I use this word—have been skeletal in nature 
and have not provided sufficient detail to answer questions or enable everyone to get a fuller understanding of 
the intention and function of the legislation. In a similar way, I think people need to understand, from not just 
this legislation but certainly the contract, what will be delivered. Where there are gaps, which I think will be 
around the day-to-day functioning of the markets under a new owner–operator, some clarity needs to be provided 
for the tenants remaining on-site. I think the standing committee is in the perfect position to extract that 
information from a range of stakeholders. I am sure Hon Robyn McSweeney, who is here listening intently, will 
be very keen to go through those by-laws bit by bit to work out whether they should be included in some way in 
the detail of the contract to ensure the market operations continue seamlessly. The best interests of all the 
operators on-site, their rights and responsibilities and some of the matters that govern the health and safety 
covered in the bylaws should be included in the contract. I think the best examples are matters around forklifts 
and access and egress from the site and some of the traffic issues referenced in the by-laws. Upon its inquiries, 
the committee may decide that there is no need for the by-laws to be included in any way, shape or form, but 
I think we would be better informed as a house if the committee were able to pose those questions and provide 
feedback to us in this chamber. I do not know whether we will get that type of response from the minister 
responsible in this house either in reply or in detail during the committee stage. This bill is dealing with the sale 
of a significant public asset, so I think we will be better placed to have that type of information in our hands 
when we go through this bill line by line, I imagine, or clause by clause, over the next week or so. It is an 
important bill and the government knows that we want to make sure that if it is going to flog off public assets, it 
is done appropriately and for the right reasons. There are some serious concerns about some of those issues.  

Some of the other matters the committee should look at certainly go to matters that have been canvassed by, 
I think, Hon Martin Aldridge earlier today. Sadly, I was in and out of the chamber so I did not pick up on all of 
Hon Martin Aldridge’s comments but I know that some related to transparency and rental. He made reference to 
unconscionable conduct. The time of the parliamentary committee would be well spent posing questions about 
how a new owner-operator would treat those tenants. Taking into account that a strategic plan has already been 
issued, the committee could question potential owners about whether that strategic plan would be utilised in the 
future. The committee would need to look particularly at the clause related to monopoly.  
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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