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PERTH CONVENTION AND EXHIBITION CENTRE, TABLING OF DOCUMENTS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr Strickland):  Today I received a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate 
as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this House calls on the Premier to report to Parliament on and table all documents relating to the 
Perth convention and exhibition centre and honour his promise of 1 November to make public the final 
plan before Cabinet signs the deal. 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis.  

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [3.00 pm]:  I move the motion.  The proposed 
convention centre has been a controversial issue right from the start of this process.  Members will recall that the 
Government said in the last election campaign that it would encourage the private sector to build the centre, and 
made no mention in its election policy of any involvement of public funds beyond the marketing of the centre 
after its construction.  This entire deal started without a proper mandate from the people of Western Australia.  
This was just like the situation with the privatisation of AlintaGas and Westrail, the closure of the Midland 
Workshops in 1993 and the introduction of the gold royalty after the last election; that is, the Government was 
not straight with the people during election campaigns as it took a different position on issues of importance to 
the people after the elections.  The Government has form on commitments given during election campaigns that 
are not followed up after elections.  The convention centre started in this way. 

The process began back in May 1998 when the Government announced a $100m gift to the private developers 
and managers of the convention centre.  I note that date because it was nearly three years ago; however, the 
Government still has not produced a contract.  The announcement of an allocation of money to a convention 
centre was made in the context of the revenue created by the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas 
pipeline.  The Opposition said at the time that this funding commitment was not part of the Government’s 
election platform; therefore, it was a commitment for which the Government had no mandate.  The Government 
has struggled with this issue since that time.  It was originally to be signed by February 2000; that is, the second 
month of this year.  Government members, when the heat went on, then said that it would be signed by 30 
September.  When that deadline passed, the Premier said on October 10 that the contract would be signed within 
a month.  That meant it was to be signed about 10 November.  Nevertheless, we still have not seen this contract 
or the details of what the Government intends and it is well past the 10 November deadline set by the Premier in 
October. 

The Western Australian Parliament is about to rise and will not be in a position to scrutinise that contract.  The 
Government should not sign any contract of this nature after the current parliamentary session is concluded.  We 
have put this issue on the Table of the House today, and call on the Government to put on the Table full details 
of what it proposes with the convention centre.  The Opposition has a very clear view on this fundamental 
principle that should be observed by the Government because the scrutiny of Parliament is vital to ensure 
accountability for decisions made. 

I was shocked to hear the Premier tell Paul Murray on Radio 6PR this morning that, “You don’t need Parliament; 
you people can do the scrutiny.”  The Premier referred to Paul Murray and his colleagues in the media.  “You 
don’t need Parliament”!  Is that not an extraordinary comment from the Premier of Western Australia?  This is 
the point at which we have finally arrived in Western Australian politics.  Last week we saw the Government’s 
attitude to ministerial accountability.  Every issue the Opposition raised about ministerial responsibility and 
ministerial accountability was based on the public interest, and we saw last week the arrogant dismissal of those 
arguments by the Premier.  The Premier told us on the radio this morning that we do not need Parliament!  He 
said it was a furphy to say that, just because Parliament was rising, there will not be scrutiny; and just because 
Parliament will not be sitting, members of Parliament will not be able to scrutinise the subject.  I hope that 
warning bells rang for most members of this Parliament, most commentators on politics in Western Australia and 
the public of Western Australia when the Premier made that comment.  The Premier should be reminded that 
Parliament is the primary agency of scrutiny in our system.  The Parliament is given powers and privileges to 
back up its role of scrutiny.  Without Parliament and the ability of the Opposition and other members to ask the 
Government questions and to raise issues for debate, accountability in our society will not be guaranteed.  The 
comments by the Premier on Radio 6PR this morning may well become the epitaph of his Government.  The 
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contemptuous and arrogant attitude this Government has for Parliament and for the people is insightful of its 
approach to politics in Western Australia. 

We call on the Premier to honour the promise that he gave on 1 November that he would make public the final 
plan before it is signed by Cabinet if it differed substantially from the plan revealed in July.  The public has the 
right to know what is planned for Perth, the foreshore and the central business district.  Those areas are very 
important parts of the city.  There will be ramifications.  The people deserve to know what is at stake in the plans 
being considered by the Government today.  Considerable discussion is going on in business and political circles 
about the process that has been followed and the changes that appear to have been made to the July plans for the 
convention centre.  The Government and failed bidders have been corresponding about potential legal action.  
Any talk of legal action should be of concern to the Government, members of Parliament and the people of 
Western Australia.  The West Australian indicated that the cost of such action could be as high as $20m.  It is not 
the Opposition or the media speaking, but the failed bidders.  Any talk about the State becoming involved in 
legal action raises very important questions about the plan. 

Mr Barnett:  The Labor Party has a history of taking up the cause of failed bidders. 

Dr GALLOP:  That is the stock response we receive from the Government when important matters are raised.  
We have to deal with the issues that are before us.  We have a real problem in Western Australia when the 
Government is not intellectually capable of understanding the issues, not capable politically of addressing the 
issues and does not have the philosophical commitment to address the issues accountably.  The sooner we go to 
an election to allow people to have a say on these matters, the better. 

The Premier has to answer a number of questions about this deal.  We are giving the Government the 
opportunity today to put the answers before Parliament.  What changes have been made to the design and 
dimensions of the proposal that was put to the Government and accepted in July?  That is an important question 
and I link it to another question:  Do any of those changes impact upon the planning approval process for the 
project?  The media has been discussing changes to the planning and dimensions of the project.  What are the 
changes?  Do they have an impact on the planning approvals process?  Will there be implications for the 
metropolitan region scheme, in which case will they need to return to the Parliament for approval?  Those are the 
first questions about the convention centre that should be answered.  The people of Western Australia deserve to 
have answers. 

Secondly, are there any arrangements for government equity in this project?  When the government announced 
this project, it said it would be a private sector arrangement and there would be no government equity.  However, 
since that time, there has been a debate within government circles, and also within the community, about 
whether there will be government equity in the project.  The Minister for Tourism said that the Government was 
considering equity.  The Premier said it was considering a loan.  It has been very confusing.  On 10 October, the 
Premier said these matters were still being negotiated.  Given that these matters have the potential to impose 
obligations and liabilities on future Governments, this Parliament deserves an answer to that question.    

Thirdly, discussion is taking place within the community about the proposed hotel, which was originally to be 
located on the site next to the convention centre but which we now hear will be located on the site itself.  A 
range of interests in our community have told the Opposition that they have concerns about what this will mean 
not only with regard to what was asked for when the bids went in but also for competitive neutrality in the hotel 
industry.  The Opposition and the people of Western Australia also deserve an answer to that question. 

Fourthly, discussions have taken place about government offices, namely the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission and the Ministry of Sport and Recreation, being located in the convention centre as a source of 
revenue for the project.  This matter has still to be clarified by the Government, and we are giving the 
Government the opportunity today to clarify that matter once and for all.   

Fifthly, discussions have taken place about who will fund the proposed roadworks around the convention centre.  
The Minister for Tourism told us that the developer would fund them, but the Minister for Transport told a 
slightly different story when he said the changes associated with the Perth access plan affected by the convention 
centre would be funded by the State.  Again, we need clarification of that issue.   

Important principles are at stake in the range of issues that the Opposition is raising.  The first principle is 
whether the tender process that was entered into by all the bidders was honoured throughout the process.  That 
issue is important to the reputation of the State and to whether there is any potential for legal action.  The second 
important issue of principle that we need the Government to address is whether the State will have any ongoing 
liabilities or commitments to this private project in the form of government offices, any loan and/or equity that is 
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taken up, or any roadworks that may be required.  These are important issues for the reputation of our State and 
the ongoing liabilities of the taxpayers of Western Australia.   

The time has come for the Premier and the Government to accept the requirements of accountablity under our 
system of government.  In recent days, this Government has demonstrated an inability to address the issues 
placed before it.  Last week, the Government would not accept the requirements of accountability in terms of 
ministerial responsibility.  It would not respond to the important public interest questions that have been posed 
by the performance of a number of ministers in the Government.  Let us hope that today, when we are talking 
about millions of dollars of taxpayers' money, the Government will accept its responsibility and answer 
questions about what is going on.  The public is sick and tired of the Premier's negative and insubstantial style of 
politics.  The public wants to hear from the Premier what his Government is doing, rather than the usual torrent 
of abuse about the Labor Party.   

We want to hear from the Government today what it is doing with regard to this deal, because the Government 
has never outlined to this Parliament or the people every aspect of this deal.  Millions of dollars are involved, 
and the people of Western Australia deserve an answer.  They also want to hear from the Premier answers to the 
questions that we address, rather than answers to his own questions.  In recent days we have heard from this 
Government no answers to the questions that are put, but we have heard answers to the questions that it poses.  
We need some straightforward thinking and answers from the Government on these issues, rather than an 
evasive approach, backed up by a torrent of abuse directed at the Australian Labor Party.  

Mr Court:  The great Australian Labor Party! 

Dr GALLOP:  Yes, the great Australian Labor Party.  Let me remind the Premier of the questions that need 
answering:  What changes have been made to the design and dimensions of the proposal, and do any of those 
impact on the planning approvals process?  What arrangements, if any, are there for government equity in this 
project?  What is the situation with the proposed hotel on the site, and how does that relate to the original bids 
that were submitted?  Will the Government be shifting its offices, in particular the Western Australian Tourism 
Commission and the Ministry of Sport and Recreation, into the convention centre?  Will government money be 
spent on road changes associated with the convention centre?  We need those questions answered today.  All of 
them impact upon the reputation of Western Australia and the ongoing liabilities of taxpayers’ funds.  The time 
has come for a proper account by the Premier to this Parliament and, through this Parliament, to the people of 
Western Australia on this major issue.  

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.16 pm]:  I support the comments of the Leader of the Opposition.  At the 
outset, I make the observation that the Leader of the Opposition quoted a moment ago comments by the Premier 
on a radio program this morning.  The Premier said that we do not need Parliament.  The Premier actually 
practises what he preaches, because the Leader of the Opposition had been speaking on this issue for a full 10 
minutes before the Premier even deigned to come into the Chamber to listen to the arguments being put about 
one of the most controversial issues in our State today. 

Mr Bradshaw:  You are being repetitious.  We have heard it 10 times before.   

Mr McGOWAN:  At least the Premier practises what he preaches:  He does not need or care about Parliament, 
and he does not care about democratic practice.   

The Premier did get one thing right during this debate:  On the Paul Murray program on radio 6PR on 10 
October this year, Mr Murray asked the Premier when the deal would be signed.  The Premier said that he 
thought Cabinet would get pretty toey if there were no agreement within a month.  It is nearly the end of 
November.  The Premier has been unable to get this deal through Cabinet.  People always know when a 
Government is in trouble.  We know what has been happening in Cabinet.  The Premier and the Minister for 
Tourism support the deal - their egos and personal commitment to this deal are such that they can hardly do 
otherwise - while the rest of Cabinet is very nervous.  The Deputy Premier is on the record as saying that he 
opposes this particular deal.  The Minister for Planning has raised all sorts of concerns about this matter.  He has 
already expressed concerns that his agencies were never involved in this deal.  The Minister for Fair Trading has 
also raised concerns.  The Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party sits by quietly - even though he is philosophically 
opposed to this deal - because he can see that it is again causing the leader whom he wants to supplant a great 
deal of problems.  Cabinet will not let the Premier get this deal through.  Yesterday, the Premier’s media 
advisers told the media that an announcement would be made and all the details would be released today after 
the deal was signed.  Yet, we found out late yesterday afternoon that it has not been signed. 

Mr Ripper:  What happened? 
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Mr McGOWAN:  We know what happened.  All members of Cabinet are very nervous about the process, the 
probity and the electoral consequences of what it is doing.  As well they might.  They should be nervous about 
this process and about the project.  The West Australian’s editorial of 11 November states -  

The Government now risks carrying into the election due early next year the perception that it has failed 
the tests of fairness and public interest - because people don’t know what is going on. . .  

At the heart of these issues is a propensity by the Government to go into negotiations on matters of self-
evident public interest without public disclosure of details until decisions are made.  It should accept 
that people have the right to know how their money is spent and what is proposed on their behalf.   

Also, there is a strong argument that the Government should be in caretaker mode so close to an 
election and should not enter binding agreements on issues of major significance. 

I could not have put it better myself.  Following the public disquiet on these matters, the Premier was forced to 
acknowledge the public concern.  He is reported in The West Australian of 1 November as admitting that he 
promised to make public the Multiplex consortium’s final proposed plan for the Perth convention centre before 
Cabinet signs the deal.  He promised to make available the details before - not after - the deal is signed.  Yet, 
both the Premier and the Minister for Tourism are today saying that they do not have to tell the public, and that 
Cabinet makes these decisions.  They are saying that the public will find out only after the deal has been signed.  
What happened to his promise of 1 November?  He has thrown his promise out the window - which is in writing 
- to let the public look at the details of the deal, the final design and the other matters that have been secretly 
negotiated by him.  The Premier and the Government fail to realise that it is the public’s money and land.  The 
Government should let the public look at the final proposal, and not tell untruths or deliberately mislead them.  It 
should not fabricate things or wilfully misrepresent the facts.  It should not fib or tell porkies about what the 
Premier said on 1 November; that is, that the public would have the right to look at the details of the convention 
centre deal. 

It is not the first occasion of secrecy in this process.  The Premier said on one occasion that he would release to 
the Opposition the details of the threats by the unsuccessful tenderers to sue.  Did we see those letters, despite 
raising the matter in Parliament four times?  The Premier and the Minister for Tourism said they would give us 
the letters.  Those letters never appeared.  It is another case of secrecy.  On 1 August, I submitted a freedom of 
information request about this project.  Nearly four months later, I have not heard anything.  I have received no 
response.  The Government has again failed to release details to the Opposition so that they can be raised in the 
public arena. 

The Government’s greatest failure is the test of accountability; that is, its failure to sign this deal while 
Parliament is sitting.  I challenge the Government to extend the sitting of this House so that the deal can be 
properly examined.  That is the appropriate thing for an honest, open, democratic and accountable Government 
to do.  If this Government fails to do those things, it is failing all those tests, and the people of this State will 
judge it very shortly.  The Minister for Tourism said that the Government would not extend Parliament’s sitting 
to allow for that, and I have no doubt the Premier will agree with him.  Those two are locked in an embrace of 
secrecy.  Their egos and personal involvement in and commitment to this project are such that they, two 
ministers of the Crown, are unable to see the wood for the trees.  

I am sure they would take it as an affront to their egos that the Labor Party had managed to raise issues of great 
significance about this matter.  They could not accept that and they headed down this slippery slope.  This deal 
could ultimately cost the taxpayers of this State a great deal of money and affect its reputation.  Virtually every 
independent commentator in this State agrees with that point of view, yet the Government again fails to take 
account of the issues the Opposition has raised about this matter.   

The Leader of the Opposition raised various issues about the design changes, the failure to meet the minimum 
mandatory requirements, government equity, the conflicts of interest of the people involved and the failure to 
allow the Auditor General to assess the project.  I will raise one other matter about the public's view of this 
project.  Public opinion surveys were conducted in the lead-up to the request for the proposal documents being 
issued.  Those surveys revealed that 9 per cent of the respondents were in favour of the site eventually chosen by 
the Government; that is, less than one in 10 people supported the bus port site put forward by the Government as 
a fait accompli with which the people of the State must live.  The Government then conducted its so-called 
public consultation process.  It took models to shopping centres and the Hay Street Mall.  On a couple of 
occasions I went to the Booragoon shopping centre and the Hay Street Mall to look at the models.  I am probably 
the only member of Parliament to have done so.   
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I saw the poor staff from the Tourism Commission - who did not seem to know who I was - cop flak from 
members of the public.  They tried to persuade people who were opposed to the project not to fill in the forms 
and to persuade those few who supported the project to fill in the forms.  Even then they failed to get a majority 
of the people in favour of the project.  A majority of the people who filled in the 800 or so forms as part of the 
public consultation process, failed to support it.  This project has been a fiasco piled on a disaster and, if the 
Premier proceeds with the current course of action, it will be followed by a catastrophe.  The Premier must step 
back, take a deep breath and listen to people who have some sense, such as the Deputy Premier and the Deputy 
Leader of the Liberal Party, and institute some accountability and democracy. 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members should not interject when they are not in their seats. 

Point of Order 

Mrs ROBERTS:  Members opposite are interjecting when they are not in their places, and I ask you, Mr Deputy 
Speaker, to call them to order. 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I just called them to order. 

Debate Resumed 

MR COURT (Nedlands - Premier) [3.28 pm]:  This motion is a debate about proper processes for major 
government projects, and I appreciate the opportunity to put on the record what is taking place with the 
exhibition centre.  The Government is keen to have this project under construction.  The construction of a 
soccer-rugby stadium and convention and exhibition facilities is overdue in this State.  Members of the 
Opposition said Parliament was not needed.  When I was asked about the tabling of documents and contracts, I 
said Parliament does not have to sit for that to take place.  The Government is prepared to make those documents 
public.  Often reports and documents are tabled to give them the privilege of this Parliament.  The Government 
does not want the privilege of Parliament, it is prepared to have the documents in the public arena.   

On 30 April 1998, the Government announced that it would commit land and offer a financial incentive for the 
establishment of a Perth convention and exhibition centre.  On 23 January 1999, expressions of interest were 
issued, and that document was made publicly available.  

On 3 March seven expressions of interest were received and all seven consortia were publicly announced.  On 16 
August 1999 it was short-listed from seven to three, and the three short-listed consortia were made publicly 
available.  On 23 August there was a request for the proposal release, and that was released publicly.  On 14 
October the scoring methodology for this work was made available to the consortia and the public.  On 14 March 
this year the consortia was short-listed from three to two.  On 4 July a preferred provider was announced.  Just 
prior to 30 June the probity auditor signed off on the process to that date.  On 26 July the probity auditor 
reconfirmed the 30 June opinion in light of media speculation.  In August and September there was public 
comment on the preferred provider design; people were asked what they thought of the design and what changes 
could be suggested et cetera.  On 17 November there was a contractual close with the task force.  On 19 
November the probity auditor signed off on the process to date.   

The matter then came to Cabinet.  Yesterday Cabinet received an extensive briefing on this project.  I am 
speaking about “process”, because I want to compare this process with how those opposite operate.  On 6 July 
we received an opinion from the probity auditor, and I summarise the remarks as follows - 

On the basis of our observations, detailed reviews, attendance at meetings, correspondence with 
proponents and from discussions with members of the Selection Panel and Advisory Panels to the 
process, we are not aware of any issues which would lead us to conclude that the evaluation of 
applicants was not concluded in a fair and equitable manner and that the outcome of the process could 
not be independently validated. 

On 26 July, after there had been speculation, the probity auditor wrote - 

In our capacity as independent observers, we have not been provided with any direct information from 
any source that would cause us to suggest that the process was flawed.  Again, in our current capacity 
we shall remain open to any information from any source that may cause us to reconsider our opinion.  
Should you encounter providers of such information, please refer them to us so that we may consider 
the matters closely from a probity perspective. 

On 19 November, a day or so ago, the probity auditor concluded, at the close of the contractual negotiation 
stage - 
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Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu (Deloitte) have independently examined the process followed by the 
Taskforce to reach contractual agreement with the preferred respondent, Multiplex.  The process is set 
out in an out of session agenda item that was approved by the Taskforce on 9 October 2000.   

We have confirmed that the Taskforce have satisfied themselves that both the evaluation and project 
teams, appropriately considered the amendments to the original offer.  Deloitte confirms that the 
Taskforce have also obtained assurance in regard to those amendments from the Department of 
Contract & Management Services and the Crown Solicitors Office. 

Based on our observations, the work performed by the Taskforce and the advice provided to them by 
the above parties; we are of the view that the process of negotiation and evaluation has provided 
reasonable assurance that the intent of the original offer, has not substantially changed since the 
appointment of the preferred respondent. 

We note that both of the unsuccessful respondents have raised issues about the process.  These issues 
have been raised through correspondence and meetings held with representatives of the project team 
and us.  We ensured through our attendance at meetings of the Taskforce that the issues raised by the 
respondents were communicated to, and duly considered by the Taskforce.  We note that the Taskforce 
was unanimous in concluding that these issues did not adversely impact on the contract finalisation 
process. 

I will outline some of the groups and different committees involved in this process.  It was an incredibly 
scrupulous, appropriate and complex process and a lot of different groups are involved.  Nevertheless, this is the 
difference between how we conduct one of these negotiations and those opposite. 

The member for Rockingham then said - 

Now what I’ll also challenge the minister to do is to get the Auditor General involved . . .  

That is interesting.  The member asked for the Auditor General to be involved.  As I understand it, he wrote to 
the Auditor General saying he had better get involved.  The Office of the Auditor General has commented 
today - 

“The Office of the Auditor General is closely monitoring the issue and, to date, have not established any 
particular deficiencies warranting audit action. 

The Office of Auditor General staff have been meeting with and interviewing people so as to clarify 
issues which have been drawn to the Office of the Auditor General’s attention. 

This activity is indicative of the monitoring process and does not indicate the Office of the Auditor 
General is undertaking a specific audit or investigation.” 

It is normally the job of the Auditor General to come in and make sure processes have been properly carried out.  
A probity auditor has done this, but if it gives the Opposition some comfort, the Auditor General has been in and 
has made the above comment. 

I have placed all that information on the record in this Parliament - there is a task force; a project team is 
working up the development; a design evaluation committee seeks support from an architect subcommittee; there 
is a commercial evaluation committee; the Department of Contract and Management Services has provided a 
report; Arthur Andersen has provided a financial adviser’s report; we have the probity reports that I have just 
read out; and the Crown Solicitor is doing the contracts - this is a very, very proper process. 

I will quickly divert to an example of a process in relation to the Petrochemical Industries Co Ltd.  This debate is 
about process.  The Royal Commission report states - 

The whole question of the PICL support arrangement was cloaked in secrecy.  SECWA was not 
involved in negotiating the change of arrangements.  Mr Dowding gave instructions that a 
memorandum of understanding being prepared in July be split into four documents in order that the full 
picture would not be disclosed if one of the documents "fell off the back of a truck".  It was well known 
amongst the group working on behalf of the Government from July 1988 to settlement on 17 October 
1988 that the Government did not wish to disclose the existence of the support arrangements.  The 
desire for secrecy was not borne out of concern about commercial confidentiality but a desire to protect 
the Government's political interests. 

That is just scandalous; that is how those opposite handled a government. 

Dr Gallop:  What about answering the five questions I asked? 
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Mr COURT:  If the Leader of the Opposition wants a debate about process, that is what this debate is about. 

Dr Gallop:  That was our royal commission; not yours.  You are living in the past.  You cannot confront your 
own Government and talk about it objectively.  You have lost the plot. 

Mr COURT:  I am not living in the past.  The members are still in place in Government.  How could one believe 
that a Government would deliberately set up a process to deceive? 

Dr Gallop:  No-one is listening to you. 

Mr COURT:  I could go on. 

Mr Kobelke:  Is that what you are doing - setting up a process to deceive? 

Mr COURT:  No; the exact opposite.  The Labor Party in government was prepared to hide the fact that 
hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers’ funds were committed.  The worst part about it was that it was 
doing those gas contract negotiations during the 1989 election campaign as well.  It was absolutely outrageous. 

I do not have a problem.  I have just explained the processes we are going through and all the different 
committees et cetera that have been set up.  The Leader of the Opposition does not like it.  In the private sector - 

Dr Gallop:  No-one is listening to you. 

Mr COURT:  If the Leader of the Opposition is not interested, he should go outside and have a cup of tea. 

Dr Gallop:  The Labor Party set it up; it is our royal commission, not yours. 

Mr COURT:  You bet it is.  It highlights your processes in government, and they were rotten - absolutely rotten!  
What those opposite cannot accept is that the Government’s processes take time.  All these different groups 
provide appropriate professional advice because it is a major project. 

Dr Gallop:  Answer the question. 

Mr COURT:  There is a simple answer to the question.  The reports and the contracts will all be made public.  
That is something the Leader of the Opposition could not do when in government. 

Dr Gallop:  Answer the question. 

Mr COURT:  I will answer the question.  Those opposite could not do that when in government because they 
were up to their necks in illegal and improper activities.  That is what was happening.  The Leader of the 
Opposition has raised some specific questions about which I would like to comment.  

Mr Marshall interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  I formally call to order the member for Dawesville for the first time.  

Mr COURT:  The Leader of the Opposition spoke about government offices.  The minister has said that there is 
no commitment to take government office space, in either the soccer and rugby stadium or the convention and 
exhibition centre.  It has nothing to do with these negotiations.   

Dr Gallop:  Are you considering moving in? 

Mr COURT:  The minister said that down the track it may be appropriate for government offices to be moved in, 
but it has nothing to with the present negotiations.  

Dr Gallop:  Down the track? What kind of commitment is that? 

Mr COURT:  The Leader of the Opposition is absolutely pathetic.  What he does not like - 

Dr Gallop:  Answer the question.  Is there a commitment to offices? 

Mr COURT:  No, there is no commitment.  I cannot believe that the Leader of the Opposition, sitting there 
carping away, trying to present an alternative Government, does not like hearing how proper process occurs.  
The Government has said that the developer pays for the road works that have to be done.  

Dr Gallop:  What about the Perth access plan? 

Mr COURT:  The project can go ahead with or without the Perth access plan.  That is a separate issue.  
Government equity will take the form of a loan arrangement.  There will be a number of design changes, but 
none significant or substantial.  That has just been read out in the probity auditor’s response.  Of course, the 
design will keep evolving until all the parties are happy with it.  That is how projects of this nature are done.  
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Dr Gallop:  What are the conditions of the loan? 

Mr COURT:  A convention and exhibition centre and a soccer and rugby stadium must be built.  The conditions 
are extensive and the Opposition will have the opportunity to read them.  This project is a test of accountability 
for the Government.  It could be just rammed through, but the Government has not done that.  All these 
structures have been put in place.  Cabinet is not prepared to rush it.  A presentation was held yesterday, which 
took three hours.  

Dr Gallop:  What concerns does Cabinet have? 

Mr COURT:  Very few, but we do not make decisions - 

Dr Gallop:  What are the concerns of the Cabinet? 

Mr COURT:  There are very few concerns.  

Dr Gallop:  That is not the question.  I asked what they were.  

Mr COURT:  I will answer that another way.  Cabinet believes that it is an outstanding project.  The beauty of 
this project is that it highlights how the Labor Party did its deals in Government, and how the present 
Government has done it.  The previous Labor Government was doing corrupt deals with its mates, as spelt out in 
the report on the petrochemical plant deal, and the Labor Party also received significant campaign donations 
from Multiplex.  

Mr McGowan:  Is the Premier talking about the successful tenderer? 

Mr COURT:  The difference is that, in this State, the Liberal Party has not received funds from Multiplex.  

Mr Kobelke:  I do not think the Premier is correct there.  

Mr COURT:  I am correct.  The Liberal Party may have accepted funds nationally, but in Western Australia, it 
has refused.  That is public knowledge, listed in the returns.  The outcome is interesting.  In every other State, 
convention and exhibition centres have either been fully funded by the taxpayers, or casino premiums have been 
used, as in Victoria or Queensland.  Western Australia will be the first State to put together a proposal under 
which the private sector will deliver two-thirds of the funding, and the Government will put in the catalyst for 
one-third.  It is a complex commercial deal, and it is being undertaken with the utmost commitment to proper 
process.  As an example, Woodside Petroleum is a large organisation that wanted to do a major commercial 
office development in the city.  It went through a similar process, obtaining expressions of interest from 
companies able to provide such facilities.  The chosen company then had to obtain a financial closure on the 
deal.  Woodside has experienced difficulties, and has been negotiating for over a year.  The Government has 
been negotiating the convention centre deal for a couple of months, and is close to finalising it.  Unlike members 
opposite, the Government is prepared to make public all the reports from the different groups, and, importantly, 
the contract, when it has completed the negotiations.  

Mr McGowan:  On 1 November the Premier said he would put the final plan before the public before signing the 
deal.  Will he now do that? 

Mr COURT:  According to that press article - 

Premier Richard Court has promised to make public the final plan for the Perth convention centre 
proposed by Multiplex before Cabinet signs the deal, if it differs substantially from the plan revealed in 
July.  

I have just read out the probity auditor’s report that says the plan does not differ significantly.  I said that if there 
were a major change, the plans would be made public.  The changes meet the aesthetic concerns raised when the 
plan was released for public consultation.  A design evaluation committee and an architects’ committee support 
that group.  Those bodies have made that decision.  

Dr Gallop:  What about the hotel?  Will it go onto the site?  What are the terms and conditions, and is that not a 
change? 

Mr COURT:  Under the proposal, it can go where it was first put, or it can go onto the site.  Both of those 
options are available, but there will be a hotel.  

Dr Gallop:  The original bidders did not put that in, did they? 

Mr COURT:  The planning people have put up a strong case for it to go onto the convention centre site.  They 
believe that is a better option from a planning point of view.  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for giving the 
Government the opportunity to highlight the Government’s preparedness to go through proper process, and to 
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make all those contracts and other documents public.  The previous Labor Government could not even put a 
power station proposal together.  I am proud of the process that this Government is going through.  It is proper 
and open to full scrutiny.  Members opposite will go down in history as being people who do nothing but knock.  
They are opposed to the convention centre, as they opposed the Swan Bells, the Graham Farmer Freeway and the 
duplication of the Narrows Bridge.  For the Government’s part, if it believes these projects are right for this 
State, it will go through proper processes, and then put a tick against them.  

MR BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington - Parliamentary Secretary) [3.48 pm]:  The attitude the Opposition is 
taking on this process is hypocritical and shameful.  

Dr Gallop:  What is shameful about asking questions? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  The Opposition is doing more than asking questions.  It is knocking, whingeing and whining, 
as it has done for the past seven and three-quarter years.  Western Australia is crying out for the stadium and the 
convention and exhibition centre.  The tourism industry asked for the convention centre; it is not being done on a 
whim of the Government.  The push from the tourism industry came as long ago as 1984, when the tourism 
association was first formed in Western Australia.  As the Premier has pointed out, the accountability in this 
process has been second to none.  A probity auditor from Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu has reviewed the whole 
process, and given it a clean bill of health.  No underhand back dealing or cheating has occurred; the process has 
been aboveboard.  What is interesting is that the Opposition is attacking the task force that was put in place to 
make a decision on this matter.  The task force came from - I do not have it in front of me - 

Dr Gallop:  Read out the Opposition’s matter of public interest to Parliament, then justify that comment. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  No.  The Opposition is totally shameful.   

Dr Gallop:  Come on, read it out.  You are wasting the space of this Parliament. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  It has already been read out.  The fact is that the Opposition is attacking the task force.  
About 20 people from 20 different walks of life were involved in that task force. 

Dr Gallop:  Why did Cabinet not sign off on the deal on Monday? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Major deals are complex and time consuming; the Government cannot rush them.   

Dr Gallop:  Tell me the concerns about the current deal. 

Mr BRADSHAW:  It is difficult for me to tell the Leader of the Opposition about the concerns - if there are any - 
because I am not in Cabinet.   

Dr Gallop:  Why are you speaking? 

Mr BRADSHAW:  Because I believe it is a good deal and it has been done properly - 

Dr Gallop:  You just told me that you do not know what it is.  How can you say it is a good deal if you have not 
seen it?  Goodness gracious! 

Mr BRADSHAW:  I think the Opposition is having a bad day.  It did not do well at question time and it is not 
doing well with this motion, and now members opposite are getting grumpy and upset about it.  Opposition 
members should take their tranquillisers or whatever and sit back and relax. 

When Gelorup was a part of my electorate, I went to a public meeting about a third bluestone quarry, which the 
people did not want.  Those people said that if the community did not want it, the Government should take notice 
of its opinion.  I told those people that if the Government took notice of every group that opposed something in 
Western Australia, nothing would be done in Western Australia.  If this Government took notice of what the 
Opposition is saying in this State, nothing would get done in Western Australia.  It is a similar scenario - knock 
knock, whinge whinge.  The Opposition would still find it wrong if only one person or group put up a plan for 
this deal.  A process was put in place and in the end the decision was between three tenderers, of which one was 
chosen.  In all of these things, there is only one winner.  It is like the Olympics - there is only one winner in each 
race.   

People get upset because so much money and energy is expended in the tender process.  I believe that it costs 
millions of dollars to put forward a tender, which is a bit beyond my comprehension.  It costs a million or two to 
put together a tender for a $300m project.  I guess people get upset if the tender is not won because of the money 
that has been expended.  The task force decided that the Multiplex tender was the best one.  Even though the 
Government keeps asking the Opposition to go on - 

Mr Pendal:  Are you happy that it appears that the tender has altered markedly since it was accepted? 
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Mr BRADSHAW:  I do not believe it has.  The newspapers spread misinformation about the Ministry of Sport 
and Recreation going into somewhere.  No deal has been done.  

Mr Pendal:  A person came to me five days before that appeared in the newspapers and gave me, substantially, 
that story.  I wrote under confidential cover to the Premier and asked for an assurance that that was not correct.  I 
have not had a response.  My conclusion is that where there is smoke there is fire.  That lack of knowledge 
means that there is no transparency in this matter.  

Mr BRADSHAW:  I cannot say anything about an answer to the member’s letter.  To my knowledge, it was 
answered publicly by the Minister for Sport and Recreation.  Hon Norman Moore said on a radio program that 
that is not correct; it is not a part of the deal.  I do not know why the member for South Perth has not received a 
response but I think he will in due course.   

This project is fantastic for Western Australia.  It is important that the Government get it finalised.  It is time that 
the Opposition stopped its knocking and made sure that the process is in place to get the best deal for Western 
Australia. 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Energy) [3.55 pm]:  The Leader of the Opposition and other members 
opposite spoke about delays in the process.  It seems, from the comments of those members, that the Opposition 
has taken up the cause of the failed bidder.  Has the Opposition met with the failed bidders?  With whom has it 
met and how often? 

Dr Gallop:  I have not, but our team has.  They have met with your people as well.  What is wrong with that? 

Mr BARNETT:  I am asking the Leader of the Opposition - 

Dr Gallop:  What is wrong with that?   

Mr BARNETT:  I am not saying there is anything wrong. 

Dr Gallop:  Why did you ask the question?  What is wrong with it?  What are you implying? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr BARNETT:  I am asking the Leader of the Opposition a question. 

Dr Gallop:  Come on. 

Mr Carpenter interjected.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Willagee will come to order!   

Mr BARNETT:  I am saying that accountability - 

Dr Gallop:  They had concerns.  Have they met with you, my friend?   

Mr BARNETT:  It is simple accountability.  I am asking the Leader of the Opposition whether he has met with 
them, with whom he met, and how often. 

Dr Gallop:  I, personally, have not, but our team has. 

Mr BARNETT:  The Opposition has met with them.  Has it met with both failed bidders? 

Dr Gallop:  I have not, but our team has. 

Mr BARNETT:  Will the Leader of the Opposition publicly disclose details of which members of the Opposition 
met with the failed bidders, and when? 

Dr Gallop:  Don’t be ridiculous. 

Mr BARNETT:  This motion is about accountability.  Why should the Opposition hesitate to make that 
information public? 

Dr Gallop:  I am not hesitating.  I said our team has. 

Mr BARNETT:  Will the Leader of the Opposition make a commitment to publicly disclose who in the Labor 
Party has met with failed bidders, when they have met with them, and how often? 

Dr Gallop:  Not a problem. 

Mr BARNETT:  That is good.  Why did it take the House 90 seconds to get to that point? 

Dr Gallop:  It didn’t. 
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Mr BARNETT:  It took 90 seconds. 

Mr Carpenter interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Willagee will come to order!   

Mr BARNETT:  The Opposition talked about delays.  In July, the Multiplex consortium was selected as a 
preferred bidder. 

Mr Carpenter interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I formally call the member for Willagee to order for the first time. 

Mr BARNETT:  The proposals that were short-listed and those that went to the final selection of the preferred 
bidder were vastly different concepts - they were architectural designs and differed functionally, visually, 
conceptually and financially.  That was the nature of the beast; the brief for the convention centre, sports and 
performing arts facilities and the like was broad.  The preferred bidder was selected in July through a tender 
process.  It was only at that point that the contractual negotiations began.  They are two distinct processes.  The 
Opposition has spoken about delays from July to November, but that was the point at which contractual 
negotiations began.   During those negotiations, detailed aesthetic, functional and financial changes will be 
made.  At the end of the day, the question is whether what is negotiated is a good result and if it is a valid 
process.  The public and cabinet ministers have expressed views about the development, to which the proponent 
has responded.  This debate has failed to make a distinction between the selection of the preferred bidder and the 
negotiation of a contract.  That is the fundamental failure of the Opposition’s argument. 

DR GALLOP (Victoria Park - Leader of the Opposition) [3.58 pm]:  The Opposition today raised an important 
matter of public interest; it called on the Premier to report to Parliament and table all the documents relating to 
the Perth convention and exhibition centre.  None of that has happened.  Yet again, the Premier and the 
Government of Western Australia are not accounting to the Parliament on this major project.  However, as a 
result of debate in Parliament today, the Opposition has found out something - that a proposal went to Cabinet on 
Monday, and was not ticked off by Cabinet.  Only one conclusion can be reached from that:  Cabinet members 
had concerns about this deal.  When I asked the Premier about those concerns, and who raised them, he would 
not answer the question.  

I raise one concern, and perhaps the Minister for Planning will come into the Chamber at this point.  The Premier 
said that there were concerns on planning grounds about shifting the hotel from the site next to the convention 
centre into the centre itself.  I want to know whether the planning authorities represented in Cabinet by the 
Minister for Planning had concerns about that aspect, what those concerns were, whether they were raised in the 
cabinet meeting and whether they have implications for the planning approval process. 

The Premier has not answered all the questions posed and has not been fully accountable to Parliament.  As the 
Opposition raised the issue today, we have found out there is division in Cabinet on this issue.  We need to know 
which ministers in Cabinet do not approve of this project.  Most specifically, we want to hear from the Minister 
for Planning his concerns on planning grounds about shifting the hotel from outside the convention centre site 
onto the site itself.  The people of Western Australia deserve an answer to that question; the Opposition will seek 
that answer. 

MR PENDAL (South Perth) [4.01 pm]:  I briefly touch on three matters that flow from the motion.  First, I have 
consistently said for several years that I fail to see justification for allocating in excess of $100m of taxpayers’ 
money to a private facility.  It is no different from the complaints lodged by the current Government when in 
opposition that past Governments were picking winners.  For example, the argument run at the time was that the 
Labor Government was picking winners by giving some people preference in the creation of a petrochemical 
plant.  I believed then, as I do now, that when Western Australia can commercially sustain a petrochemical plant, 
one will be built.  The same argument applies to a convention centre.  I am not unaware of the benefits to be 
attracted to Western Australia by the construction of a convention centre.  However, on the current plan, one-
third of the cost will be met by taxpayers in this blatant case of picking winners.  That is my first and chief 
concern. 

Second, when I expressed these concerns in an interjection in the course of a similar debate in this House about a 
year ago, the Premier responded to the effect that the member for South Perth should be fair and withhold 
judgment because he might be pleasantly surprised to find that the plans for the convention centre contained a 
new lyric theatre for Western Australia.  He was aware that I, along with others, have long been an advocate of a 
lyric theatre, which in its own right would attract many more productions to Western Australia than it currently 
enjoys.  By implication, the Premier said that the Government might be putting government funds into a 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 21 November 2000] 

 p3428b-3438a 
Speaker; Dr Geoff Gallop; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Richard Court; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr John Bradshaw; Mr 
Eric Ripper; Deputy Speaker; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr John Kobelke; Mr Arthur Marshall; Mr Pendal; Mr 

Pendal; Mr Pendal 

 [12] 

convention centre, but the trade-off and return to the State might be a purpose-built lyric theatre.  The plans 
contain no such lyric theatre.  I am told that they include a performing arts space, and nothing more.  Therefore, 
the so-called trade-off, that might have persuaded someone to believe that the proposal had something in it for 
the Western Australian taxpayers in the form of a free lyric theatre, simply has not materialised. 

My only other comment is that I was approached on the seventh day of this month by a person in my electorate 
who, as far as I am aware, is not involved with any of the unsuccessful bidders.  His information was at least as 
good as that published in The West Australian on 9 or 10 November.  His complaint to me was that the 
convention centre now being put before the public had so markedly altered from that accepted by the 
Government that it was unrecognisable. 

Dr Gallop:  There is an easy way to determine that. 

Mr PENDAL:  Table the papers, and that is how I will vote on the motion in a few moments.  The Leader of the 
Opposition is right. 

The Leader of the House has acknowledged that occasions always arise in which some changes, financial and 
architectural, are made to plans from the time of a decision to when a successful tenderer is awarded the contract.  
However, it is never the case that the outcome is unrecognisable from the original and approved tender.  That has 
caused a great deal of disquiet among people in the metropolitan area in particular.  That is a good reason to 
table all the papers involved, and certainly why this issue should be made transparent before anything is 
ultimately signed. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (19) 

Ms Anwyl Dr Gallop Mr McGowan Mrs Roberts 
Mr Brown Mr Graham Ms McHale Mr Thomas 
Mr Carpenter Mr Kobelke Mr Pendal Ms Warnock 
Dr Constable Ms MacTiernan Mr Riebeling Mr Cunningham (Teller) 
Dr Edwards Mr McGinty Mr Ripper  

Noes (28) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Cowan Mr Marshall Mr Prince 
Mr Baker Mr Day Mr Masters Mr Shave 
Mr Barnett Mrs Edwardes Mr McNee Mr Trenorden 
Mr Barron-Sullivan Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Minson Dr Turnbull 
Mr Board Mrs Holmes Mr Nicholls Mrs van de Klashorst 
Mr Bradshaw Mr Johnson Mr Omodei Mr Wiese 
Mr Court Mr MacLean Mr Osborne Mr Tubby (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr Grill Dr Hames 
 Mr Marlborough Mr House 
 Mr Bridge Mr Kierath 

Question thus negatived. 
 


