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PERTH MARKET (DISPOSAL) BILL 2015 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chair of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the chair; 
Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) in charge of the bill. 

Clause1: Short title — 
Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Prior to the afternoon tea break, I was asked if I could identify the figures around the 
area of land available for development. Currently there are 13.2 hectares of vacant land available. To help 
members, it is the area shaded in yellow on the map. Lot 1002 is 12.6 hectares in size and lot 1004 is 
0.6 hectares. There are 24 000 square metres — 

Hon Ken Travers: Sorry, is that 13.2 hectares in total? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: There are 13.2 hectares of vacant land available for development; lot 1002 is 
12.6 hectares and lot 1004 is 0.6 hectares. In clause 16, the 24 000 square metres equals 2.4 hectares. This 
responds purely to the warehouse footprint. For example, using a plot ratio of 40 per cent, which is greater than 
the current Perth Market Authority master plan plot ratio, results in a requirement of six hectares to be set aside 
for future market-related warehousing. This leaves 7.2 hectares available for other purposes: 6.6 hectares in lot 
1002 and 0.6 hectares in lot 1004. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that 6.6 hectares the business park, or is the business park available for development 
on top of that figure? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is on top of the business development. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: So anything can happen in that area, but what happens on the 7.2 hectares does not have 
to be market related. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is still subject to the caveat but it is not related to the work that is restrained to 
the central trading area or the area available for market-related purposes. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you for that. I just want to clarify one final issue in this whole area. The minister 
has talked about a caveat; are we talking about a caveat or a restricted covenant? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a caveat. There was another word used from time to time. 

Hon Ken Travers: Memorial? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it is a lien. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: Prior to the break, the minister indicated that for the purposes of this bill, 
a mushroom is produce. Are there any other items above and beyond a mushroom that is considered produce for 
the purpose of this bill? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If the member would like to nominate some, I would respond to it. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: The reason I ask is that it would seem appropriate for local government to be 
aware of what constitutes produce for this bill, with regard to clause 37, in order to abide by it. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have indicated before, it is what is in the Perth Market Act 1926. The issue was 
raised about mushrooms, which obviously technically do not fit into the definition of a vegetable for the 
purposes of this bill. I have indicated that they do; that is on Hansard. If the member has anything else that is 
outside that, which he is seeking clarification for, I am more than happy to take that on as a question. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Martin Pritchard is raising an interesting matter. I do not know the minister’s level of 
expertise with all things botanical. She might think of mushrooms as a vegetable, but I am sure there are experts 
out there who say different. The minister referenced that they would be picked up under the site rules. We do not 
know that for sure because the minister has already told us that that will be confidential. I will come back to that 
later. I think where Hon Martin Pritchard is going is there is provision in this legislation that for a period of 
10 years restricts local governments setting up new market facilities in their local areas to sell produce. I think 
what the member is asking is: if there are items that do not come under the definition of produce in this bill, 
would that prevent local governments from establishing, within or before that 10-year expiration time, an 
alternative venue to sell those items that do not come under this definition of produce? It may well be that 
mushrooms are technically not a vegetable, so we could have the Melville mushroom market being set up 
through the auspices of that local government. There was a debate in the other place about some aspect of fish, 
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or there could be a large meat market or something set up. If there was something else that was not picked up 
and is not covered under this definition, would that enable a local government to establish an alternative 
wholesale venue to sell that particular product or alternatives that did not fit into the definition of produce under 
this bill?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Clause 37 on page 24, which refers to the restrictions on other public markets, 
states — 

(1) In this section — 

specified means specified or described in the regulations. 

Those regulations are not yet prescribed. Subsection (2) states — 

Despite anything in the Local Government Act 1995, a local government cannot, during the specified 
period (which cannot exceed 10 years) after the disposal under this Act of the central trading lot, 
provide or establish in a specified area a public market in respect of specified produce. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Does that mean if and when the government gets around to putting in place those 
regulations, mushrooms will be deliberately included in the regulations under the term “specified” so local 
governments cannot establish alternative wholesale or retail markets for that product? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think I have already made it clear that for the purposes of this bill, mushrooms will 
be considered to come under this legislation. 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just calm down! However, given the member is still looking for further clarification, 
I have legal advice that mushrooms can be and will be put in the regulations. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: My original question: is there anything else that will be dealt with? I know that 
I was invited to specify my own example—it is lovely to have that sort of power—but I wonder whether the 
minister is aware of anything else that might come under that definition of produce? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Nothing has been brought to my attention on that, and certainly the advice I have 
from my advisers is that nothing has been brought to their attention either. I again ask: if there is a particular 
produce issue that the member is concerned about, I ask him to please raise it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I want to move on from mushrooms. Part 2 of the bill refers to the mechanisms by which 
we enable the disposal of the Perth market. Part 2 of the bill has five elements that give certain powers to the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. I did a quick calculation, and there are in total 17 clauses of the bill that give 
specific powers to the Minister for Agriculture and Food to implement provisions of the bill. First of all, if we 
stick with the enabling provision, which includes the critical power to issue an order, it has been revealed to the 
Parliament—I have to say, not through the minister’s own goodwill, but by a series of opposition questions—
that the minister has acknowledged that he has a conflict of interest and those clauses in part 2 grant the minister 
powers to issue the order to dispose of the market. Did the government seek any advice about whether that 
declared conflict of interest imposes any restrictions or gives cause for any concern about the minister’s capacity 
to implement the enabling provisions for the sale of the market? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I need to clarify: is the honourable member making reference to the sections under 
part 2 of the bill? For example, clause 9(1) states that “The Minister may, by order …” Is the member referring 
to that word “minister”? The member would know—I am almost certain—that, when the reference in a bill such 
as this is to the minister, it is to the minister who has carriage of the bill. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Which, in this case — 

Hon HELEN MORTON: In this case it is the Treasurer. Every reference to “the minister” in the bill is to the 
minister who has carriage of the bill. Further on in the bill where it refers to the Treasurer, it also refers to the 
Treasurer as “the Treasurer.” That will come up in conversation around all the members’ amendments as well. 
The relevance of the word “minister” in the bill is not the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the minister for clarifying that. In terms of a drafting proposition, I wonder 
whether somebody can explain to me why clause 10 refers to the minister who is actually the Treasurer and the 
Treasurer by using two different expressions? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Quite easily. It could be another minister; for example, it could be the Premier — 

Hon Sue Ellery: But it’s not. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: But it could be, I am saying. For example, it could be me who handles the bill, as the 
Minister for Mental Health — 

Hon Sue Ellery: But it’s not. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: But it could be. The bill is written in such a way that it relates to the minister 
responsible for handling the bill, whoever that minister is. Then, in another part of the bill, it refers to the 
Treasurer who does not have the option of being relayed to other ministers. That refers absolutely to the 
Treasurer. Sections of this bill relate to the minister, whichever minister takes responsibility for the bill when it 
becomes an act, and that changes—as the member knows—from time to time. Other sections in the bill relate 
quite specifically to the Treasurer. Goodness me; I do not know about everybody else, but I have certainly heard 
rumours about a reshuffle. Would it not be funny if that occurred to the point where there was a different 
minister and a different Treasurer involved. The bill has to be able to withstand that kind of flexibility and 
change. The bill is specific to the minister handling the sale and to the Treasurer where it refers to the Treasurer. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I thank the minister, who is not the minister who will have this responsibility, as far as we 
are aware, immediately after the enactment. It is useful that even the frontbench of government acknowledges 
that a reshuffle is in the air; that was a useful revelation, if nothing else was. I appreciate that. I understand what 
the minister is saying about the bill needing to be able to withstand change. In the circumstance in which it is, in 
fact, the Treasurer—in this case, it is the Treasurer—how do we then give effect to the minister with 
responsibility for the bill being the Treasurer and that provision in clause 9(3) that states that the minister, in this 
case, the Treasurer, cannot make an order without the Treasurer’s approval? If the intent of the legislation was to 
make sure that there was a check and balance through two members of the executive in the decision-making, 
how will that be given effect to if it is one and the same person? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is not about having two; it is about making sure that no matter which minister has 
responsibility for this bill, they cannot make an order under clause 9(3) without the Treasurer’s approval. If that 
is one in the same person for the sake of this, it is fine; but if it were another minister, that cannot occur without 
the Treasurer’s approval. For example, this could be handled by the Premier and if the Premier were to be the 
minister responsible then, once again, he could not make an order under clause 9(3) without the Treasurer’s 
approval. It is quite specifically written that it must be with the Treasurer’s approval. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I appreciate that. I want it to be clear that there is no policy intention that two members of 
the executive—one of whom must be the Treasurer—must be involved in the final approval; it is just that the 
Treasurer had to be—what is the word?—consulted. 
Hon Helen Morton: Approved. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: He has to approve. Effectively, the final decision rests with the Treasurer, and it is not the 
intention that two members of the executive will be involved in the decision to issue an order. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct. 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: For members’ edification, although I do not believe everything I see on the 
internet, apparently bananas are herbs, which I never knew, and I understand that peaches are part of the rose 
family. 
Hon Helen Morton: I think that is fantastic! 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: That is good! I also believe that nuts and seeds are not included in that list 
either. A range of items appear to be outside what is specified in the bill as “produce”. Will the minister get 
advice on what the bill determines to be produce? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The Perth Market Act refers to food broadly. I do not believe that it goes to other than 
the general interpretation of fruit and vegetables. Although Hon Martin Pritchard might be correct that a peach is 
a rose and a banana is a herb, most people understand that fruit and veg is fruit and veg that we go to the fruit 
and veg shop for and that the products in the fruit and veg shop are fruit and veg. We do not need to make this 
any more complex than the general interpretation of fruit and veg. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I am not endeavouring to — 

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 

Hon Helen Morton: If you want it in regulations, you can have it in regulations. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I was waiting for whether I could hear the interjection of 
Hon Peter Katsambanis, but I could not. I am not trying to be difficult, but the bill has a definition and that 
definition does not lead us to other documents, which maybe it should. Maybe there should be an amendment—
or perhaps not. I accept what the minister says, that we have a general idea of what fruit and vegetables are, but 
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I do not think it can be limited to or described as something that might be purchased at a fruit and veg shop, 
because the fruit and veg shop that I go to in Greenwood has a much broader range of produce than just fruit and 
vegetables. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Martin Pritchard has the call. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I do not think that — 

Hon Liz Behjat: He’s labouring the point. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: Sorry? 

The CHAIR: I think he is trying to make the point. 

Hon Liz Behjat: How many times does he have to make the same point? 

The CHAIR: Did you want to raise a point of order? Hon Martin Pritchard. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I am not trying to make it difficult, to be honest, but — 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order! Hon Martin Pritchard has the call. 

Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: The difficulty that I foresee is that if we were just setting up general stuff, 
I would be quite happy to accept the interpretation that the minister puts on this, but clause 37 prescribes 
a limitation that local governments will have to take note of. My concern is that they be aware of what 
limitations they have. If there is some mechanism that the minister will put in place that recognises what is 
determined to be “produce” for the purposes of the bill, I think that can be achieved. I wonder what mechanism 
there is, rather than there being expectation to make suggestions as to what is produce or to bring things forward. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: My preference, of course, is to use the definitions already there and to use the 
common interpretation of what those definitions mean. If a good enough case was put to have these things 
itemised in regulations, that can be done, but I seriously believe we are going overboard here. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think Hon Martin Pritchard has certainly raised some relevant issues. I know that the 
minister said there were some definitions in the Perth Market Act 1926 but, as we know, part 6 of the bill we are 
dealing with now will repeal that act, so those things will not count. We have to deal with the definition of 
produce in this bill, which, as we all know — 

Hon Helen Morton: It is very broad. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It might be very broad, but it misses bananas, nuts and peaches, and I know from the 
earlier discussion that it also misses mushrooms. For a lot of people those are significant items that they 
purchase. 

Hon Helen Morton: Do your kids think bananas are a fruit? 

Hon KATE DOUST: My kids do not eat bananas, unfortunately. They are fussy. I think bananas are great, but 
my children will not eat bananas or avocados. Who is to know? I think things have to be made quite specific and 
consideration given to providing an additional list of items, because we are not to know. Whoever ends up being 
the successful bidder and taking over the site may decide that the particular items that Hon Martin Pritchard has 
referred to might not be sold because they are not listed and are outside the arrangements. They might say that 
those things cannot be sold. The government might consider adding a list of additional items that do not 
ordinarily get picked up under that very broad general definition of what is a fruit or vegetable. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have said, that can be included in regulations. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I want to talk about the site laws, because in the second reading debate and the minister’s 
reply there was reference to the by-laws currently in place. During the second reading debate the minister said 
that those by-laws would disappear and be replaced by a new set of site laws that would pick up some, if not all, 
of the matters that had been covered under the by-laws. At the time she said that we could not see them because 
the document was confidential. Given that most of the matters picked up in the by-laws were fairly 
straightforward matters around traffic, safety issues, smoking in the workplace and things like that, I am just 
baffled that a new set of site rules would be confidential. I ask the minister to explain why they are confidential 
and then I will ask another question. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I think I made the comment in the second reading debate that it actually picks up all 
the current rules. 
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Hon Kate Doust: No, I do not think you did. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, I did, because I was quite comforted by that myself. 

Hon Kate Doust: I thought you said it picked up some, but not all. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No. I said it has five key rules as well that cannot be varied within the time frame 
specified. However, the reason that those site rules cannot be tabled or made public at the moment is that they 
have not been agreed to by the board. 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is one thing for them to be agreed to by the board, but are these site rules something that 
a new owner would have to agree to? I would have thought that a new owner of the property would want to put 
their own stamp on the place and put in place their own set of arrangements for what happens on that location, 
rather than having a set of rules imposed upon them. Could the new owner vary those site rules? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: As I have said, the site rules are not yet approved by the board so I cannot provide 
them to the member. The requirement for the new owners to comply with those site rules is contained in the 
contract of sale. The key site rules, which I mentioned in my response to the second reading debate, are not able 
to be varied for a minimum of two years. It is possible that some site rules might be varied by the new owners, 
but the key site rules cannot be varied for two years. 
Hon KATE DOUST: After the two-year period, will the new owner be able to put to one side that set of site 
rules that the board has put in place and establish their own set of site rules? 
Hon HELEN MORTON: Only after consultation with the tenant, with six months’ notice. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: In both the Treasurer’s reply to the second reading debate on the bill in the other 
place and the minister’s reply in this place yesterday, a commitment was given to table an unredacted copy of the 
sale contract in both houses as well as any subsequent amendment to the sale contract. Can the minister direct 
me to the part of the bill that provides for that transparency? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am aware that the member knows that it is not in the bill. The member has been 
given that clarification in his discussions with the Treasurer. That is why the Treasurer made the commitment, 
which has now been recorded in Hansard in both houses, and also gave the member a personal guarantee that the 
contract of sale will be tabled, it will not be redacted, any future changes to the contract will be tabled and the 
member will have full sight of it. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The minister is quite right, but those discussions occurred outside this chamber so 
Hansard did not record those discussions. I thank the minister for confirming that that commitment is simply 
a commitment from the Treasurer to the Parliament. I assume, firstly, that the commitment would not bind the 
Treasurer to honour the commitment, and, secondly, that it would not endure for the life of the protected period 
of the Perth market, which is some 20 years, so it gives me little comfort. Yes, it is something, but it will not 
provide the adequate transparency, in my view, in relation to the 20 years that these provisions will last with 
respect to the sale contract and any subsequent variations. 

In the briefing that I attended with Treasury officials, some seven market controls were outlined, two of which 
I have been able to identify in the bill, being clauses 15 and 16. In the minister’s reply to the second reading 
debate yesterday, she mentioned in response to my second reading contribution that the decision taken to include 
some market controls in the bill and not others was based on legal advice. Could the minister please summarise 
for me the basis upon which the advice was to include some market controls and not others?  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I would like to correct one small matter; that is, during my reply to the second 
reading debate I made reference to the contract being tabled in both houses, it not being redacted, and also any 
future contract changes. It was already in Hansard but it is well and truly there now following this conversation. 

The next point the member raised was the legal advice around why some aspects of the key controls are 
contained in the legislation and some are not. The advice received was that the key market controls critical to the 
ongoing nature of the Perth market needed to be incorporated into the legislation whilst it was better to include 
the other elements of the site rules or other more operational matters in a contract of sale, which would therefore 
be subject to the negotiations that would take place outside of what is not negotiable within the legislation. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: From what the minister just said, I take it that some market controls would require 
the ability to negotiate and perhaps would require flexibility over time, particularly some of those that will last 
a number of years. After hearing earlier contributions today, my understanding is that the market controls that 
were outlined in the expression of interest process were not negotiable; they were core conditions underlying the 
sale of the Perth market. I thought we had an assurance that, going into the execution of the sale contract, the 
government would not be negotiating on those key market controls. Could the minister clarify that? My 
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understanding from previous contributions was that we were assured that in the final negotiations that the 
government undertook with the preferred bidder, those key market controls identified in the EOI documentation 
were not up for negotiation; they were key to the sale of the Perth market. I accept that some of the market 
controls were outlined; for example, the key market trading rules, keeping those for a minimum of two years, 
and the transitional land tax arrangements. Some of those are rather short-term measures and in some cases 
flexibility may be required so variation to the contract can occur. I point out particular key market controls, such 
as the requirement for the owner to formally indicate to government its intention for the site five years before the 
20-year restrictive use period expires. I would have thought that that was a fairly key market control that 
probably does not require the flexibility of amendment via variation to contract and is key to both government 
and industry understanding, when we get to the 15-year post-sale market, of the intentions for the future 
development of the market city site. I therefore struggle with the explanation that the decisions were based on the 
need over time for flexible arrangements to exist and for contract variations to occur. I struggle to see why 
flexibility would be required for some of these things. On top of the example I just gave, the other one of 
particular relevance is the protection, which I think will require the new owner to prevent a single wholesaler 
controlling more than 20 per cent of the available floor space within the central trading area. The rationale given 
to me by Treasury was that the presence of a large number of wholesalers in Market City ensures that growers 
and buyers have good access to market participants and reduces the opportunity for monopoly behaviour. Again, 
I would have thought it is a fairly key measure that I do not expect would require variation often over the 20-year 
protected period post-sale. But, again, I accept the arguments about some of the other market controls. Perhaps 
the minister can respond to those few questions. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member was referring to that part of the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill that relates 
specifically to his amendment. I am pretty sure that is the case. Rather than deal right now with those 
amendments that relate to the couple of key areas that he wants inserted in the bill, which is exactly what he is 
asking me to do—I can talk about it now but we will end up doing it again when we get to those amendments—
I guess I am really asking: can we progress through the bill so that we can get to those amendments? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will reiterate my request. I was pointing to an earlier statement made by the 
minister in response to a question from me when I said that some market controls are contained in the bill and 
some are not. If I understood her correctly, she said that some were not in the bill because the government 
required room to negotiate with the preferred bidders. In the first part of my question I said that my 
understanding was that the key market controls were core to the sale and were not up for negotiation. I want 
clarification on that point. 

Hon Helen Morton: Sorry; what was that? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: The minister said to me that some of the market controls were in the bill and some 
were not. Those not in the bill were left out because the government needed room to negotiate with the preferred 
bidders to execute the contract of sale. My understanding from a previous response from the minister today was 
that the key market controls outlined in the expression-of-interest document were core to and non-negotiable in 
the execution of the sale. The minister can answer that first. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is correct. I mentioned the six matters before. The continued operation of the 
wholesale fruit and vegetable market for 20 years is in the bill; a mandate that 46.5 square metres of warehouse 
storage is maintained for a period of 20 hours is in the bill. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s already reduced! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Sorry; it is 20 years—let me be clear about that. Ensuring that future development of 
the site delivers the minimum 70 500 square metres for warehousing that exclusively supports market-related 
purposes is in the bill; the requirement for the new owner to prevent a single wholesaler from controlling more 
than 20 per cent of the available floor space within the central trading area is not in the bill—that is part of the 
contract of sale. Retaining key market trading rules for a minimum of two years from the sale is in the contract; 
and requiring the new owner to formally indicate the government’s intention for the site five years before the  
20-year restricted use period expires is in the bill. Much of that is in the contract of sale but that is what the 
member wants in the bill. It is part of Hon Martin Aldridge’s amendment. As I understand it, the things that he is 
looking for are the subject of his amendments because the rest of them—other than those six core rules—are 
already contained in the bill or the member is not necessarily concerned about them being open to some 
negotiation. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Last night I heard the minister say—I heard her repeat it again today—that it is the 
intention of the Treasurer to table the contract. Will the copy that is tabled include the signatures of the people 
who have signed the contract or will they be deleted? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Again, it has been clearly put by the Treasurer that nothing will be redacted, 
including the signatures. A section in the contract of sale indicates that nothing can be prevented from being 
made public. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would hope so because it would be in breach of the Financial Management Act if it did 
not include a provision for the contract being made available to Parliament. I am surprised because normally 
when those things are tabled, the signatures would be removed. A company that is successful in the purchase of 
this site might bring its intellectual property to run the market, which is part of the reason that it is successful. If 
the use of that intellectual property is a requirement for the sale contract, will the details of that intellectual 
property be included in the contract that is tabled? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am absolutely assured that whatever is in the contract will be tabled. A section in 
the contract for sale that is negotiated indicates that the buyer acknowledges that nothing in this agreement 
prohibits disclosure of information about this agreement to any minister or the Parliament of Western Australia. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is a standard clause that was contained in the grain rail freight — 

Hon Helen Morton: What is your problem then? 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: Let me explain. If that is truly the government’s position, then I do not see why the 
minister would not support an amendment to include in the act that the contract and any variations to the contract 
are tabled in Parliament. I say that because the clause the minister just referred to is a standard clause that is 
required to be put in all government contracts under the Financial Management Act. I am sure the minister is 
aware of that. Under the Financial Management Act, no agency is allowed to enter into a contract that prevents it 
being tabled in Parliament; that is a requirement of the FMA. I will get my copy out from my top drawer in 
a minute and I will even quote the section of the FMA that makes it a requirement. Having said that, I think 
Hon Martin Aldridge first raised the issue about grain rail freight in the debate. That same clause that the 
minister referred to today is included in the lease for the rail lines in Western Australia, yet we all know how 
complex and difficult it has been to have that contract tabled. We all know how difficult and complex it is to get 
a whole range of contracts tabled in this place that all have a very similar clause, if not identical, to the clause 
mentioned by the minister; I suspect it is done as a cut-and-paste job at the State Solicitor’s Office. If the 
minister is absolutely committed to the view that she has put today, it strikes me that the answer is to put it in the 
act. The minister made a comment about not binding future Parliaments. Yes, a future Parliament can change the 
act, but until then if it varies the contract, it will be required to table it. At least then a Parliament can debate 
whether the act is changed to allow it to vary the contract without having to table it in Parliament. If the minister 
is confident that this government will always do that, I cannot see why we would not put it into the act so that 
not just this government, but also future governments will have to do the same. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again at a later stage of the sitting, on motion by 
Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health). 
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