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PRIVATISATION — GOVERNMENT ASSETS 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of 
a letter from the member for Bateman seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [2.51 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the McGowan government for its broken election promise of no privatisation, 
including the sale of Landgate, and its complete lack of transparency on its sales processes. 

This government promised to stop privatisation, to deliver a gold standard of transparency, and no new taxes or 
increases in taxes. Instead, we have seen the government continue to break one promise after another, and we are 
continuing to see it. As the Premier is leaving the chamber, I would like to remind members about his election 
material headed, “WA Labor Will Stop Privatisation.” It is important for members in this house to understand that 
Labor went on to say, in the same press release — 

WA Labor recognises that selling your assets is a short term fix, not a long term plan. Privatisation means 
future generations risk being left without these essential assets and — 

Note this — 

the revenue they generate for the state. 

What do we have here? The government will try to claim that this is not privatisation, but those are weasel words, 
because it has form. When the former government talked about the lease of a port asset, that was privatisation, 
according to the Labor Party. It was not the lease of an asset; Labor said that it would not privatise the ports, when 
it was actually a commercial lease for a few decades. All of a sudden, it is okay to commercialise or lease out this 
asset for 40 years; back then it said that it was privatisation, but now it is not privatisation. This government cannot 
be trusted one iota. 

Let us look at the list of things that the government has privatised. There has been the sale of Advara for $7.2 million; 
the sale of PEXA for $185 million; the sale of Landgate for $1.4 billion; and the sale of the Greenough solar farm 
and the Albany wind farm, and it is unclear how much the government got for those. There was also the sale of 
the Warradarge wind farm through the private equity fund, and the government is in the process of selling the 
TAB. I do not recall a bigger privatisation program under any previous government, yet this is a government that 
went into the last election saying that it would stop privatisation. If that is not a broken promise, what is? 

Dr D.J. Honey: A core promise? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is a core promise! 

We then move on to the gold standard transparency. Let us have a look at this. Last week we asked a question in 
the other place of the Treasurer, requesting information about the contract. We asked the Treasurer whether he 
would table the contract for the sale of Landgate. The question was — 

I refer to the government’s decision to privatise Landgate services. 

(1) Will the Treasurer table the contract? 

(2) If not, why not? 

The answer we got was — 

The government will table a summary of details regarding key terms of the transaction documents to 
demonstrate the benefits and protections for the state. In the meantime, the Treasurer is happy to answer 
any specific questions that members might have regarding the transaction documents. 

How can the opposition ask questions if we do not have access to the detail? Let us look at the history of this. The 
only asset the former government sold was the Perth Market Authority. The former government tabled the contract 
with zero redactions so that the then opposition could scrutinise it, and it actually put enabling legislation through 
to allow the opposition to debate the sale in Parliament. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It’s called transparency. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is called transparency. 

The government promised a gold standard of transparency, which I believe meant a higher standard than that of 
the previous government. The previous government put through enabling legislation every time we considered the 
sale of an asset and, when we sold an asset, tabled the contract in full. The government now expects us to accept 
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spin from the Treasurer without the full facts being put on the table. I believe the people of Western Australia 
deserve to see all the facts about this sale. 

Returning to the government’s promise to stop privatisation, I would have thought that people’s land titles would 
be considered to be essential, critical assets. The Treasurer has now sold an asset but is not being clear on the terms. 
He is not being transparent about the information that third parties will have access to. He is saying, “Trust us; 
we’re keeping it safe because we still hold the register here.” That leads to a number of questions and another 
point from the Treasurer. He has said in this place, “Well, you’ve got to ask questions. Don’t claim I’m not being 
transparent if you haven’t asked me a question.” At that point, we had no details of the deal to be able to ask 
questions. Then we ask for details of the deal, and the government gives us spin. What an absolute disgrace from 
this Treasurer. 

The Treasurer also said that as part of the process, the government was going to use the funds for the National Redress 
Scheme. This is really important. We have no problem with funds being allocated to the National Redress Scheme, 
but there is $153 million in the budget for the National Redress Scheme and the Premier is on record as saying 
that this could cost as much as $640 million. Landgate was sold for $1.4 billion, so if we accept the $640 million, 
what is the other $750 million being used for? Again, there is a lack of transparency. We think that the revenue 
stream of Landgate has been sold off, but for how much? We put a question on notice in the other house to try to gain 
a better understanding of how much revenue has been sold off and what is in the forward estimates. I believe—
I still do not know, because we do not have any detail—that the revenue across the four services in Landgate that 
the government is talking about came to $73.4 million in 2018–19. That is forecast to grow by 6.8 cent this year, 
7.14 per cent next year and five per cent the year after. That is very strong revenue growth, but we do not have any 
details about what has been sold off. 

I have been led to understand by the Treasurer that the government continues to retain Landgate people to conduct 
services, so I am sitting there, thinking, “Hang on; if we’ve still got all the expenses—and we don’t know, because 
we haven’t been told—yet we’ve sold off the revenue stream, are we going to be paying this $1.4 billion off for 
the next 40 years for the expenses?” We still have costs, but we have lost the revenue stream. It is a good question 
to ask. There are a number of questions we have now put to the Treasurer, and I would like to finish off by formally 
asking them of the Treasurer, because he claims he is not getting questions. Here are a few questions for the 
Treasurer, and I look forward to his response today during the debate. 

Why does the Treasurer need questions in Parliament in order for him to be transparent about the $1.4 billion 
Landgate sale? Given that the Treasurer has not initiated debate through an enabling bill and has refused to table 
a contract, does he accept that the details of the $1.4 billion Landgate sale are secret? Does the Treasurer accept 
that it is hard for the opposition to ask questions when he keeps the details secret? Why is the Treasurer not 
delivering on his election promise of gold-plated transparency? 

How can we trust this government given the asset sales program and its election promise to stop privatisation? 
Given the government has now sold PEXA, Advara, Landgate and Synergy generation assets and is in the process 
of selling the TAB, what else is the government planning to sell? How could we trust the government’s answer to 
that question, given that it promised to stop privatisation? Why is the government not running enabling bills to 
allow for the transparent sale of Landgate, given that this was done on the sales of Utah Point, Fremantle port and 
Market City? Given the Barnett government tabled the Perth markets sale contract in full, allowing it to be scrutinised 
by the opposition, why has the government refused to do the same for the Landgate sale, as per the Treasurer’s 
response to a question asked in the Legislative Council last week? What parts of Landgate have been sold and 
what has been retained? What personal information in Landgate will be accessible to third parties and how could 
this be used? What assurances can the government provide Western Australians that their personal data will not 
be misused by third parties involved in this $1.4 billion transaction? What parameters and/or restrictions have been 
applied to protect Western Australians in the Landgate deal? What percentage of Landgate’s revenue stream, 
which was $73.4 million in 2018–19, has been sold, and what percentage in dollar figures of Landgate’s expenses 
has been retained? Given that $153 million has been budgeted for the National Redress Scheme—it could cost 
$640 million to $650 million according to the Premier—and the sale of Landgate will generate $1.4 billion, when 
are the expenses likely to be incurred, why are they only partially budgeted to date, and what is the government 
doing with the other $750 million from the Landgate sale? Is it true there was only one bidder in the Landgate sale; 
and, if so, how does the state know it received the best deal and how did it determine that the sale was in the best 
interests of the state? 

I have asked the Treasurer a series of questions, but we should not need to ask these questions because I believe 
a gold standard of transparency from the government would mean this information would be on the table for the 
opposition to scrutinise. I look forward to the Treasurer’s response. 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [3.01 pm]: I rise to enthusiastically support the opposition’s motion. As the member 
for Bateman has outlined in good detail, the decision to commercialise Landgate smacks of absolute hypocrisy 
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from a party that went to the election stating its opposition to privatisation. The spin of commercialisation is clearly 
setting a new precedent for this place, because clearly everything is on the table now. The government is not going 
to privatise; it will commercialise. That is just fine by this government. When we are in government—at this rate, 
it looks like that is not too far away—we look forward to a lot of commercialisation. 

The reality is that this decision puts into private hands the control of most of Landgate’s functions. The Premier 
has made a lot of noise about transparency. Remember, when the government was conflating the story about 
Perth Children’s Hospital and lead in the water to delay its opening by two years, which was an absolute disgrace 
on the part of the Labor Party, the Premier was reported as saying — 

The newly elected WA State government has acted with a “gold standard” of transparency … 

This decision clearly demonstrates that this government is anything but transparent. As outlined by the member 
for Bateman, there is almost a complete lack of transparency. When we ask fair questions, we do not get a response 
from the government. This is a major decision about an agency that involves the management of transactions and 
records for people’s most important asset and, as such, we should see the detail of that transaction so that we can 
guarantee that the public interest is protected. There should be enabling legislation that we can debate in this place, 
and there is good precedent for that in the legislation for the sale of the Utah Point bulk terminal in Port Hedland 
and the Perth Market Authority, and for the Fremantle port lease. All the detailed information for those transactions 
was given to the then opposition so that it could come to this place and properly scrutinise those issues. What 
do we see from this government? It is trying to hide all that information. There is some information available to 
us in the “Landgate Partial Commercialisation—Invitation for Expressions of Interest”. It is mostly functional 
information; there is very little that is revealing in the document, but we do see a couple of interesting things. We 
get an understanding of the apparent scope—we do not know that, because we do not know what is in the contract, 
because that is hidden from us. It will cover — 

• Provision, maintenance and improvement of the following services: 

- Automated land titling services; 

- Automated plan services; and 

- Certain searches and associated products and services 

which facilitate Landgate and the Statutory Offices to discharge their statutory functions 

Later, I will talk about how we can see value in this sale, but we get a hint of the real value of this transaction, and 
it cannot possibly be the income that Landgate is deriving. The real value is mentioned on page 4 of this proposal, 
which states — 

In addition, Landgate will grant a non-exclusive licence to the Service Provider to commercialise 
Landgate’s rich data set of land titling information, including developing and marketing innovative new 
value-added products and services to the public … 

There we go, because that is the gem! When we look at that sale and the deal that has been cut, we initially think 
that this is a pretty good deal. But what we can see from this statement is that ordinary householders are going to 
be smashed by this decision. Why? It is because the potential bidder is allowed to inflate the charges at the 
consumer price index, or CPI plus one per cent. Any contractor in Western Australia would love that deal. This is 
for 40 years, members. This is not for a few years or a few days; it is for 40 years at CPI, or CPI plus one per cent. 
This is largely transactional. We all know that transactional costs in every environment—in banks and all those 
environments—have come down, but here we have a government guaranteeing a massive rise. A three per cent 
rise over 10 years is a 36 per cent increase in charges. I will not go to the 40-year calculation. The simple fact is 
that the potential bidder can inflate charges enormously over the life of that contract because of the Treasurer’s 
generosity. There is no requirement for them to show any efficiency dividend. Do members know what happens in 
parallel sales when public assets are sold and the service has to be delivered to the public? They build in a dividend; 
in fact, they quite typically build in a negative increase in those contracts because they expect efficiencies; they do 
not expect to see those costs rise. 

Then we look at who is buying Landgate. It is the Land Services WA consortium. It sounds pretty good, does it 
not? Then we see it is Macquarie Infrastructure and Real Assets, Sunsuper, and HESTA. The consortium is paying 
$1.4 billion up-front for this service. That is for an organisation that has $164 million in revenue and $26 million 
in profit over the full 2016–17 year. Boy; that sounds like a good deal, does it not? Of course, look at the people 
who are buying Landgate. An article titled “Millionaire’s factory churns out the $10m-plus pay packets” published 
in The Sydney Morning Herald reads — 

After posting another record annual profit, and dividend, on Friday, Macquarie revealed that its executives 
continue to be well-rewarded for their endeavours. 
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Macquarie pays its CEO $20 million. We are selling Landgate to this crowd—these people expect their pound 
of flesh! 

I have done some simple calculations. Unfortunately, due to the time available, I do not have time to go through 
them in great detail but I will dwell on them a bit. I have done some simple calculations using government interest 
at four per cent, or commercial interest at six per cent. I will focus on interest at six per cent The net present value 
for this purchase is $610 million, and the consortium is paying $1.4 billion. Guess what, guys! It is going to get its 
pound of flesh. I did some other simple calculations. At six per cent interest, the consortium will have to get 
$92 million a year—it is getting $26 million at the moment—to get back its investment. If it wants to get Macquarie’s 
expected 23 per cent return on its investment, which is its standard, it will have to get $110 million a year, against 
$26 million today. Guess what? People will pay for that. My great fear in all of this is that the people who will pay 
for it will be Western Australians. The member for Bateman went through some key questions, and I do not have 
time to ask some other key questions, but I will put those elsewhere. The Treasurer should come clean with the 
Western Australian community and bring the details of this transaction before Parliament so that we can ensure 
that the Western Australian public’s interests are protected. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [3.09 pm]: The percentage of the buyer is not the only matter that 
will really hurt the people of Western Australia; the percentage that will really hurt this government is the swing 
against it, because that is what this is going to bring—a swing against the government. Back in 2017, I said it 
would be a three per cent swing, and this side of the house won Darling Range by 9.5 per cent. Now we are seeing 
the four per cent swing reach government members’ targets. This year, the government members’ target has been 
4.5 per cent, but let me tell them that this takes the cake: we are now aiming in 2020 for a five per cent margin. 
For members who are on that five per cent margin, watch out! This side of the fence is clearly telling the people 
of Western Australia that they cannot trust Labor government members, because they are mean-spirited not just in 
the way they have been conducting themselves since they have come to government, but also in the broken 
promises, the lies and the deceit that they actually put over the public of Western Australia that started throughout 
the election campaign in 2017. 

I remember, at the eleventh hour, members opposite put out the budget estimates from which royalties for regions 
was cut out—it was gone. The people of regional Western Australia were hoodwinked. Those members said that 
they would not increase taxes, but what have they done? They have increased taxes. They said they were not going 
to privatise, but what have they done? I do not think we have seen in the history of Western Australia a state 
government privatise as much as this Labor government has privatised. Never in the history of Western Australian 
governments had we seen a Labor Party  go to an campaign saying that it would not privatise. There is no-one on 
that side of the chamber. The Minister for Sport and Recreation is there, but perhaps he cannot hear what I am 
saying. What I am saying is that they went to the election privatising — 

The SPEAKER: Member, sit down! You do not have a go at people about their hearing disabilities or anything 
like that, or I will sit you down. I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Mr Speaker, I was not having a go; I was saying that no-one is listening on that side because 
there is no-one on that side. 

The SPEAKER: Member, sit down! I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: As I said, when the Labor Party was in opposition, it said that it was not going to privatise. 
Here we have $1.4 billion. What has it sold? The member for Bateman said, “Show us the contract. Be open 
and transparent.” From what government members were saying prior to the sale of Landgate, all indications 
were that it could achieve only around the $600 million mark, but here we have $1.4 billion. What actually has 
the government sold? It sold more than the silverware; I think it sold the underwear of Landgate. That is the 
only way that it was going to reach that $1.4 billion mark. As I said, the government said that we were not going 
to have new taxes, and we have. It said it would stop privatisation; it has not. When it comes to privatisation, it 
has actually been the worst in the history of Western Australian governments. It has broken promise after 
promise that it gave the people of Western Australia confidence that it would not do. It has done it. It has broken 
the promise. It has lost credibility. This goes down to the credibility of the Premier. The leadership of this 
government shows that the people of Western Australia cannot trust it. What is the government going to do with 
$1.4 billion? I think that the government is scared. I think it is scared because that five per cent is now a reachable 
target for this side of the house to get back into government, and government members are scared. They want to 
try to win votes by throwing a couple of hundred million dollars here and there. The people of Western Australia 
are not going to buy it. 

One of the big question marks is Fremantle port. Members may say that Fremantle port is no longer needed as we 
have the outer harbour. Is the government planning to privatise the outer harbour to actually fund the outer harbour? 
That is the question. Answer that for the people of Western Australia. It is a valuable asset to the people of 
Western Australia for lots of reasons. Is the government going to privatise the outer harbour if it gets the go-ahead? 
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That is the question. Members can look through all the Hansards on the sale of the TAB, and let us be frank—
“jobs will be lost if the TAB is sold”. Who said that? It was the Premier. I could keep going on and on. Member 
after member, when in opposition, questioned and tore down the government of the day because it put fear into 
people that it was going to privatise everything. In actual fact, this government has created the fear. It promised 
no new taxes; it has been privatising more than any other government that Western Australia has ever seen, so 
I think the people of Western Australia have woken up and that five per cent margin in 2020 is closer than the 
government thinks. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Leader of the Opposition) [3.14 pm]: I rise to make some closing remarks 
on this very important matter of public interest that the opposition brings to this Parliament. I would like to say that 
I feel sorry for the Treasurer because I know that he has to find a way to fund the multibillion-dollar funding black 
hole that the Metronet project brings to the people of Western Australia. But I do not feel sorry for him because 
he is part of the dream team that took a promise and a commitment to the community of Western Australia, which 
I will read out. In the “WA Labor 2017 State Election Fighting Platform” document, the Premier, Mark McGowan, 
said, “Privatisation has failed Western Australians.” As the member for Bateman mentioned, we then go on to see 
a full page about privatisation titled “WA Labor will stop privatisation”. It reads — 

WA LABOR WILL NOT PRIVATISE ESSENTIAL SERVICES AND ASSETS 

WA Labor recognises that selling your assets is a short term fix, not a long term plan. Privatisation means 
future generations risk being left without these essential assets and the revenue they generate for the state. 

That is what the Labor Party took to the community of Western Australia. As members have asked, what have we 
seen since March 2017? We have seen one privatisation after another. To fund Metronet, we have seen a fire sale 
of assets that should be there for the future of Western Australians. The government has privatised Synergy 
generation assets, including Warradarge wind farm, Greenough River solar farm and Albany wind farm. The 
government is selling the TAB. It sold PEXA at the bottom of the market for $185 million—that one was a great 
business decision! The government privatised Advara, and now it has sold Landgate for $1.41 billion. It is calling 
it “commercialisation”, but it is privatisation by any other means. 

The former Liberal–National government was transparent about asset sales. We brought legislation to this place so 
that the sale of public assets could be debated. We had the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill, the Fremantle Port Assets 
(Disposal) Bill and the Pilbara Port Assets (Disposal) Bill. That allowed the privatisation or commercialisation, 
whatever spin the government wants to put on it, of assets to be debated in Parliament. Moreover, after a sale had 
been achieved, such as the Perth Market Authority, the Liberal–National government, in the interests of transparency, 
tabled an un-redacted copy of the contract so that the community of Western Australia could understand exactly 
the value that they got as a result of that privatisation. That is something that the Treasurer’s government has 
refused to do for every single one of these asset sales. 

If we need to look where the value of the sale of Landgate comes from, we go to the “Landgate Partial 
Commercialisation: Invitation for Expressions of Interest” document. I feel really concerned about it because it says — 

… Landgate will grant a non-exclusive licence to the Service Provider to commercialise Landgate’s rich 
data set of land titling information, including developing and marketing innovative new value-added 
products and services to the public … 

That is the sale of our data. A strata title contains the mortgage information of individuals, and the registered address 
of the proprietor of the title, commercial leases, or leases that are attached to a particular premises, which form part of 
the data that is held on a strata title. All this information can now be packaged up, turned into new datasets and sold to 
anybody who might be willing to pay for it. I put to members that the value of this privatisation comes from all that 
data being packaged up and sold to other entities, which can then manipulate and use it to their own advantage. Imagine 
the value of it, and imagine all the competing banks being able to get packaged data, advising them where every 
registered mortgage of every competitor is, including who those people are and where they live. That is very valuable 
information. What if commercial leasing agents were able to pay for the data to find out the value and the conditions 
of leases attached to strata title documents and use that in a competitive way to the disadvantage of the small business 
owner tenant who might hold that lease? Is that going to be possible under this privatisation agenda? This is the sort of 
detail that we have been asking the Treasurer to provide to Parliament and the community of Western Australia. What 
do we get when we ask the Treasurer to provide such information? The Treasurer provided the following response — 

The government will table a summary of details regarding key terms of the transaction documents to 
demonstrate the benefits and protections for the state. In the meantime, the Treasurer is happy to answer 
any specific questions that members might have regarding the transaction documents. 

Why not just table the contract? It is a public asset that the government has sold. Why not table the contract and 
let us know what the access to this data will be, what the return to the state is going to be, how Landgate’s existing 
functions are going to continue to be funded and how that cost increase is going to be managed? If the cost of 
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delivering a service becomes cheaper because of technological advancement, will the new owner of all of our data 
be able to maintain that margin, or will they get to sit on the value of the consumer price index increase forever? 

We are really concerned about the sale of Landgate, but mostly we are concerned about the government’s record of 
continually breaking its election promises. The Treasurer and others on the government benches got into government 
on the basis of promising the community that they would not privatise assets. They have privatised asset after asset 
after asset. They can call it whatever they like, but we know what they have done and the community knows what 
they have done. They have been elected under false pretences, and they need to find another way to fund the Metronet 
black hole that they have created because they did not get their sums right in the lead-up to the last election. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [3.21 pm]: I thank all members for their contribution this 
afternoon—the members for Bateman, Cottesloe, North West Central and Scarborough. I will try to deal with 
some of the issues they raised. Interestingly, the member for Bateman rather quickly read out 12 separate 
questions, I think. They sound like pretty good questions to put on notice, to use the processes of Parliament, 
and I will try to deal with some of those. I think most of these were raised by the member for Bateman; I will 
come to those shortly. 

Of course, the issue contained in this motion, and most of the debate on it, centres around the Landgate transaction 
and the complaints about the lack of transparency therein. I want to highlight that the transaction of Landgate has 
been around for some time. Indeed, the commercialisation of Landgate and its processes has been happening for 
the better part of 10 to 15 years. I take members back to Landgate’s 2015–16 annual report. I want to read this in. 
Under the heading, “Land Registry commercialisation project”, the 2015–16 annual report states — 

The land registry commercialisation project, sponsored by Landgate’s Innovation Program, reached 
a significant milestone during the year with Cabinet’s approval of the creation of a new company called 
Advara. 

The project was established to respond to the challenge of potentially disruptive trends in the national and 
international land registry market and to enable Landgate to pursue growth opportunities in other 
jurisdictions. It resulted in the creation of Advara, through which Landgate and its partners will seek to 
leverage Landgate’s new land registry platform to deliver services in other jurisdictions. 

Incorporated in December 2015, Advara will pursue commercial opportunities in other markets and reduce 
the cost of IT services to Landgate in the future. As at 30 June 2016, Landgate owned 100 per cent of 
shares in Advara. 

That information is relevant as of that date, because later that year, the former government sold about 25 per cent 
to Adecco. Interestingly, there was no enabling legislation to enable that transaction. Why is that? It is because 
under the terms of the Land Information Authority Act, it was not required. Enabling legislation is needed when 
the law needs to be created for the transaction to take place. It was not required when the former government 
sold its chunk of Advara, and it certainly was not required for this particular transaction. But any suggestion 
that there is a lack of transparency is just absurd. I want to make this point. Just because the opposition is lazy 
does not mean we are being less than transparent. I want to deal with some of the points made by the member 
for Bateman. I have actually released more media statements than I have had to answer questions on this issue 
in this place from the Liberal Party. Let us start. Back on 15 October 2017, the first time there was public 
conversation around a possible Landgate transaction, the member for Bateman made a comment, which 
I quote — 

“We understand that the Labor Party has won Government and we need to respect that, however we will 
scrutinise every policy they bring forward to ensure that it’s in the best interests of WA.” 

It was foreshadowed that I would be scrutinised on this transaction. The following media statements were released: 
“Commercial advisor to assist the Landgate scoping study” on 2 February 2018; “McGowan Government rejects 
sale of Landgate” on 27 June 2018; “Commercial advisor to support partial Landgate commercialisation” on  
28 August 2018; “Next stage for Landgate partial commercialisation begins” on 8 January 2019; then I did 
a brief ministerial statement on 21 March 2019 on Landgate’s remaining shareholding in Advara; followed by 
“Landgate transaction delivers for Western Australia” on 10 September 2019. Yet in all that time, I was not 
questioned about it. I have to say that I found it bizarre.  

In answer to the member for Bateman’s first question on why we need questions in Parliament to be transparent, 
the answer is that it is the job of the opposition to ask the government questions. To be honest, I have been surprised 
at how few questions I have been asked. To its credit, the National Party has asked the majority of questions on 
this issue. Occasionally the matter has appeared in the media and the leader of the National Party has asked me the 
occasional question about it, as has the member for Warren–Blackwood, the former Minister for Lands, who 
obviously has an interest in this. But I have been surprised by the lack of questions on this from the Liberal Party. 
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Indeed, I am pleased that it was at least referenced by the member for Cottesloe. I put the link to the expression of 
interest on the media statement that I put out on 8 January 2019. This was a public document. I am glad the member 
for Cottesloe seems to have a copy of it. Indeed, the Leader of the Opposition also referenced it. I want to finish 
the quote, because I found it interesting that both the member for Cottesloe and the Leader of the Opposition 
quoted the same paragraph, but not completely. Let me read the complete quotation. I remind everyone that this 
has been on the website since January this year, and I am yet to have a question on any of the content. I have not 
been asked one question on this. This sets out the terms of the likely transaction. Just as an aside, member for 
Cottesloe, as in my media statement of 10 September, it is CPI, not CPI plus one. We considered two scenarios, 
requested bids on two scenarios, rejected CPI plus one as we did not see the value, and stuck at CPI, as in my 
statement of 10 September. 

I want to quote fully the paragraph on page 10 of the document titled “Landgate partial commercialisation: 
Invitation for expressions of interest”, which states — 

In addition, while the State would retain ownership of Landgate’s data, it expects that: 

• Landgate would grant a non-exclusive licence to the Service Provider to commercialise Landgate’s 
rich data set of land titling information and property transactions, including to develop and 
market innovative new value added products and services to the public — 

That is where the members for Cottesloe and Scarborough stopped. Let me finish off the sentence — 

(subject to Landgate’s approval and privacy requirements); … 

That deals with the question that the Leader of the Opposition floated on what data can be used and how it can be 
utilised. Of course, the third party, the operator—I will come to the operator in a minute—can utilise that data, but 
that is the situation now with Advara. That is exactly the situation that the previous government created. Indeed it 
has been going on for at least 15 years. In answer to the question the Leader of the Opposition posed, “What if 
commercial leasing agents were able to pay for leasing details?”, they can right now. This is something that has 
not sunk into the heads of the opposition, and that is that all this data is public. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! You were heard in silence. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is public. I think the Nationals WA know this. It is public information that is accessible by 
anyone or any organisation that wishes to pay for it. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Is it available in an aggregated form? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes, of course it is, that is why we have the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia and 
various property groups aggregating that, and we can get apps because there is value in the revenue transaction. 
Of course there is, but it is the value in data. I found it interesting that members opposite did not read this part out, 
that this is subject to Landgate’s approval. The data is still owned by Landgate, therefore the government, and any 
use of that data is subject to the approval of Landgate, therefore the government. This is something that is 
fundamentally important. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Riverton! All you people were heard in silence; I want the same here. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The other good point, and this is part of the transaction that no other state negotiated, is this, 
and I quote — 

• Landgate would receive an ongoing royalty on new revenues generated by the Service Provider 
from the development of new products and services using Landgate’s land titling information 
and property transactions. 

Not only is any new service or product subject to the approval of Landgate, but if Landgate says, “Okay, that is 
information that may be of commercial use”, we allow that to happen, because Landgate owns the data and it gets 
a royalty spree. No other state negotiated this outcome. A good arrangement has been entered into. All the details 
around the transaction, in particular what the state was going to consider and the two different scenarios that the 
member for Cottesloe referenced, consumer price index, or CPI plus one per cent—I note by way of aside that fees 
have been lifted at CPI every year for at least the last decade, from memory—have been transparent. This has 
already been happening with Landgate. I want to deal with those things, because ultimately there has been more 
transparency on this than anything. I get that members of the opposition are not going to appreciate that, but they 
have to occasionally ask questions. They have to get off their butt and do the work. That is one thing I learned in 
opposition: no-one will do the work for you. You have to do it yourself, which means asking questions. I think the 
best one to reference, because I was so impressed when it happened, was when the current Minister for Mines and 
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Petroleum, when he was sitting on the other side of the house, by use of upper house and lower house questions, 
pulled apart the diabolical deal around Muja C that was done by the member for Riverton when he was Minister 
for Energy. It was extraordinary how the member for Cannington pulled the pants down of the member for Riverton 
and embarrassed him. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

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

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Riverton refused to provide any detail, including the guarantee he provided 
around that. It was only the KPMG report that made that public. I want to continue on with this, because some 
good questions were raised. Everyone in here, the opposition particularly, have something unique, that not 
one other Western Australian has, and that is access to the parliamentary question process. All I say to them is: 
use it. They might find some information. 

I want to put this on the record, and normally the member for Warren–Blackwood would get on his feet and 
yell at me to table this. When I am done, for his reference and before he gets to his feet, I will table a bit of the 
summary of the nature of the transaction. This is the document that I will provide to Parliament in due course. 
It states — 

• Following a competitive process, Landgate has appointed an Operator over a limited range of 
Landgate’s current automated functions. 

And it is a limited range. There are basically three separate areas that Landgate has functions in: valuations, 
location information data, and land titling and plans. Only the automated component of the land titling and plans 
data is publicly available to anyone who wants to write a cheque for it. I remind everybody that that is part of 
this transaction. Land Services WA, being the operator, is a consortium comprising Macquarie Infrastructure, 
Real Assets and superannuation funds Sunsuper and HESTA. I must admit, I have been surprised by the 
rhetoric of both the members for Cottesloe and Bateman around these organisations. I am stunned that a Liberal 
spokesperson would have this sort of rhetoric around Macquarie. In fact these super funds represent about  
10 per cent of Australians. I found it stunning that they would have such views around these organisations. The 
document continues — 

• The Operator is required to maintain and improve the IT system that supports the land titles 
register. 

That is part of the arrangement, and I note some focus was made by the member for Bateman on the revenue 
components. Interestingly, as is often the case with the Liberal Party, its members do not look at the cost component, 
but nonetheless, what has also been part of the transaction arrangement is that the operator has to effectively take 
over the capital investment into the IT system, which is about $18 million over the coming five years. In return 
the operator is paid a fee every time that the register is updated, for example when a property changes hands or the 
register is searched. For example, if I want to search all members and the certificate of title that may be in their 
name, I can get all that, in fact I have all that and I can get it very easily. Anyone can get it, and they can aggregate 
it and work out, for example, aggregated data on which Liberal members of Parliament live in their electorate. All 
sorts of information is there for us. 

I was critiqued in the debate from the opposition on two levels. Firstly, I sold it for too much—that is what the 
members for Cottesloe and Bateman said to me—as a result Western Australians are going to get “smashed”; that 
is what the member for Bateman said. And then the member for North West Central and the Leader of the Opposition 
said that I did not sell it for enough. I tend to find that when I am critiqued on either/or of the argument, perhaps 
we have the right value. But why is this of value to the operator? It is because, as I said in the media I have done 
on this, it represents a long-term, steady and reliable stream of revenue. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: How much? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is $1.41 billion. I think even the members for Bateman and Cottesloe outlined exactly 
how much — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Riverton! You had the opportunity to speak before and you never did. I call you to 
order for the second time. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is $1.41 billion. I am not going to continue to say it again. It is in my media statement and 
in Hansard. It is $1.41 billion. 

The document continues — 
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• Importantly, there has not been any transfer of ownership in Landgate or the land titles register. 
As ownership remains with the State … 

I know this will frustrate members of the opposition, but that is why we are of the view that this is not a privatisation—
we remain the owners. I get that members opposite will have a different view around that. That is fine, so be it. 
I think the member for Bateman posed the question: did we change the deal along the way?  No, we did not. The 
transaction was set here, and I did not get a question on the expression of interest in January or February this year. 
I did not receive a question on the structure of the transaction; that did not change over the course of the process. 
I have outlined the right of the data to be utilised by the operator, and I think that is a good thing. The member for 
Bateman raised the issue around privacy in a couple of his questions. There is no change to the current system, which 
allows Advara to access that information, again, set up by the former government. The Landgate commercialisation 
project, outlined in the 2015–16 annual report, states that the service agreement between the state and the operator 
has the same strict requirements related to the privacy of information, subject to the commonwealth Privacy Act, 
and we have added that if there is a data breach or a privacy complaint, Landgate must be notified, all IT systems 
must be hosted physically in Australia and data cannot be accessed from subcontractors overseas. We have 
strengthened some of the data requirements. I make the point again that for the last 15 years Landgate has used 
third party, that is, private sector IT providers. That should not surprise anyone, to be honest. These are the 
organisations that provide IT services. 

In those 15 years, according to my advice, the privacy and integrity of information has not been compromised. 
Other important features of the arrangement are that there will be no forced redundancies. Looking again at some 
of the questions the member for Bateman rapid-fired at me, the question was posed: how can you do that? It is 
because it is the automated component of what Landgate does. To be honest, Landgate has to be commended for 
what it has done for at least the last decade in innovating and changing the way it goes about its activities. That is 
why the 2015–16 annual report highlights what it was trying to do with Advara. There will be no change to the 
way the public deals with Landgate. As I already confirmed to the member for Cottesloe, the escalation of service 
fees will be limited to the consumer price index, as they have been for, I think, the last decade—definitely for the 
last five years. The operator will be required to fund up to $18 million in additional development on the land 
registry system. As I said before, the revenue from the transaction will allow the Western Australian government 
to meet ongoing funding commitments for the redress scheme and the lifting of the statute of limitations for victims 
of historical child sexual abuse. 

That is the background of the transaction. If I can, I want to make a point about Advara. There has been some form 
of suggestion or argument that what we have done is somehow outside of the box. It is the same transaction that 
has already taken place under Advara. Advara is currently—pre-transaction—paid by Landgate on a contractual 
basis for the services it provides. Effectively, as the member for Bateman said on the Gareth Parker show—I have 
the transcript here—he described it as capitalising the income stream and I think that is a fair way to describe what 
is being done. Why is that of interest to organisations such as Macquarie Infrastructure, Sunsuper and HESTA? 
As bond yields decline and equity markets become more volatile, regular streams of revenue become attractive. 
Of course, the service provider will think it can make Landgate better and will be able to provide more services—
again, subject to the agreement of Landgate. That is not a bad thing. Providing data that people are willing to utilise 
and pay for is what Landgate has been doing for 15 years and will continue to do over the term of the contract. 
I suspect that this is an area that is ripe for even more disruption. The member for Warren–Blackwood recognised 
that, which is why Advara was created—because of the area of disruption in this. What is unique about this is that 
it is a public database that is owned by Landgate and is obviously still important for our land titles register. We 
still own the register. The statutory offices still have their roles. There is no change whatsoever. I think this has 
been a very good transaction. 

The Leader of the Opposition said that I had undertaken a fire sale of the asset, suggesting that I had not got enough 
for it, which was contradicted by the members for Bateman and Cottesloe, who apparently thought I had sold it 
for too much. 

This is a fair question from the Leader of the Opposition; that is, how will Landgate’s existing functions be 
funded? Interestingly, a question was asked of me by, I think, Hon Peter Collier in the other place yesterday. 
The question put to me was about revenue. The member for Bateman quoted the 2018–19 revenue and the 
forecast revenue. This revenue is revenue from transactions that were subject to the question. It does not talk 
about the costs thereof. Landgate currently gets an appropriation from the government because it is still an 
appropriated agency. As a result of this transaction, the fee that we pay to the operator will be less than the fee 
that will be charged to the customer, so that will be Landgate’s revenue source. It is, effectively, a revenue-
sharing arrangement. 

We have been able to learn from what all the other states have done with their transactions. I think that New South 
Wales got its wrong. I think South Australia has put too much into its arrangement. We have looked at what 
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they have done and come up with a unique transaction. Why have we been able to do that? It is because the 
nature of the legislation that went through Parliament back in 2006, which allowed us to do it. The reason there 
was not enabling legislation, as I think I pointed out, was that it was not required, as it was not required for members 
opposite to establish Advara or to sell off part of Advara. It was not required, whereas when the previous 
government wanted to privatise the Perth Market Authority and Utah Point, it certainly needed legislation to do 
both of those. It did not pursue Utah Point, but it needed legislation to do it. But this was not required under the 
terms of the legislation. 

Nonetheless, that does not stop a single question being asked of me in this place. I do not think I wrote down 
all the member for Bateman’s questions. I was trying to but he was reading them out very quickly. The final 
question is: how will we know that we have got value? We are not fools. We had advisers and Treasury was 
keen to understand the attention value of the asset should we not pursue this transaction either at CPI or  
CPI plus one per cent. We also had a reserve price thereof. I made that point in answer to a question from the 
Leader of the Nationals WA back in July. I said that the government would not be interested in a transaction 
that did not create value for the people of Western Australia. At $1.41 billion, we are of the view, in light of 
what we know about the attention value and our reserve price, that the transaction has created value for the 
people of Western Australia. 

If there are any questions I have not dealt with, no doubt the member for Bateman can ask me on notice or without 
notice, or through his colleagues in the upper house. I have dealt with most of them during my response. I think 
this is the best transaction of the similar transactions that have taken place around the country. It is the best one 
for value extracted and protections for the state. The state has an economic and fiscal interest in developing new 
products for users and having a royalty stream flow back. I think it is a good thing. 

We have not simply transacted all revenue to Landgate; it is only partial. I think that is a good thing because 
Landgate will continue to operate under the steam of its own revenue. There will continue to be appropriations for 
Landgate, as there always have been, and that will continue. Ultimately, all Western Australians who are interested 
in it can look at this transaction. We think we have extracted good value from the transaction. We are covering off 
on a liability to the state. 

There was another question from the member for Bateman that I perhaps did not deal with properly about  
the expenses on the liabilities for the redress scheme and the lifting of the statute of limitations. Clearly, that 
is a longer term than just a four-year forward estimates period. Some $153 million has already been allocated 
over that four-year period. That will be an ongoing liability to the state. This transaction will create the balance 
sheet capacity to meet that into the longer term—certainly well beyond my time sitting in this place. It is the 
sensible thing to do. If a large liability is going to be taken on, a way to pay for it should be found. I think this 
is a good outcome. 

As I said, I have been surprised at the lack of questions I have had about it from the Liberal Party. The National Party, 
to its credit, has been asking questions, but the Liberal Party has been notable for the lack of questions I have 
received about it. I was expecting questions the most when we put up on the Tenders WA website invitations for 
expressions of interest for the Landgate partial commercialisation. That is how un-transparent we were. We put it 
up on a public website! The invitation set out all the details of the nature of the transaction—the conditions that 
would be imposed, the options that we would consider—yet not a question did I receive about this document until 
today. I hope I have addressed most of them. I am very pleased continue to answer questions as they are put to me. 
I will conclude with the first question posed to me by the member for Bateman: why do you need questions in 
Parliament? That is why we have all been elected to this place. Members opposite all have something that no other 
Western Australian has—that is, the capacity to get to their feet and ask a question of the Premier or the ministers 
of the day. For whatever reason, they have been reluctant to do it — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I hope this means that we will see a newly invigorated opposition. 

Mr M. McGowan: When did you launch this and how long has it taken for a question? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In the couple of minutes I have left, Premier, the first time this was proposed was October 2017 
and in that time I have put out five media statements and done two brief ministerial statements. I have done more 
media statements than received questions from the Liberal opposition. 

Mr M. McGowan: When did we announce the transaction? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It was the beginning of 2018. 

Mr M. McGowan: No, when did we finalise it? 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: It was on 10 September this year, so three weeks ago. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Three weeks ago we announced the actual result of the transaction. Two of those weeks have 
been sitting weeks and here we are finally dealing with this issue. 

The SPEAKER: Members, on my left; it is nearly over! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: This is an issue that should be dealt with in this sort of debate. I am pleased to have had the 
capacity to do it. I nearly moved the matter of public interest myself because I thought it was something that 
was worthy of some parliamentary time! Hopefully I have now covered the questions that were put to me during 
debate today. 

Tabling of Paper 

The SPEAKER: Treasurer, you were going to table a paper. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I table my document titled “Partial Commercialisation of Landgate” 

[See paper 2816.] 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (19) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr K. O’Donnell 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Mr D.T. Redman 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr A. Krsticevic Ms L. Mettam Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan Mrs A.K. Hayden (Teller) 
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder  

 

Noes (34) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr F.M. Logan Mr D.T. Punch Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms A. Sanderson Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr M.P. Murray Ms J.J. Shaw  
Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski  

Question thus negatived. 
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