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PERTH MARKET (DISPOSAL) BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.05 pm]: Before the break to take questions, I was discussing my 
interest in the control measure that the new owner is formally required to indicate to the government its 
intentions for the site five years before the 20-year restricted use period expires. I was raising my concern that 
that indicates unwillingness by government to take ownership of the problem. The other aspect of this is that if 
the government does not intend on taking ownership, does it seriously think that five years’ notification that 
Market City will not continue on the current site is sufficient time for industry to find an alternative location and 
arrangement? I think the answer to that has to be no. With industry already indicating that 20 years is not long 
enough to address all those issues, surely five years will not be long enough. Of course, the real issue becomes 
whether there is any capacity to find a comparable site in 15 years’ time in the Perth metropolitan area. I think 
we already know the answer to that and it is no, and that is why this piece of real estate is so highly prized and 
valued and why so many developers are interested in purchasing it.  

We have to ask whether it is in the best interests of the community and WA growers, and whether it makes sense 
for the government, in an effort to secure $120 million or $200 million now, to let that site go when there are no 
other comparable sites in the Perth metropolitan area. If in 20 years’ time the new private owners decide not to 
continue with the markets as a going concern on that site, there will be very few options available to the 
government of the day to provide an alternative arrangement. The implications of that for growers who depend 
on that wholesale service to sell and distribute their produce will be huge, but the implications for consumers 
will also be significant, because if we are forced to look at a site on the edges of the metropolitan area or outside 
of it, there will be a whole lot of issues in relation to transport costs that are currently not in the equation. That 
will lead to higher prices for fruit and vegetables. Again, it seems that this is a very poorly thought out proposal 
by government. The conditions and control measures that the government is proposing are equally poorly 
thought out and their intention is not clear. I invite the minister to provide some clarification about those. 

We understand that there are five groups in the process at the moment that have expressed an interest in 
purchasing the site. We understand that four of those are property developers and one is an industry consortium. 
The very fact that there is such a strong interest in this site from property developers is again a clear indication 
that the value is in the land itself—the real estate, the location and the size of the lot—and the people giving 
expressions of interest or putting in bids are not looking at that site in relation to the Perth market business; they 
are looking at it as a real estate site for potential future redevelopment. That has to be ringing warning bells in 
the minds of government members; it certainly is in the minds of WA growers who are very concerned about the 
uncertainty that this brings for the industry. 

The other aspect to this is that the government has looked at examples in other jurisdictions and has indicated 
that the sale of markets in other states has been successful and they have continued as ongoing concerns. The 
reality is that in each of those states the sale has been to an industry consortium, and even though selling to an 
industry consortium would not guarantee the successful and sustainable continuation of the Perth markets, it 
would certainly be a better prospect and option than selling to a developer whose interests lie elsewhere. Again, 
if the government is going to rely on examples of the situation in other states, it needs to explain why it has 
opened expressions of interest to anyone looking to purchase that site. If it is going to mount the argument that it 
has worked well in other states, it needs to acknowledge it is because the market has been sold to an industry 
consortium. If the government does not intend to sell to an industry consortium or to narrow its choice to an 
industry consortium, it needs to explain to the house, to WA growers and to the community why it has taken that 
course of action. It also needs to explain how it thinks the successful outcomes that have occurred in other 
jurisdictions can be replicated in Western Australia if it is selling the site to property developers as opposed to an 
industry consortium. There are a range of issues that the minister really needs to address in her reply to the 
second reading debate. 

One of the other control measures is the requirement for the existing key market trading rules to be retained for 
a minimum of two years from the sale. Again, that is really interesting. There was no explanation in the second 
reading speech as to why the government has decided that it is sufficient to retain those key market trading rules 
for a two-year period only. There has been no explanation as to why the government thinks that retaining them 
for a longer period will cause some limitation on the sale of that land. I think the government needs to give some 
explanation as to why it has imposed that control measure. One would think that if all the other control measures 
related to a 20-year minimum period, this control measure also would require the same 20-year minimum period, 
but it is decidedly different, and no explanation has been provided. I think the government needs to address that 
issue. 
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Hon Kate Doust went through the current rules and regulations in some detail, and how they benefit the carrying on 
of the business of the market on those premises. We really need to understand how, if the market trading rules fall 
away in two years, the orderly conduct of business on that site will continue without those governing rules and 
restrictions in place. What capacity is there for a private owner to impose and enforce rules? Again, the second 
reading speech was very short on detail and very short on explanation, and that will require the minister to give 
quite a detailed reply to the second reading debate because we need to have these issues addressed. If the 
government is going to require a 20-year minimum for all the other control measures, that should also be reflected 
in these control measures, and if it is not, the government needs to explain why and what options there are for 
a private owner to ensure that there is not some failure of the business as a result of not being able to rely on these 
market trading rules. It means further uncertainty for the industry and further uncertainty for WA growers. 

The government acknowledges that the change in ownership will impact on tenants and argues that its control 
measures will assist tenants with the transition to private ownership, including limitations on the new owner’s 
ability to charge tenants for the recovery of land tax over a period of six years and to profit from the distribution 
of electricity to tenants. I think I am going to run out of time before I finish making all the points I want to make. 
Assuming that these limitations hold, we need to acknowledge that they are short-lived. They are going to apply 
for a period of only five years, and the new private owner will then—if not within that five years, immediately 
on the expiration of that time—impose on tenants that land tax liability. The tenants are going to be forced to 
pass that cost onto consumers, and that again means higher prices for fruit and vegetables—an outcome we do 
not want. 

If the new owner of Market City raises the wholesalers’ rents, the cost impost will be passed on to growers. 
Growers are price-takers, with no capacity to pass this cost on to anyone else. We already know that WA 
growers are doing it very, very tough. It is a challenging business to be in; they work very long hours, seven days 
a week, and the profit margins are very, very narrow. There really is not any give within that profit margin 
because it is so narrow. If the government further limits that profit margin, the result will be that a number of 
WA grower businesses—particularly the smaller ones—will close, and those produce businesses will be lost to 
the marketplace. It will not be possible to sell them on to somebody else, because the profit margin is too narrow. 

Is that really the outcome we want? At a time when we are talking about having access to fresh produce and 
about food security, do we want to put in place measures that may result in a reduction of the number of WA 
growers in that industry sector? I do not think so. Again, we have no idea whether the government has 
considered any of these concerns or how it proposes to address these concerns in the future. It is interesting that 
the government often says that we should leave the market to its own devices and the market will sort itself out, 
when only last week we dealt with the Bell Group Companies (Finalisation of Matters and Distribution of 
Proceeds) Bill 2015, which saw government intervention in a matter in which the government should never have 
intervened and which actually creates some blurring of traditional lines. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [5.17 pm]: I also rise to make a contribution to debate on the 
Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015 and to put on the record my opposition to the bill. I am pleased, though, to 
have the opportunity to once again outline just how bad this government’s economic management of the state’s 
finances has been. It is important to remind Western Australians of just how bad this government is when it 
comes to managing the state’s finances. That is why we are here today with this bill, which is just the beginning 
of a whole lot of privatisation and land sales. 

That is what this bill is about. It is not about how it is going to affect the agricultural or horticultural industries, 
and it is not about how it is going to affect the different community groups and stakeholders that are involved in 
the Perth market; it is purely and simply about the sale of land, so I am very pleased to be able to rise today to 
make a contribution to debate on this bill, and put very firmly on the record my opposition to it. 

As I said, this bill constitutes the first of the asset disposals that the Barnett government has flagged for well over 
a year. The government admission in the second reading speech is that the sale is solely about taking pressure off 
the state budget—the budget that has not been in such a mess in a very long time. It is not about the asset 
reaching its peak market value or needing to be sold due to ongoing poor performance, because we know that is 
not the case; that is not true. Along with a number of other state assets, the Market City site is being sold off 
because this government was not able to effectively manage the state’s finances and it is now holding a fire sale 
of public assets. Given the reasons for this sale, it is not surprising that the Barnett government continually 
speaks about the bill solely from the perspective of land sales. It is, however, disappointing that it does not seem 
to regard this bill, as I said, from the perspective of the very many stakeholders involved with the Perth market. 
The government also, for whatever reason, has not considered the importance of the agricultural community. We 
are yet to hear from the Minister for Agriculture and Food and we are yet to hear from any member on the other 
side who represents the Agricultural Region.  
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The agricultural community regularly attends the market, obviously to sell fresh produce. The government has 
spoken about the sale of this land without really acknowledging the importance of the market industry in our 
economy or understanding the economic value of the market. The bill requires the buyer to be bound to retain 
the land as it is, as a market, for 20 years and no more. On the surface, 20 years sounds like a long time, but it is 
not. On that ground, the opposition cannot possibly support this bill. There is already far too much uncertainty 
for the market, the growers and everyone involved with the project not to have it extended to 50 years. This will 
leave the market in limbo. My colleague Hon Adele Farina made some very important comments about that and 
why that period should be longer than 20 years, and why it should in fact be 50 years. I think it is disappointing 
that that commitment cannot be included in the bill before us. 

Ultimately, it is a clear that the content of the bill and the failure to protect the use of the market beyond 20 years 
is about budget problems. The bill is about financial mismanagement and does not stem from a belief that this 
will somehow benefit the community or any of the industries that are supported by the market. It is incredibly 
disappointing that we are here yet again debating a bill because of the government’s poor economic 
mismanagement. It was given the best set of books that this state has ever seen. It has managed somehow, with 
excessive spending, to lose WA’s AAA credit rating. It has left us with a huge amount of debt, which it now 
needs to find the funds to start paying off. That is why we are seeing the start of the public sell-off of this land. 

I would like to go into a little detail on the history of the Perth market and Market City in Canning Vale. 
It opened in 1989 and is owned and operated by the Perth Market Authority. It is approximately 16 kilometres 
from Perth city and approximately 125 acres in area. It is a significantly sized operation and relatively close to 
the Perth CBD and easy for a lot of people, both in the city and in the surrounding areas, to access. Market City 
Canning Vale is currently the only wholesale fresh produce market in Perth, so as such it is an important 
distribution centre for fresh fruit and vegetables in our state.  

According to the second reading speech, each year more than 200 000 tonnes of fresh produce, valued at 
approximately $500 million, is traded through Market City. It is a large operation. It is also a very successfully 
run operation. Some of the features of Market City that I would like to outline to the chamber include the 
following: access to a world-class central market infrastructure; a customer base of approximately 600 buyers 
who regularly use the market, including the major supermarkets, independent supermarkets and fresh produce 
suppliers, food services and catering businesses; and a tenant base of 25 primary wholesalers and 30 secondary 
wholesalers, providers, distributors and food processing facilities. It also has on-site local transport and storage 
companies; a meat processing facility and a weekly seafood auction; a retail and business services centre, which 
includes conference facilities; the Department of Agriculture; accountants; lawyers; human resource service 
providers; a newsagent; banking facilities; and industry organisations. The market also includes a modern, 
seven-day public food precinct, featuring seafood, meat, fresh produce, gourmet foods, confectionary, cafes and 
eating establishments. There is public access to Sunday community markets on site, which I believe are very 
important to communities nowadays. We have seen a huge increase in the establishment of farmers markets in 
and around the metropolitan area, and that is fantastic to see. They certainly bring communities together and they 
also give a lot of small businesses the opportunity to trial their produce and products without too much risk.  

It also has a tavern and service station, access to industry training programs, and professional service providers 
for product testing, inspection and certification. It has the protection of a 24-hour, seven-day security presence, 
including closed-circuit television systems within the industrial and wholesale precincts, site cleaning, forklift 
service and refuelling facilities. There are service providers including pallet and crate hire companies, access for 
eligible buyers to an on-site buyers’ credit service, on-site providers for telecommunications, accounting and 
software solutions, and a tri-weekly fresh produce price reporting service. As has been noted by my colleagues 
before me, it is also home to one of our very favourite senators, Senator Glenn Sterle. 

Hon Ken Travers: One of the top three in WA. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: That is very true, Hon Ken Travers. He is one of the top three senators in WA and 
one of my personal favourites. 

Hon Ken Travers: He’s up there with Senator Sue Lines. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I know I should not have favourites. It is difficult to have favourites, but I must say 
that I have a soft spot for Senator Glenn Sterle. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Who are the others—Senator Cash? 

Hon Peter Collier: Senator Cormann. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I was talking about those on my side only; I can talk about only three. 

Hon Ken Travers: I have to say that of the Liberal senators, I like Linda Reynolds the most. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order; I think we are getting off track a little. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I think we are. 

The PRESIDENT: There is no Senator Perth Market, I think! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Is Senator Bullock in your top three? That is what I want to know! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: All the senators on my side make up my top three. 

Hon Ken Travers: We’d like Senator O’Brien—when are you running? 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I think we are getting off track, as much as I enjoy the interjections. 

In 2012–13, 212 000 tonnes of produce, worth $455 million, went through Market City. In 2014–15, 
230 000 tonnes of produce, worth $570 million, went through the market. All members would have to agree that 
this is an incredibly large and profitable organisation within our community. We need to be very, very careful 
about selling it off and ensuring its future for only 20 years. Being honest, we do not know what will happen 
after 20 years. There is no guarantee that Market City will continue as it is. That is where the problem lies. 

Market City does a lot for different community groups within our great state. One not-for-profit organisation it 
assists is Foodbank. Market City’s website states — 

Market City is committed to supporting local and regional communities. Market City provides 
sponsorship to local schools and community groups for events that promote the consumption of fruit 
and vegetables. Through sponsorship of educational programs we also work with organisations such as 
the WA Institute of Sport (WAIS) and Foodbank to educate school children on the importance of eating 
fresh fruit and vegetables. 

Market City is doing very important and great work in our communities and schools. As to Foodbank, Market 
City’s website states — 

Foodbank supplies over 600 charitable organisations in WA and provides education for children and 
community workers on healthy eating. Market City is working with Foodbank to boost supply of fresh 
produce into the community, especially for those in need, many of whom are children. Market City is 
an active supporter of the Foodbank WA Food Sensations Program and its School Breakfast program. 

Given that Market City does a lot to support not-for-profit organisations such as Foodbank, what will happen 
after the 20-year time frame is up? Organisations such as Foodbank would be quite right to ask: what will 
happen to us after 20 years? 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Even beforehand. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Hon Alanna Clohesy is quite right; it will be playing on the minds of those 
organisations before then. They have assumed the responsibility of providing schools and the community with 
fresh fruit and vegetables, and there are a lot of very needy children. There will be a very big hole to fill if 
Perth’s Market City is not around in 20 years’ time. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: There is no guarantee that a private entity would continue those programs. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Hon Alanna Clohesy raises a very good point. Is there any guarantee that private 
enterprises will continue these programs—the great work for Foodbank and others—after 20 years? The 
government cannot provide a guarantee that that will happen, and that is not good enough. 

I thought I had got rid of my cough that has been with me for six weeks, but the Perth Market (Disposal) 
Bill 2015 has brought out the cough in me again. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: You need more fresh fruit and vegetables! 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I get plenty of fresh fruit and vegetables, thank you! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I try to drink lots of water, Leader of the House; thank you. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I have had medication, too, but it keeps coming back! I will plough on. 

Earlier in my contribution I spoke about why the government is selling off this public asset. The second reading 
speech states very clearly — 
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This decision has been made in light of the challenging fiscal circumstances facing the state … The 
recent 2015–16 budget was framed against the most challenging economic and fiscal environment the 
state has faced in the last two to three decades. 

Clearly, many changes have occurred in Western Australia, and we are facing quite a few economic challenges; 
whether we have done the right thing and diversified our economy is yet to be seen. We should be under no 
illusion about the role the Liberal-National government has played in damaging the finances and economy of our 
state. If we break it down, that is why we are debating this bill. My colleagues and I can think of no other reason 
for rushing to sell this public asset. 

Hon Ken Travers: It’s a fire sale. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: It is a fire sale. It is never good to be forced into very quickly selling off public 
assets simply because the government has not been able to manage its finances and budget. The 2015-16 budget 
was probably one of the worst handed down in recent times. For seven years the Barnett Liberal government had 
the best set of books this state had ever seen, and it managed to turn them into the worst. The 
Barnett Liberal government governed through a boom and record revenues, yet it could not manage the state’s 
finances and now has to look at selling off assets through, pretty much, a fire sale. The government has 
mismanaged the state’s finances so seriously that it now has to find a way to try to justify its record and set of 
books. That is why we are starting with the fire sale of the Perth market land in Canning Vale. 

There are reports that the Barnett government is seeking to sell the Market City land for between $120 million 
and $200 million. This equates to only around two and a half months of the annual interest bill that currently 
confronts Western Australia. We are not getting a lot in return. This is not the only public asset that the 
government is looking to sell off. First of all, it promised that it would not sell the Fremantle port and the TAB, 
but now we know that is not the case at all. The government is also looking to sell assets such as Western Power 
streetlights, Horizon Power and Synergy assets — 
Hon Ken Travers: Anything they can find; maybe selling off Parliament House. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Basically anything they can find. The government may well try to sell off parts of 
Parliament House! 
Other assets include the Forest Products Commission’s softwood assets, some of the government office buildings 
and so on. This is not the only asset that the government is looking to sell off; it is part of the package that it has 
been forced to put together to try to rectify its mismanagement of this state’s finances. The sale of the 
Perth market land is about fixing up poorly managed budgets that we have seen for around seven years now. 

Hon Ken Travers: The greatest growth in general government sector debt ever, is the state government. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Is that right? 

Hon Ken Travers: Yes. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Well, there you go. 

It is not about selling a public asset and the right time to deliver maximum benefits to Western Australians, 
which is what the government would have us believe. It is because it is in such a bad situation that it has to do it 
right now. It has to sell off an asset that, as I have said before, is financially sustainable. It has demonstrated its 
ability to produce an operating surplus time and again. This is noted in the Perth Market Authority’s 2015 annual 
report, which states — 

The Authority’s continued satisfactory performance has enabled it to generate an operating surplus 
sufficient to meet its debt servicing obligations, self-fund the now completed substantial capital works 
program, as well as fund various industry support programs and initiatives. This operating surplus has 
also enabled the continued provision of electricity charge discounts as well as maintaining the policy of 
absorption of some tenant variable outgoing staff costs. 

We certainly cannot complain about how Market City has been run. It has done an incredibly good job, it is 
financially viable, and it assists many in the agricultural and horticultural industries. We have to ask ourselves: is 
now the best time to sell this public asset? Will we get the most for it at this time? I am not sure that that is 
a question the government has asked itself. 

On this side we have a real problem with the fact that there will be only a 20-year requirement to maintain the 
market. I would just like to touch on that. The Treasurer’s second reading speech states — 

… to continue to operate the central trading area exclusively as a wholesale fruit and vegetable market 
for a period of at least 20 years; … 
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As my colleagues have asked in their contributions in this place, why not 50 years? Why not make the 20-year 
requirement a 50-year requirement? We should give those stakeholders some peace of mind. To be honest, we 
have not really had a clear answer, but maybe that is coming in the minister’s reply. When this bill was debated 
in the other place, Labor members obviously pushed for a requirement to be put into the bill that specifically sets 
out that the land be maintained as a public market for 50 years rather than 20 years. Unfortunately, that did not 
get through in the other place; it was not passed. The fact that the government cannot guarantee the market 
beyond 20 years is troublesome. We are not guaranteeing the long-term future for the public market, which is 
a well-utilised market, not only for all the industry stakeholders involved, but also for the different communities 
that use that market on the weekends. It is disappointing that the government was not able to agree to that 
amendment in the other place. 

As I said in my opening remarks, the market is only 16 kilometres from the city. It is quite significant in size; 
other colleagues made the comment during their contributions that it is 51 hectares. It is a highly desirable site 
for those reasons, and particularly attractive for residential development. Despite current development conditions 
on the land, it is not possible to predict what will happen after those 20 years expire. That is where we have real 
concerns about this bill before us. It is not possible for us to stand here and anticipate what the changes in zoning 
and planning will be in 20 years’ time. Will they allow for large-scale residential developments? Essentially, 
a developer or an investor would be far more likely to look at this piece of land for residential development, not 
necessarily as a public asset as it currently is. These are real concerns, particularly for everyone on this side, and 
they have not been addressed by the government yet. If the government were serious about preserving this land 
as a public asset, it would be happy to extend it to a longer time frame—a 50-year time frame. However, as it 
stands, the government has only required that land to be used as a market for a further 20 years. Maybe I am 
being pessimistic but it makes us ask questions such as: what are the government’s true motives? I think it is 
because it is for a fire sale. Maybe we are wrong, but the fact that the government cannot guarantee this public 
asset for 50 years is very, very concerning. If the government’s view is that this site will never be redeveloped 
and will never be used for purposes other than a market, why would it not agree to a 50-year extension? There is 
no reason not to agree to a 50-year extension. 
The Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, made comments during the second reading debate in the other 
place and stated — 

This is a mistake. It is a mistake to sell the Perth Market facility on the terms on which the government 
is proposing to sell it, and in 20 years’ time the taxpayers of Western Australia will pay for it.  

That is what we see time and again with this government. It is always the public and the community that is left to 
pick up the bill for this government’s poor management. I do not think we should be selling off the market for, 
let us say, $200 million when we know that some prices have been thrown around saying that in 10 years’ time it 
will be worth $700 million. Why are we in such a rush to sell it now? It is because this government has not been 
able to manage the finances; it is as simple as that. Who loses in that scenario? It is the public, 
Western Australians and the community. I would like to know why we are in such a rush to sell it for 
$200 million when we have been told by experts that in 10 years it could be worth $700 million; that is a very 
big difference. The truth of the matter is that the government cannot explain it because it has put itself in 
a position where it is forced to sell it right now. The government does not have the luxury of waiting for 10 years 
to sell it; it has to be done right now because it cannot, for whatever reason, manage the state’s finances. After 
seven years of being in government that is a disgrace. 
I would like to make some comments on the importance of the market to the growers who use it. It is a very 
important place for many stakeholders. I am really interested to hear about what the growers say in the minister’s 
reply, if the Minister for Agriculture and Food makes any comments. What do industry stakeholders say about 
selling this public asset? I am not sure that they have been consulted and that is a huge mistake. It is very 
arrogant for the government to go ahead with the sale of a public asset if it has not engaged with all the 
stakeholders, the growers and the industries involved. I might be wrong and I look forward to hearing about that 
in the contributions of members opposite. If the government has not engaged with those stakeholders then why 
has it not gone through that consultation process? Is it because it knows that this is not popular decision? Is it 
because it cannot guarantee that after 20 years when this bill expires there may not be a public asset, 
a Perth market? If that is the case, it is very disappointing and this government should be pretty concerned that it 
cannot even speak to some of its largest stakeholders in this state. Everyone on this side of the chamber believes 
in the need to support the agricultural industry. Western Australia has been through a mining boom and we are 
always talking about how we can diversify our economy into the future. If agriculture is the way of the future, 
then what sort of message are we sending by selling off this public asset and not giving the stakeholders any 
certainty about the future of Market City? We are not even engaging or consulting with them on the sale of the 
public asset, yet, as a state, we are desperately looking at ways to diversify our economy. That is pretty strange 
behaviour by government members. 
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As I stated in my contribution on this bill, we can see that, in desperately trying to push this bill through before 
the end of this year’s sitting weeks, the government simply wants to sell this land because it has mismanaged the 
state budget and state finances. It is not selling it because of any community consultation or the fact that it will 
be in the best interests of the industry, stakeholders and community groups involved. This is not the only public 
asset that is set to be sold by this government. As I have said, other assets are up for sale. Opposition members in 
the other place and we in this place have been pushing the government to extend the time period to 50 years; 
a pretty reasonable request that will give all these stakeholders some certainty in the future. The fact that the 
government cannot and will not guarantee Market City beyond 20 years is disappointing. From the perspective 
of what is best for Western Australia, taxpayers and the different industries involved—agriculture and 
horticulture—the bill before us is very disappointing. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.56 pm]: I rise this afternoon to talk on the Perth Market 
(Disposal) Bill 2015 and, in doing so, note that this is the first bill that the house has considered in delivering one 
of the sales identified in the asset sales program of the government. From the outset, I want to talk about asset 
sales generally before getting into the specifics of the Perth market. From my perspective, the constituents that 
I represent are naturally cautious about the sale of assets. I would not say that they are opposed to it but they are 
naturally cautious about the sale, particularly when the government is selling a business that is a monopoly, and 
a monopoly that we will entrench as a monopoly for a further 10 years post-sale. As many of the previous 
speakers have outlined, this sale is obviously very important in terms of the impact it might have on the many 
growers of fresh produce in Western Australia, many of whom are based in regional Western Australia. 
Increasingly, the horticultural industry has been pushed out of the northern and southern corridors of the 
Perth metropolitan area and out to the hinterland. In the part of the state where I come from in Gingin, quite an 
extensive horticultural industry has developed over the last decade that is gradually moving north into the 
Mimegarra, Lancelin and Dandaragan parts of the state, and even through to Moora, where quite significant 
horticultural developments are occurring. 

Hon Ken Travers: Anywhere there is water. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: There was water at Gingin. There is no water available there now for horticulture. 

Hon Ken Travers: Unallocated water. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes, it has all been reserved for the Perth water supply. Many of us have been 
contacted by Vegetables WA—I think it has canvassed members quite extensively. I have also been contacted by 
growers in my electorate; not extensively I must say but many of the growers have contacted me with their 
concerns about the sale of Perth market, some of which I will raise throughout my contribution this afternoon. In 
my view the Perth market is more likely to advantage the small to medium growers over the larger, more 
sophisticated growers that we have in the state. The larger, more sophisticated horticultural operations often 
employ their own marketing teams and have their own marketing arrangements. They often have long-term 
supply agreements with some of our big retail chains and a lesser reliance and dependence upon the Perth market 
than potentially some of our smaller growers have. 

I want to talk a little bit about some of the lessons learnt from the sale of, in particular, monopoly assets in 
Western Australia. Just over a year ago quite an extensive inquiry was conducted by the Economics and 
Industry Standing Committee, which tabled its third report in October 2014 titled, “The Management of 
Western Australia’s Freight Rail Network”. The majority of the members of this committee were government 
members. I want to read from some of the chapters of that report. Paragraph 10.16, which is at page 210 of the 
report, under the heading “Regulation of the freight rail network”, states — 

As Chapters 5 and 6 demonstrate, the Committee has concerns about the appropriateness of the 
regulatory regime in place for the freight rail network, including the limited role of the 
Economic Regulation Authority (the ERA) in the negotiate–arbitrate model that is in place. For 
example, the ERA does not have a role in establishing specific access prices, despite the rail operator 
being a monopoly provider. It has also been difficult for the ERA to discharge its obligations to review 
the Railways (Access) Code 2000 (WA) as up until December 2013 there had been no access proposals 
proceed under the Code. 

Paragraph 10.17 states — 

The two case studies presented in Chapter 6 demonstrate the potential risk the current regulatory regime 
poses to state development, particularly when coupled with the provisions of the lease that allow 
Brookfield Rail to take full advantage of its monopoly position. 

I admit that there are some subtle differences between that situation and this bill, because we are not dealing with 
rail, and we are dealing with a sale, not a lease. However, some of the cautions that are highlighted in that 
committee report are relevant to the debate before us today. Paragraph 10.36, at page 214 of the report, states — 
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The absence of an effective price control regime, coupled with little or no pricing information being 
available to customers, is not conducive to ensuring the rail operator in the state is operating in the most 
efficient manner. Evidence presented to the Committee from customers with extensive experience in 
rail operations throughout Australia and abroad would suggest that the sale and lease of the State-owned 
enterprise has not introduced a contestable market for access. This is a failing of the lease and the 
regulatory environment. 

Paragraph 10.37 states — 

The lessons learnt here must be taken into account in any future privatisation of public assets whether 
by lease, licence or outright sale. Arrangements must be put in place that enable transparency of pricing 
and investment decisions, and enable either strong forces to be applied to pricing and cost efficiency 
through market competition or effective government oversight. 

Finding 35 of the report states — 

The natural monopoly status of the freight rail network together with the current regulatory regime 
promotes a cost plus approach to access pricing and less than optimal efficiency. 

Recommendation 22, which is the final recommendation of the report, is that — 

The lessons learned from the sale and lease of the freight rail network be taken into account in any 
future privatisation of State-owned enterprises, particularly those which could constitute a natural 
monopoly. 

As I have said, I recognise that the matters that were considered in that inquiry are in some respects different 
from the matter that is before us today. However, the report highlights that government should approach the 
disposal of assets, whether that be through a long-term lease or sale, in a very cautious manner. That is 
particularly the case when those assets are entrenched natural monopolies. I will deal with some of the concerns 
that I have later in my contribution this afternoon. 
The first matter that I want to raise is the transparency of the sale transaction. Having served on the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations for around two years — 

Hon Ken Travers: Not nearly long enough! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: —I still have my training wheels on!—and having some understanding of the 
inquiry into the long-term lease of the freight rail network, I think there are some serious transparency issues 
around the bill that is before us. It concerns me that the bill sets out some of the conditions of sale but leaves 
some of the other equally important conditions of sale to the sale contract. I can obviously take the minister’s 
word and the government’s word as a commitment of what might be in the sale contract. However, the sale 
contract is a confidential document between the government and the five short-listed bidders. Therefore, I do not 
have access to that document, as I assume most members in this place this afternoon similarly do not have access 
to that document. Obviously, depending upon the final bid and the negotiations that occur between the 
government and the preferred bidder, there may be some subtle differences between the negotiated final position 
for the sale of the Perth market. 
Hon Ken Travers: And, to use rail as an example, it could be changed. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I was about to go on to variations, Hon Ken Travers. Obviously, the protective 
period after the sale of the Perth market is some 20 years. I acknowledge and thank the Treasurer for the time 
that he has given me over the past few days to enable me to raise some of my concerns, and for him to respond to 
those concerns, and to give me some assurances about what he intends to do around the transparency of the 
executed sale contract. I am sure that I can take a Treasurer at his word. However, the challenge I have is that the 
Treasurer will not be the Treasurer for the next 20 years. In that time there will be a series of ministers, a series 
of governments, a series of Premiers and a series of agendas, and that will ultimately mean that we will have 
variations to the sale contract that is executed between the government and the preferred bidder for the 
Perth market. One of the challenges that was faced by the Economics and Industry Standing Committee was that 
for 15 years, the contract for the long-term lease of the freight rail network in Western Australia had been 
enshrined in secrecy. It was a commercial-in-confidence document, largely, and although access was provided to 
the original version of the contract, the subsequent variations remained secret. It was not until some 15 years 
later that a parliamentary committee, in an extensive investigation, and using its extraordinary powers, was able 
to access that information and ultimately make much of that information public. 

It concerns me that future negotiations about the finalisation of the sale contract might be treated in a similar 
manner by the relevant minister. I understand that the government has made a commitment that once the sale 
contract has been executed, it will be tabled in both houses of Parliament. However, it is not clear to me to what 
extent that document might be redacted. Therefore, I invite the minister representing the Treasurer in this place, 
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the Minister for Mental Health, to consider this matter, based on the advice of the Treasury officials, and give us 
some expectation of what elements of the sale contract are likely to be redacted from what is tabled in the 
Parliament upon execution of that contract. That is an important matter for me. It is unfortunate that we do not 
have access to the sale contract at this point in time. I would have greater confidence in the bill if it contained 
provisions to require the disclosure of the sale contract and any subsequent variations throughout the life of the 
protected period. That certainly would satisfy me that Parliament, and ultimately the public, would have the 
ability to be informed about the sale and the conditions of sale, and any variations that might occur from time to 
time. Obviously that would give us an understanding of what is happening. However, it would not necessarily 
enable us to know the key market controls and criteria that might influence some of the outcomes. 

A number of market controls have been outlined to me. Although I have not been able to sit through all 
members’ contributions to the second reading debate so far, I have attempted to listen to as many I could. 
Obviously, a lot of the briefing by Treasury officials following the introduction of the bill focused on market 
control measures that would be put in place. I want to talk about seven in particular, two of which are contained 
within the bill, but all seven are defined to a great extent in the expression of interest document that was released 
via Tenders WA as part of the process that has been conducted by the government and reaffirmed in members’ 
contributions to the second reading debate in the other place and in this place. As I mentioned, two of those 
control measures are in the bill. Clause 15 of the bill mandates the continued operation of a wholesale fruit and 
vegetable market within the central trading area for a period of 20 years under the existing terms in the central 
trading area tenant agreements, including prohibiting the central trading area from being used for purposes other 
than market trading or related activities. That information was contained in the documentation I received about 
the application of clause 15. For 20 years, the bill will provide protections for the operation of the Perth market 
as a wholesale market for fresh produce. 
Clause 16 of the bill provides that for a period of 20 years, a minimum of 46 500 square metres of warehouse 
storage is maintained and it restricts future development unless the new owner can deliver up to 70 500 square 
metres for market-related purposes. I understand that that clause reserves the existing level of warehouse storage 
and provides for further expansion opportunities. I have looked at the expression of interest document, which 
goes into greater detail about a mechanism by which the new owner has to demonstrate to the government its 
ability to deliver on those development opportunities before it can do certain things in the terms of the 
undeveloped portions of the Perth market. 
The remaining market controls include some relatively minor things: preserving market trading rules for 
a minimum of two years from sale; restricting the new owner’s ability to profit from the distribution of 
electricity to tenants, or at least putting a cap on the margin that is applied to tenants; and restricting the new 
owner from recovering land tax in the first year, with incremental recovery over the next five years. A lot of 
those issues have been canvassed by speakers before me. 
There are two market controls that I have not been able to identify in the bill. Despite the significant number of 
conversations I have had about these in the last fortnight to a month with people who expected or thought that 
they were in the bill, I have not been able to locate them. If they are in there, perhaps the minister can draw my 
attention to them. They are essentially 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 and the other 
requires the new owner to formally indicate to government its intention for the site five years before the 20-year 
restricted-use period expires. I understand that when we deal with bills before the house sometimes governments 
and ministers require the flexibility of regulation-making powers to be able to alter matters relating to acts from 
time to time.  
However, with these two market controls, in particular, I struggle to understand the rationale as to the flexibility 
or frequency of variation that might be required. I would have much greater confidence if the bill had provided 
for these, particularly the one that relates to the five-year notification of the owner’s intention for the site when it 
reaches that 20-year anniversary. It is key to government and to industry to understand at that point what the 
future of the Perth market will be, and what the requirements of a central market, such as the Perth market, 
would be at that time. My concern is that not including that in the bill would obviously make that requirement 
easily varied. It would require two signatures, that of the minister and the owner, and unless there is 
a transparency provision we might not even know that the contract has been varied. I would have thought, if 
I was the owner of that site, that when it came around to the fifteenth anniversary of the sale and I was thinking 
about what I would do with my asset when it was 20 years old, that those plans would be shrouded in 
commercial-in-confidence provisions, particularly if I was thinking of a development of some sort—what 
I intended to do with the site—that I might not want the market, my competitors or other persons knowing about. 
It concerns me that at that point in time a minister or government may accept an argument put to them that the 
development plan—however detailed that might be communicated to the government of the day—may not 
become public.  
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That is a key issue in how government and industry proposes to respond: should there be a requirement for 
a Perth market beyond 20 years and, obviously, if that intention is to change the use or restrict the use of the site 
as a wholesale market in Western Australia. I want to try to get some clarification during debate today about why 
those two matters are not in the bill but are left in the sale contract. I have heard a lot of conjecture whether this 
is in the bill or not, and I am struggling to find it, but if that can be clarified, that would be good. 
As I said before, I do not think these two issues in particular are likely to be varied often. I think that a variation 
of those two market controls would be extraordinary and something that might be considered only once in the 
20-year life of the protected period. I am not sure why the government would need the flexibility of being able to 
do that by variation to contract or even as a regulatory function of the bill. If the minister accepts my argument 
that we should consider that, it would mean there would be a public conversation at that time about the variation 
of that sale contract. It would be a good thing that ultimately would require an amendment to the act, assuming 
that the bill passes, and would mean, first of all, that the owners have to convince the minister that the variation 
they sought was of significant merit and then the minister and the cabinet would need to agree; and then the 
minister and the government would need to convince both houses of Parliament of the merits of the proposal.  
I have thought about the way the federal government disposes of assets, and probably one of the most topical 
ones in recent times was the sale of Qantas, which goes back a number of years. The Qantas Sale Act 1992 is 
still on the books of the Australian Parliament. One of the topical matters relating to the sale of Qantas is 
a provision in that act that requires majority ownership by Australians. There has been some lobbying by Qantas 
from time to time about how that is creating competition issues with its international competitors, but it has 
resulted in a public conversation about whether or not Qantas should remain majority Australian-owned or 
whether the airline should be opened up to further foreign investment. I am not going to explore the merits of 
whether it should be majority Australian-owned, but it is an example of what has been an effective tool for both 
the owner having to mount the case for the variation and ultimately the people, via the Parliament, having to be 
convinced that that variation is of merit and is in their state or national interest. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  
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