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PERTH GLORY — COMPENSATION 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.22 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
debated — 

That this house calls on the Minister for Sport and Recreation to provide a full, frank and open 
account of the compensation arrangements paid to Perth Glory. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I was aware that the opposition was going to move this motion, and I am not disturbed by 
that. However, in terms of the orderly conduct of the house, we are dealing with notices of motion and bringing 
legislation into the Parliament and, as a simple courtesy, I suggest that is completed before this attempt to 
suspend standing orders is moved.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, as you would be aware, the standing orders provide that a matter such as 
this can be moved at any time and there is no requirement to do as the Premier suggests. Further, the opposition 
had discussions with the Leader of the House and he expressed a government preference for this matter to be 
brought on at the conclusion of notices of motion to introduce bills. There are a number of bills to be read a 
second time today. The opposition advised the Leader of the House that we would prefer to suspend standing 
orders after brief ministerial statements, and he agreed that could be done. Therefore, the opposition expected to 
be able to move the suspension of standing orders before the Premier spoke.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I understand there was an arrangement, and I saw the arrangement being undertaken.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Ms M.M. Quirk: We went home at 7.30 last night.  

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

Apparently, there was an agreement, but I was not aware of it at the time I called on the Premier. The standing 
orders provide that debate can be suspended at any time. I will allow the member for West Swan to continue.  

Debate Resumed 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, there was an agreement, and the agreement was that the opposition would have 
20 minutes each for the debate on the motion. Can I have a verbal agreement?  
Mr J.H.D. Day: Sit down and I will move an amendment.  

Amendment to Motion 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.25 pm]: The government, with some reluctance of 
course, is prepared to accept that the opposition wants to debate this issue now. It is correct that it was the 
government’s preference to deal with — 

Mr P. Papalia: We all went home at 7.30 pm last night. 

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

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It was the government’s preference to deal with this matter at the end of bills’ notices of 
motion; however, the opposition indicated that it was not happy to do so. It has the ability, at least, to move to 
suspend standing orders in between business matters, so with some reluctance the government accepts that. 
Therefore, I move — 

To insert after “debated” — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 20 minutes for government members and 20 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 
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The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute 
majority to succeed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Motion 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.26 pm]: I move — 

That this house calls on the Minister for Sport and Recreation to provide a full, frank and open account 
of the compensation arrangements paid to Perth Glory.  

Today, I outline the key questions that the Minister for Sport and Recreation has to answer in this house today. 
In question time yesterday, the minister was asked why he did not take this significant issue to cabinet. The 
opposition needs a full, frank and open account of what occurred in the arrangements for compensation to be 
paid to this party. I want to put a number of questions today. I call on the government and the minister to listen to 
the questions and to provide full and frank information to this Parliament. The opposition has received a number 
of documents through the freedom of information process. It has asked a number of questions in this house and 
the other place—serious questions about accountability, transparency and probity in this matter. I will go through 
them. Why did the minister not take this issue to cabinet? Remember, this is a compensation payment to a third 
party. A lot of controversy was attached. The minister said he would take it to cabinet; it was not taken to 
cabinet. Then there is the question about the amount of compensation. Yesterday, the minister told this place that 
Perth Glory demanded $1.02 million in compensation. He stated that the amount of compensation paid by the 
government was in the order of $400 000. The entire payments and concessions made by the government in 
relation to this issue add up to far more than $400 000.  
I want the minister to come into the chamber and respond to the points I will make. I will ask about 
the appropriateness of using a capital allocation to fund a compensation payment from the point of view of 
accounting—to put on my Treasury hat; mixing recurrent and capital—and probity and financial management. 
Why is some of the money allocated to capital being paid as a straight payment to a third party?  Then there is 
the timing of the payment. Again, there was clear advice that the timing of any compensation should be at the 
end or near the end of the entire construction works—that is, May this year to the end of the year. 

Compensation was paid up-front through December—basically, the January period. The issue of donations is an 
issue given the government’s lack of process; by the fact that the minister undertook to make this payment 
without going to cabinet. If the process was rock solid, the donation would not be an issue. The donation is an 
issue because of the lack of process. I want to go through my key points; firstly, the issue of cabinet. As I said, 
this is an issue that attracted much attention; it was always going to attract controversy given it is a payment to a 
third party for compensation. As I recall, these issues normally go through a rigorous process and require 
Treasury approval and would require cabinet approval.  

In a briefing note dated 3 September, there was advice that this matter should go to cabinet. The other key and 
most important issue is that on 23 October last year the minister actually told this place that the payment would 
be going to cabinet, and I directly quote — 

When that is worked through, the compensation payment will be taken to cabinet.  

He recognised then that the matter should go to cabinet. I suspect that all the advice would have been, “We have 
seen the advice; it should go to cabinet.” But why did it not go to cabinet? The matter of compensation to a third 
party is controversial and subject to much debate, particularly around the amount of compensation to be 
provided. Again, why did it not go to cabinet?  

Yesterday, the Minister for Sport and Recreation said, “Well, I made a decision it shouldn’t go to cabinet.” On 
whose advice? Why? Why did this matter not go to cabinet? Why did it not get formal Treasury approval? We 
know it did not because in an answer to a question in the other place, the representing minister said in response 
to a question about who gave formal approval that it was the minister. Did the matter have formal approval from 
Treasury? No. There was some consultation apparently, through the interdepartmental committee on the stadium 
for redevelopment, but there was no formal approval on a key issue.  

The idea that the minister did not present the matter to cabinet because he did not want to is not enough. There 
has got to be a clear sequence of events about who was consulted and who formally ticked it off. I have already 
said that the minister said he ticked it off, but who else was consulted and why did it not go to cabinet? 
Secondly, the amount of compensation has been difficult to establish. I have gone through the papers and have 
not seen a clear description of the compensation, particularly in the budget papers presented this year. It is very 
difficult to find out the amount. The minister has said $400 000 was paid for three items; namely, as I understand 
it, the membership, the signage and the loss of corporates. However, there are two other key factors: one, 
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Perth Glory no longer needs to pay for the video screens; and two, the audio. The reason the compensation 
payment is a big issue is also highlighted in an email from the Department of Sport and Recreation to Perth 
Glory dated 2 July. The department went through all of the claims in relation to compensation and one of them 
related to the video screens and audio—that it was part of the compensation discussion. However, the minister 
cannot walk away from that. In fact, on 20 August this year the minister talked about the amount of 
compensation. He said that the stadium had the best video screens and a new PA system and that Perth Glory no 
longer had to meet that cost. The member for Armadale asked whether these benefits were taken into 
consideration in respect of compensation. The minister replied — 

Overall, that would have been taken into account, because, remember, the government spent this 
money. 

The minister’s own words! The government spent the money on this equipment; it was part of the compensation 
negotiations. Therefore, when the minister talks about the compensation, he cannot just talk about the $400 000. 
He has to take into consideration the concession. We understand through questions in the upper house yesterday 
that the concession was worth approximately $270 000 per annum. The government can make these decisions 
because it can, but it needs to properly account for its decisions in this place. It needs to be true to the Parliament 
and the public. The government can make decisions, but it is our role as the opposition to remind the government 
about its role to be transparent to justify its decisions. From our just adding up all the figures, we have realised 
that the compensation paid by the government is more than $400 000 because there is this concession of 
$270 000 per annum. It is far more than $400 000.  

The matter of Healthway sponsorship came into consideration from a briefing note of 3 September. The note 
indicates that the Department of Sport and Recreation recommended as an option that if a sponsorship proposal 
in respect of Healthway were successful, the Department of Sport and Recreation would seek an exchange of 
letters from the franchise owner confirming a waiver to the current claims for compensation. In the past five 
months, we see that the other issue is the Healthway sponsorship. I want the minister to explain whether anyone 
in his department or office discussed this issue with Perth Glory to approach Healthway. That is the key 
question. The full details of the entire compensation amount should be provided by the minister. He said 
yesterday that it was $1.02 million. As I have outlined, it is $400 000 in direct payments. We had this concession 
worth up to $270 000 to $300 000 a year; and of course since then there has been a $500 000 Healthway 
sponsorship.  

The third point is the appropriateness of funding the compensation from capital allocation. In a briefing note of 
6 September about compensation, there was a recommendation that states — 

Any agreement to compensate will require additional or new appropriation.  

This is quite fundamental. As I said, it is not only fundamental from an accounting point of view, but it is also 
fundamental in how we run government. Is it the case that agencies are given capital allocations and when there 
is an underspend of the allocation, ministers can do whatever they want with those moneys—or a predicted 
underspend because the project is not finished? Is that the case? On a briefing note dated 2 November 2012, it 
states — 

It is important that consideration be given to the appropriateness of funding of a compensation claim 
from a capital funding allocation as this impacts on the agency expense limit through its recognised … 
the payment will be capitalised in future.  

It also states that no allowance for any compensation claims had been made in relation to sporting codes. This is 
another key point I want to address; that is, the use of capital funding for a recurrent compensation payment. As I 
said, if the government wanted a compensation payment, it is up to the government. But to use a capital 
allocation to fund a compensation claim on the basis that the government thinks it will underspend, that it has 
money to spare, I do not understand how that can happen through natural appropriation. The money was spent 
for funding when there was no appropriation or approval by this place.  

My fourth question concerns the timing of the payment. Again, in a briefing note the department talked about the 
timing and the note says — 

While the third party … 

Perth Glory — 

… has requested compensation as a result of cash flow concerns, the financial impact, if the claim is 
immediately drawn down to the project budget, will not be known until April/May 2013 or as late 
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as December 2013, following pitch replacement or when all the works for the project are complete and 
outstanding claims have been resolved. 

There may have been catastrophic implications for the project unless further funds were made available. The 
minister could stand up and say, “Well, we think we’re okay”, but the key issue is that the advice back 
in November was not to pay upfront. The advice was to wait until the entire works are finished. The budget 
papers show that the entire works had not finished; that there is still an outstanding amount to be completed. 

Three invoices were sent from October to December for games held on 5 January and 18 January. The money 
was paid up-front, even though the advice was given later on. I hope that the minister does not stand up and say 
that the project is under budget, because it is not. The original budget for this project was about $83 million, 
including planning money. The budget for this project is now over $100 million because of a change of scope 
and because it does not factor in the $5 million to the City of Vincent. The project’s budget has increased 
significantly. Minister, please do not say that it is under budget because the budget has blown out significantly 
from when it was first announced and put in the budget papers.  

The donation is only an issue because of the lack of process that has been outlined today. We still do not 
understand why there was a complete change, and Perth Glory was removed from those disclosures. I note that 
on 31 December, the member for Girrawheen—who was very busy on New Year’s Eve—questioned the 
donation during the negotiations. The issue of the donation exists only because of the facts that I outlined earlier. 
Cabinet did not approve a compensation payment and funding was used from a capital allocation and not from 
funds that were already allocated or appropriated. They are the key issues. I believe that the Parliament deserves 
a full account of all the compensation paid, why it did not go to cabinet, the timing of the payment, and any other 
financial issues currently in place for this ground.  

I do not want to hear the minister talk about why sport is good. We all know that sport is good and that kiddies 
love playing sport. We need answers to key questions about this process, particularly the cabinet process and 
how such a payment can be made without the decision going to cabinet. 

MR T. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation [12.42 pm]: In answer to this motion, I 
would like to comment on what took place. I will give a summary of what actually took place. I inform the house 
that I was aware from the start that there would be disruption to a sport and that therefore there was the 
likelihood that compensation would be paid. As minister, I focused as much as I could, through the department, 
on minimising that disruption. 

I will go through this series of events. I advised the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee and cabinet 
in June and July 2011 of the likelihood of compensation claims made by sporting bodies as a result of the 
redevelopment of nib Stadium. I outlined to cabinet and the EERC that I thought there would be a compensation 
claim because it was obvious that there would be an interruption to sport during the period of construction. We 
were undertaking a much needed upgrade of the stadium. Due to the scheduling of construction and the 
efficiency of the project delivery, Perth Glory was the only stadium user impacted by the redevelopment. From 
the start, through our management and the construction scheduling, we were able to limit the disruption to only 
one sporting code, which was quite a task.  

The initial advice about compensation was provided by the Department of Sport and Recreation in September 
2012. The advice anticipated that compensation would be funded through a new appropriation, which therefore 
required EERC and cabinet approval. I made comments to this effect when I spoke about the matter in 
Parliament in October that year. Subsequent advice from the Department of Sport and Recreation in November 
2012 confirmed that the compensation could be met from within the approved project budget. The Department of 
Sport and Recreation consulted with Treasury and State Solicitor’s Office when framing this advice. This advice 
came to me after consultation with Treasury, the State Solicitor’s Office and the Department of Sport and 
Recreation, which right from the start had told me that it was likely there would be a need for compensation at 
some stage. There was no need in taking the funding out of the capital budget to take this matter to cabinet for its 
approval, but I made that decision in consultation with the Premier and the Premier’s office. The decision was 
made in November 2012 and accepted on 17 December 2012.  

The member for West Swan asked questions about the annual report. I received advice on this that states — 

As per paragraph 16 of Accounting Standard AASB111, claims from 3rd parties — 

That is, Perth Glory. The advice continues — 
are costs that relate directly to the costs of contract. Therefore the cost has been recognised in the DSR 
Balance Sheet under Property, Plant and Equipment. In our 2012–13 Annual Report this is disclosed at 
note 21 of the Financial Statements. 
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The Auditor General issued a clear opinion on the DSR Financial Statements 

This advice has been provided by the Department of Sport and Recreation’s corporate services director and I am 
happy to table the document. 

[See paper 1089.] 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: This was all done in consultation with Treasury and the State Solicitor’s Office.  
On the issue of National Party donations, although this is not a part of the motion, I want to be as open as I can 
possibly be and put it on the record. I say right from the start that there is absolutely no link between Perth 
Glory’s compensation payment and the donation by Tony Sage’s companies to the National Party. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I make the point that I approved the compensation out of the existing project budget on 
independent advice from the Department of Sport and Recreation. That compensation payment was made on its 
merits. At this point, I will say that I think that compensation payment—I was as thorough as I could possibly be 
with this—was made on its merits and that it was a good decision. My role as the Minister for Sport and 
Recreation is to promote and advance sport, but I will always do that thinking of the best use of taxpayers’ 
money—I always do that.  

I did not take part in any discussions with Tony Sage, Paul Kelly or anyone else regarding National Party 
donations—not once; never. Corporate donations are a matter for the lay party and are negotiated by the relevant 
lay party officers. I will be open and frank: until the last few days I did not even know what the amount was. I do 
not get involved in that. Obviously, I was aware of Tony Sage’s association with the National Party. I have been 
to events attended by Paul Kelly and Tony Sage. I was aware of the association. I have been to a conference at 
which Tony Sage spoke and to dinners, as I have done with many other individuals and companies that deal with 
the government.  

Several members injected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I am just trying to tell the members that I was aware of Tony Sage’s association with the 
National Party but I had no idea about the donation or the amount, and I was not involved with it. The donation 
had no impact on my decision as the minister. I will stand on my reputation because the one thing that I can say 
is that in all the dealings that I have had — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I am a minister and I make decisions all the time. I am very careful minister. Sometimes 
I am probably bit overcautious. The reason is that I want to make sure that I do things properly. I can stand 
here —  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

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

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I can tell members right now that I stand here with my hand on my heart to let the 
Parliament and the people of Western Australia know that I made that decision with integrity, and I stand by it. It 
was a good decision; it was the right decision.  

I understand that there was a change to the declaration lodged with the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission. That was done at the request of the donor due to an administration or accounting issue. I was not 
aware of that. I was not even aware of the donation. That is the truth. 
The member wanted to know about the claim for compensation. I corrected myself at the end of question time 
because I mentioned the figure of $1.2 million and it should have been $1.012 million; I just did not read it right. 
Perth Glory Football Club provided the state with a formal claim for compensation of $1 012 760. The claim was 
for loss of signage revenue, loss of the north east suite corporate revenue, loss of membership ticket revenue due 
to reduced capacity and loss of membership revenue due to displacement of members to less desirable seating 
areas. The Department of Sport and Recreation, which acted in association with the State Solicitor’s Office and 
the Department of Treasury, negotiated. We agreed to compensation for the loss of signage revenue and loss of 
north east suite corporate revenue. We did not agree to compensation for the loss of membership and ticket 
revenue due to reduced capacity. We agreed to compensation for loss of membership revenue due to the 
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displacement of members to less desirable seating areas. We knew these things were going to come up. When we 
rebuild a stadium during a season, there will be disruption, and we are aware of that.  

I turn to comments regarding the public address system and the video screen. They were not considered for 
compensation. With due respect to The West Australian, it did not quite get that right. I have spoken about it 
many times in this Parliament. We should remember that there are not just advantages for Perth Glory; there are 
advantages for Western Force, the National Rugby League and anyone who holds an event at the ground. It is 
not just Perth Glory. I said that this upgrade was going to be a boost for the sports that play there because they 
have costs of about $20 000 a game, having to hire screens and PA systems. When we upgraded the stadium, we 
put in permanent screens and a permanent PA system. It was not as though we reimbursed them. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You paid for that. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Yes, we paid for the stadium. I think it is a great outcome. It is a good outcome for 
sports. We try to help sports.  

The member for West Swan said that I got up and said that the stadium upgrade was within budget et cetera. 
Yes, we made a change. When we spoke to various sports, particularly rugby, there was a request to include 
more corporate areas, which I think was a good decision. This makes nib Stadium a much better place for the 
spectator because there are more advantages with more corporate opportunity within the stadium. How many 
times have I spoken in this place about the $95 million? With that money, we were able to build a brand-new 
southern stand and provide seating in the northern bowl. The fact that we have taken compensation from that has 
not jeopardised the development at all; in fact, we delivered a whole heap more. I know that supporters and all 
the codes that use the stadium were grateful for that. It was achieved as a result of good management and prudent 
decisions. I thought the construction company involved, BGC Construction, did a really good job, along with the 
Department of Sport and Recreation, particularly its facilities department.  
I do not think there is much else I can say, other than that a comment was made about me listening to my 
department. The first recommendation was that it go to cabinet but then we changed that funding source. There 
was no need. I discussed that with the Premier and that was the decision that was made. I get challenged in here 
from time to time by members of the opposition. If I follow the advice of my department, they say, “You are the 
minister; you make the decision.” When I first became minister, I asked my department to give me all advice, all 
aspects, so I understood what was going on. I might not agree with all the advice because I might not think it is 
in the best interests of the sporting public, the government and the taxpayer. I probably take most of their advice 
but at times I might not take their advice. Then members opposite say that I do not listen. They cannot have it 
both ways. I am a minister and I do make decisions. I do not think there is much point in me saying anything else 
other than to say that this decision was made with complete integrity. I stand by my integrity, and I think I have 
shown that in this place over 13 years.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [12.55 pm]: The response of the minister has done nothing to satisfy the 
concerns of the opposition about the process behind, in particular, the use of the capital allocation to pay 
compensation. In the final five minutes of the debate that I have, I will deal with that and then talk about the 
amount of compensation that was paid to Perth Glory. Last week when I questioned the Treasurer, he said his 
budget was a legal document, despite it being ignored by the government. The Parliament passed the budget with 
a capital appropriation to spend public money in a particular way. That is why the minister said back in October 
that before he uses part of that capital budget to pay compensation, he will go back to cabinet. He is changing the 
basis upon which that money is being granted by Parliament. It seems to me that the minister did everything 
other than take it to Parliament. He consulted Treasury. I want to hear from the Treasurer. I want to know 
whether he agreed and approved the change of the use of this money. Did Treasury agree and approve the 
change of the use of this money? I know the Minister for Sport and Recreation consulted, but did Treasury 
agree? He sought advice from the State Solicitor as well. He asked whether he could use this capital 
appropriation for a compensation payment. Why did the minister not take it to cabinet if he had so many 
concerns about what he was doing with this money? It seems to me to be the obvious way to go about changing 
the legal basis upon which he was using this money. That is why we are debating this issue and that is why there 
are questions around the donation that subsequently flowed to the National Party because the smell around the 
process upon which the capital appropriation was used casts serious doubts over the integrity of the process that 
the minister went through in respect of that money.  

The minister made the other point that he was approached with a compensation claim of $1.012 million, made up 
of four components—signage loss, corporate suite loss, reduced capacity and displacement of members to 
cheaper seats effectively. Quite rightly, the government did not accept the reduced capacity argument because 
the Glory was not filling the reduced capacity stadium anyway, but it still overcompensated the original claim. 
The original claim of $1.012 million, according to the minister, included the reduced capacity, yet we had a 
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$400 000 direct payment. Then we had the free use of the PA and video screen that the minister agreed back on 
20 August this year did form part of the compensation payment. He said that overall that would have been taken 
into account in respect of the compensation because, remember, the government spent the money. Then—this is 
the more interesting thing—the Department of Sport and Recreation used Healthway; its own little plaything. It 
said, “We’ll get Healthway to sponsor Glory and that is the consideration of Glory then waiving all rights against 
DSR.” It used a third party to pay moneys to then waive rights for compensation. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: I didn’t agree with that. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is what the minister’s briefing note said. Lo and behold, Healthway enters into a 
$500 000 arrangement with Perth Glory. That is why there is a serious smell around this. 
Dr K.D. Hames: What’s that got to do with anything?  

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is a good question. Suddenly, when there is a claim for $1.012 million, the 
compensation is way over what was being sought by Glory. That is the reality. That is why questions are now 
being raised about the donation to the National Party. I note that the minister said that no-one raised this with 
him, but he did not say whether any of his colleagues raised this payment with him. Did the Leader of the 
National Party raise it with the minister? Did the member for North West Central raise this issue with the 
minister? There are a number of questions that the minister did not deal with, including the fact that Parliament 
passed a budget, a legal document, saying that this capital money is to be used for a particular purpose. The 
minister did not go back to cabinet; he changed the use of that money, despite the fact that he knew it had to go 
to cabinet. He did all he could to avoid bringing it to cabinet. That is why he consulted Treasury and the Premier. 
Ultimately, the minister should have gone back to cabinet and he knows it. He has created a dodgy process that 
has resulted in this debate today.  

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Pilbara — Minister for Regional Development) [1.00 pm]: Thank you for the 
opportunity to speak on this debate, Mr Speaker. I begin by saying that, when I heard of the suspension of 
standing orders this morning, I thought the opposition would come in and, under the cover of Parliamentary 
privilege, throw outlandish accusations across the table, but to the member for West Swan’s credit she did not do 
that. She stood up and asked questions about the process that we used to get to this point, and I think that is 
appropriate. The member has every right to ask these questions and she did that. I have been in these debates 
many times over the past five years, both on the opposition side and on this side of the chamber, and the member 
handled her contribution to this debate in an upstanding way. 

The main points made in the debate before the chamber today have been about the change from the capital 
allocation to the compensation, which in strict accounting terms would not be compensation, and the notion that 
because the video screen was installed as part of the redevelopment, that that could be seen as giving Perth Glory 
Football Club $270 000 a year; that is what they used to pay to hire a video screen for each of the events. In 
regard to the capital allocation, the Minister for Sport and Recreation quite clearly explained that he sought 
advice on whether the capital appropriation for the project could be used for the compensation. He even went as 
far as getting advice from the State Solicitor’s Office and he tabled the document that defined how that process 
was undertaken. That is also explained in the Department of Sport and Recreation’s annual report. Real 
questions about the process of how capital money became a compensation payment—notionally recurrent 
money—were asked and I think the Minister for Sport and Recreation answered them. If I recall, he said that 
because the compensation was seen as being a key part of the project, accounting standards enabled it to be 
accounted for in that way. Real questions were asked by the member for West Swan and were answered by the 
Minister for Sport and Recreation. 

Another point made was about the video screen. I can just imagine the hue and cry if the new nib Stadium 
upgrade did not include a video screen. One does not undertake a major upgrade of a rectangular stadium for all 
the sports and concerts that use the facility without installing a video screen. The video screen has been installed 
and yes, that is a benefit not just to Perth Glory, but to all users of that stadium and video screens are now — 

Mr P.B. Watson: When will all the minor sports be getting their grab of that? 

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

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: Video screens are a key part of any new stadium infrastructure and as the Minister for Sport 
and Recreation explained, that has been delivered. The two key questions that were put to the Minister for Sport 
and Recreation have been answered. I add that questions were asked and I sought advice from the National Party 
about the change in the donation. When the donation was originally made it was explained to us that, to account 
for that, it was made in two split tranches of $12 500. When the Electoral Commission went back to the donor to 
tell them that is how it was done, the donor confirmed that the entire donation had come from one entity, so the 
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Nationals then updated our Electoral Commission entry to reflect what the donor had said; so I think that has 
been clearly answered as well. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is called “smurfing”. 

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

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I end my contribution by saying that I too am absolutely convinced of the utmost integrity of 
the Minister for Sport and Recreation. He has handled this issue well; the upgrade of the stadium has gone well. 
We have gone through that difficult upgrade period and people are now able to use the stadium and that is a great 
outcome for the people of Western Australia. Well done, Minister for Sport and Recreation for overseeing this 
great project for the state. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [1.05 pm]: I agree with what the Leader of the National Party said 
and I add a couple of comments. This has been an important project for sport, particularly for soccer and rugby, 
as well as entertainment and other users of nib Stadium. The project, that cost around $95 million, was well 
managed and executed. It not only came in under budget, but allowed for additional seating on the southern side 
of the stadium as well as what was planned for the eastern side. For a relatively low value, Perth now has a very 
high-quality rectangular stadium where, in the future, new seating can be extended all the way around the ground 
whenever it becomes necessary. It is a good result. 

The Labor Party has, by way of interjection, put out an innuendo that somehow events relating to the stadium 
were related to a donation to the National Party. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: No we did not say that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, no-one said it. Interesting is it not? No-one said it; the two speakers, the member for 
West Swan and the shadow Treasurer, did not refer to it, but there were plenty of interjections about it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Interjections from whom? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: From members opposite right throughout the debate. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There were plenty of interjections Madam Deputy Speaker. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The Premier has a guilty conscience! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Do not feign innocence; we all heard them. There were plenty of interjections from 
backbench members on the other side implying that somehow this compensation to Perth Glory was related to a 
donation to the National Party. Not one of them had the courage to actually make the accusation; they just put 
the innuendo out there and no doubt talked to journalists about it, but they actually lacked the courage to make 
the accusation, because there was no substance to it. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is ridiculous! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the member disagrees, make the accusation. He will not because he does not have the 
courage and there is no substance to it. That is a fact. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You make the accusation! You smurfed the donations and broke the electoral act. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for a second time. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Why did they break the electoral act? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, I call you to order for a third time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There were interjections, but no accusations were made by the speakers opposite because 
there is no substance to any relationship between a donation to the National Party and the compensation that was 
paid to Perth Glory. I do not know where members on the other side of the house stand on that project, but 
members on this side are proud of the project and proud to support Perth Glory, Western Force and other users. 
We are not ashamed; we are actually proud of this achievement. 
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As to the so-called substance of this motion, as the Minister for Sport and Recreation stated, he sought advice 
from his department—as he should as a minister. By his account it was made clear to him that the compensation 
could be met from the approved project budget; it was part of the project. Quite properly, the Department of 
Sport and Recreation sought advice and discussed it with Treasury and the State Solicitor’s Office. It was totally 
proper. The minister also discussed it with me. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet was involved, I was 
involved, and I corresponded with Tony Sage of Perth Glory on the matter. There is nothing to this, other than 
the fact that the Minister for Sport and Recreation has made a great effort in achieving a terrific rectangular 
sports stadium for this state. He has behaved entirely properly and those opposite did not even have the courage 
to state the innuendo. It has been a very poor performance.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker casting her vote with the noes, with the following 
result — 

Ayes (18) 

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

 

Noes (34) 

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

            

Pairs 
 Ms L.L. Baker Ms A.R. Mitchell 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mr R.F. Johnson 

Question thus negatived. 
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