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RETAIL TRADING HOURS AMENDMENT (REFERENDUMS) BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 November. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.05 pm]:  If ever there was 
an illustration of a Government that is absolutely rudderless and a Premier who could not make a decision to safe 
his life, it is this legislation.  To start with, I want to set a couple of things straight.  The Liberal-National 
coalition’s position on retail trading hours could not be firmer.  We announced a policy on this issue a year and a 
half ago and we have not veered from that policy one iota.  Our policy goes far further than just to a 
consideration of retail trading hours.  We have indicated that we support the status quo.  We support small 
business 100 per cent.  However, our policy goes a great deal further than that and includes an extensive 
provision for industrial relations reforms.  It particularly embraces the reintroduction of state workplace 
agreements.  The small business sector is crying out for them.  Since the Labor Party scrapped workplace 
agreements, small businesses have been left in an enormous dilemma.  Many small businesses simply do not 
have the corporate structure, sophistication, knowledge or resources to consider alternative agreements such as 
Australian workplace agreements.  Very few have any ability whatsoever to negotiate with unions for more 
complex industrial agreements.  Consequently, they are looking forward to the reintroduction of state workplace 
agreements.  The coalition indicated a year and a half ago that it would give them choice once again as part of its 
reforms for industrial relations.  We recently announced the details of those policy reforms and they have been 
overwhelmingly accepted, approved, endorsed and supported by the small business community.  We made a 
commitment to reintroduce choice as part of a comprehensive small business policy that we announced 18 
months ago in conjunction with our approach to trading hours and our firm commitment to protect the status quo 
with trading hours.   
We went further than that with our small business policy because we acknowledged the growing market 
domination in Western Australia of a number of corporations and entities that are getting a stranglehold on not 
only the retail sector but also the supply of goods.  A situation has arisen in which local suppliers in Western 
Australia are being dictated to as a result of the market dominance that empowers a number of these major 
corporations.  The coalition made a commitment to introduce extensive anti-monopoly and unconscionable 
conduct provisions and so forth to back up its commitment on trading hours.  
I mentioned the need to combat market domination over not only the retail sector but also local suppliers.  Not 
long ago Coles Myer Ltd bought out a liquor chain on the eastern seaboard called Theo’s Liquor.  When it did, 
all hell broke loose because when Coles Myer went through the books of Theo’s Liquor, it found that a number 
of wine growers in particular, including one of the biggest wine producers in Australia, had given Theo’s a better 
deal than LiquorLAND, which is a Coles Myer entity.  LiquorLAND was furious.  It asked why were Australian 
wine producers, including Southcorp and Beringer Blass Wine Estates, which are some of Australia’s biggest 
wine producing corporations, giving a sweetheart deal to Theo’s and not to Coles Myer.  The answer was very 
simple.  The wine producers realised it was in their interests to protect the independent stores so that they could 
protect competition in the marketplace.  I have news for the Government: the winegrowers in this State feel the 
same way.  I spoke to a director of one of the largest wine producers in the Swan Valley recently.  Those 
producers are terrified about the impact of market domination on their industry.  As I said, the coalition’s policy 
provides extensive provisions to deal with problems of unconscionable conduct and we also put in place a 
provision for a sensible overhaul of the system of retail tenancy leases to make it fairer for shopkeepers in large 
shopping centres in particular.   
That is our approach to the issue of trading hours and that is how we will assist Western Australian small 
businesses.  When that is compared with the Labor Party’s approach over the past four years, it can be seen that 
there could not be a more stark contrast between the parties.  I will refer to two examples.  I have already 
referred to industrial relations.  The minister handling this Bill is a product of the trade union movement, as are 
most Labor Party members and virtually all ministers.  Therefore, it is no surprise that they want a centralised, 
union-dominated industrial relations scheme to operate and to hell with the impact that will have on small 
business.  One of the first things the Government did when it took office was scrap the highly successful 
workplace agreement system that the previous coalition Government had put in place to assist small business.  
That system had proved incredibly popular and successful in assisting small business.  It provided small business 
with the choice and flexibility to get on with the job.   
Labor’s appalling record on taxation speaks for itself.  I will provide an example of how the Labor Party’s 
taxation laws have discriminated against small business.  The Labor Party said it would introduce a flat payroll 
tax rate.  The previous coalition Government had supported a range of payroll tax rates from between 3.65 per 
cent and six per cent to assist small to medium enterprises.  This Labor Government does not give a damn about 
small business.  It introduced a flat rate at the top rate of six per cent.  What was the result of that measure?  
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Smaller to medium enterprises in Western Australia now pay about $20 million more in payroll tax.  That means 
that a typical factory in Welshpool or a typical business in Bunbury, Albany, Geraldton or Joondalup pays 
between $10 000 and $20 000 more in payroll tax.  That is the type of overhead cost that small businesses do not 
need.  More to the point, it is one reason why many small businesses have thought twice about employing 
additional staff.  Some even had to consider laying staff off.  That is the Labor Party’s approach to small 
business.  Nothing, except for this Bill, separates the Labor Party and the coalition more than their approach to 
small business.   
Although the legislation with which we are dealing has the word “referendum” in its title and although the 
Referendums Act defines the type of question that is asked in accordance with this legislation as a referendum 
question, it is, of course, a plebiscite.  People must understand that whatever the outcome of a referendum like 
this, it is not binding on the current Government.  The Labor Party has said it will hold a referendum on this 
issue and has asked the public to trust it to carry out the results if it wins a second term.  However, when 
considering the Labor Party’s record on carrying out and meeting its policy commitments and promises it made 
before the last election, people must wonder whether they can even have a grain of hope that the Labor Party will 
carry out this commitment.  I remind members of the Government’s tax policy.  Before the last election the 
Premier said he would not increase taxes.  We now know that for three years in a row the Labor Party has 
steadily increased just about every tax under the sun.  It has increased not only taxes but also charges.  That has 
had a significant impact on small business and the broader community.  The Labor Party went back on an 
unqualified, firm commitment to not increase taxes.  Another example is health care.  Again the Premier said he 
would fix the health system.  He gave no qualifications when he made that promise, yet after four years of a 
Labor Government the hospital system is in crisis.  Regional health care has been absolutely drained and 
depleted of funds and resources.  It is now six months since the enterprise bargaining agreement with nurses 
expired.  Even to this day the Government has not been able to resolve a fair outcome for the State’s nurses.  The 
Government broke a major promise on taxation and it broke a major promise on the health care system.  Now it 
is saying that the public should trust the Government on this issue.  This Government has flip-flopped about 25 
times on the issue of trading hours alone.   
In a minute I will consider the real reason the Government has introduced this legislation.  Clearly we cannot 
trust the Gallop Labor Government to meet yet another commitment.  An interesting thing about this legislation 
is that it is the first time the Gallop Labor Government has introduced the notion of Sunday trading.  That is an 
interesting point.  Until now the Gallop Labor Government has focused on deregulating trading hours for 
weeknight shopping.  This is the first time that the Gallop Labor Government has opened the door to deregulated 
trading hours on Sundays.  The Gallop Labor Government has indicated that it is prepared to open the door to 
what virtually amounts to the deregulation of trading hours across the board.   

Another interesting point about this legislation is that time and again the Government and the Minister for 
Consumer and Employment Protection have harped on about what they consider to be problems with the existing 
legislation that governs trading hours.  How many times have we heard the minister or the Premier say that, 
because of changes made to the trading hours under the previous Government, the trading hours regime in this 
State could be under threat from a legal challenge?  Even in his second reading speech on this Bill, the Minister 
for Consumer and Employment Protection said that during the Government’s review of retail trading hours -  

. . . the Gallop Government was provided with legal advice that previous changes to Western 
Australia’s trading hours regime by the former Government, by way of ministerial exemption order and 
regulations, were likely to be ultra vires and unlikely to survive legal challenge.   

In other words, the Government has said that the current arrangements that apply to Fremantle and Perth, for 
example, could be knocked out by a court challenge.  The Government has been saying that for months but it has 
not done anything about it.  It introduced legislation to deregulate trading hours and it has attached a mechanism 
to resolve the problem with that legislation.  The coalition has said that it does not support deregulated trading 
hours; the coalition is standing up for small business.  We will do the right thing and encourage the Government 
to split the Bill so that the Opposition can support amendments to tighten up the legislation to protect the current 
arrangement that exists in Fremantle and Perth.  That will overcome any perception or possible problem that 
might lead to a legal challenge to the current trading hours regime.  The coalition has told the Government that it 
is happy to work with the Government, but the Government rejected our offer outright because in its heart of 
hearts it wanted to say that the coalition did not support that measure.  Guess what?  Sure enough the Minister 
for Small Business has sent to small business organisations a letter that tries to blame the coalition for preventing 
those changes from being passed in Parliament.  Small business was not fooled.  The Minister for Small 
Business sent letters to organisations, which have contacted me to say that this Government has a nerve.  These 
people know the coalition went into bat and did its best for small business and that the Government refused its 
offer to cooperate and ensure that the legislative changes were made - they know that this Government dudded 
small business.  The minister is trotting this issue out again.  If the Government were sincere and wanted to do 
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something for small business and believed that the ministerial exemption order and regulations may not survive a 
legal challenge and the situations in Perth and Fremantle could be under threat, for example, why not deal with 
that matter right now to tighten it up?  I give a commitment to the minister that we would pass such legislation in 
three minutes.  We have had the debate.  The minister does not want to introduce that legislation and work for 
small business to do something constructive.  The minister and the Premier want to play politics with the matter.  
Nothing illustrates that fact more than the answer the minister’s adviser provided to a question I raised two days 
ago; that is, it was confirmed that the Bill had been drafted on Monday.  The Government thought of a political 
ploy it could raise in the last week of Parliament to muddy the waters in the lead-up to the election; it considered 
clever and devious schemes it could put in place.  It thought of one, and asked staff to quickly draft the measure.  
On the day that I asked for a copy of the legislation, no explanatory memorandum had been prepared.  The 
legislation was drafted on the Monday, and the explanatory memorandum had not been prepared on the Tuesday 
when the media became aware that the Government was taking this action.  If the Government wanted a proper 
debate, and if the Government were sincere and open-minded about adding to legislation and resolving any 
potential problems regarding exemption orders, regulations and introducing unconscionable conduct provisions 
and such things, why did it close the Legislative Assembly sittings a week early?  Why are we not sitting next 
week to go through some sensible, effective and workable legislation to assist small business?  The Government 
has pointed out for months that changes are needed.  The coalition has indicated it is prepared to support sensible 
changes that back small business.  The Government rushes in this Bill and will close Parliament a week early.  
The list of 43 priority Bills the Government referred to earlier this week did not mention the Retail Trading 
Hours Amendment (Referendums) Bill.  Tell me that that does not smack of a Government that, first, cannot 
make a decision to save its life, and, second, wants to use this measure as a blatant party political issue and divert 
attention from major issues in the lead-up to the election.   

There is no need for a referendum on the issues.  The Liberal-National coalition’s position on trading hours is 
abundantly clear - in black and white it says status quo.  If the Labor Party wants to give the people a choice on 
the matter, the answer is simple.  Members opposite state that the Labor Party supports deregulation of trading 
hours, and the Liberal-National coalition states it does not want deregulation.  Let people then make a choice at 
the election.  It would be unnecessary to spend $300 000 of taxpayer’s money in the lead-up to the election to 
distract focus from key priorities.  The bottom line is that the Gallop Labor Party has been unable to make a 
decision on trading hours, and decided to introduce this legislation to hold a referendum as a blatant distraction 
from other key issues, such as the health crisis in our hospitals, rising crime rates, Labor’s appalling tax record 
and the Government’s crazy social agenda and priorities that do not meet community expectations.  This Bill is 
nothing more than a political diversionary tactic.   

Interestingly, the Premier’s view on referenda seems to have changed.  He now claims that a referendum is the 
way to resolve this problem.  What has his view been on referenda previously?  When the Government was hell-
bent on taking away political representation from people in the country and transferring eight politicians from 
the country to the metropolitan area, the Liberal-National coalition suggested that the Premier could try to do it 
through a referendum.  The Premier on 7 November 2001 said - 

The Australian Labor Party since 1911 has been going into elections . . . with the object of establishing 
one vote, one value for election to the Parliament.   

He made it clear in the Legislative Assembly that the way to make a decision on this matter was to put it up as a 
policy in the lead-up to an election.  People can then choose the party with the policy they want and get a 
mandate.  We know that the Government did not put up the one vote, one value issue at the last election.  In 
electorates in which it was an issue, the Labor Party vote went down.  It was a separate issue.  The Premier stated 
that putting a policy to the people at an election was the way to act, as could be done in relation to trading hours.  
That is the way to give the community a say regarding the deregulation of trading hours.  The Premier does not 
want to do that because he would obviously prefer a diversion from the main issues.   

The sad part is that people will be caught in the crossfire.  While the Labor Party plays its political game and 
brings this measure through in this way, Western Australian small businesspeople are being caught in the 
crossfire.  They will be the casualties of this political battle.  The Premier has divided the community.  He has 
even divided the business community.  We have seen on television a paid consultant working for an eastern 
States company, backed by its large resources, fighting the case for the big end of town.  We saw the armada 
from the eastern States challenging Western Australian family-owned small businesses.  It was fascinating to see 
on television the might of the eastern States corporations pitted against Western Australian small businesses.  A 
local small business owner was interviewed on TV.  That business owner was not paid to lobby for small 
business.  He did not have time to spare for media interviews, as it took him away from his business and from 
earning a livelihood for his family.  He and others in small business felt so strongly that he felt he had to defend 
his position.  The Labor Party has enabled the big end of town from the eastern seaboard to use its resources to 
fund consultants to fight Western Australian small businesses.  Until the election, we will see small businesses 
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battling to survive and get the message to the community about what deregulated trading hours will mean to 
them.  They will be pitted against the might of the big end of town.  This results from Premier Geoff Gallop’s 
refusal to go to the election with a firm policy on trading hours deregulation and to put his money where his 
mouth is.  He will not deal with the issue in relation to the coalition policy.  The Government is prepared to 
divide the community and the business community in particular and put family-owned Western Australian small 
business retailers and suppliers in this situation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  If the member for Peel must interject, which is unparliamentary, he 
should resume his seat. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I make it quite clear that it is very difficult for anyone in politics to say that he 
will ultimately oppose a measure to give the people a say on something.  However, I will tell the House what the 
Opposition will do.  It will attempt to make Labor’s referendum question fairer and more balanced.  We do not 
support push polling at taxpayers’ expense.  Yesterday, the Premier admitted in this Chamber that he may need 
to change the question.  He did not stand firm and say, “No, that question is perfect.  There is no need to change 
it.”  He has already indicated that there may need to be a change.   

Let me explain why there may need to be a change.  If we asked people on the street, “Do you want to be able to 
go and shop on Sundays?” the vast majority of them would say, “Yes, that sounds like a good idea.  Of course I 
would like that option.”  However, if we started to put to people, “Would you like to shop on Sundays if there 
were some adverse consequences?  There will end up being fewer small businesses in the community, and 
family lifestyles will be affected because there may not be as much family time on weekends.  Jobs in the retail 
sector might go down, prices might even go up as a result, and there will be less choice and so on”, I can tell the 
House what would happen.  The vast majority of people would turn around and say, “Well, on second thoughts, 
no, I don’t want it.”  There is proof of that.  Market research shows exactly what I have just said.   
A question that was put to consumers as part of some market research that was carried out in June last year was 
very simple.  It was quite a balanced question, and it was - 

Perth retailers report that experience from other states shows further extensions to retail trading hours 
will damage smaller retailers and may result in job losses and store closures.  Knowing this, do you 
support or reject further extensions to existing hours in Perth?   

Guess what?  Fifty-two per cent rejected further extensions compared with 37 per cent of people who supported 
them.  Obviously, taken as a proportion of those who offered an opinion, the 52 per cent becomes an 
overwhelming majority.  However, the fact is that even on that basis, the majority of people say that they do not 
support further extensions.  That demonstrates why the nature, the format and the wording of the question are so 
important.   

The problem, of course, is that the Labor Party is rushing this legislation through Parliament.  We have had a day 
and a half’s notice of this legislation.  I suggest that most of the detailed consideration of this matter will be 
undertaken in the upper House.  I have already held discussions with other members of Parliament, including 
representatives of a minor party in the upper House, and I am confident that when this gets to the upper House 
there will be a push to make the question fairer and more balanced.  I highlight the fact that the Premier himself 
conceded in this Chamber yesterday that the question may need to be changed.  There is the proof of what we are 
trying to point out to members opposite. 

The simple fact is that if we are to be fair, somehow or other we need to point out to people not just the positive 
side of the argument.  We should not just ask, “Do you want to be able to shop on Sundays or shop on 
weeknights?”  We need to point out the other side of the argument.  As I said earlier, we need to point out the 
impact on small business, local suppliers in Western Australia, pharmacists, family-owned businesses and so on.  
We need to make sure that people are informed about the possibility of growing market domination, the growth 
of monopolies, as has happened in other States, and the reduction of choice for consumers.  Members should not 
take just my word for it.  Let us look at the Labor Party’s own policy on this matter.  The Labor Party itself has 
acknowledged in its policy that there would be negative impacts as a result of deregulation of trading hours.  
When the Labor Party produced its policy in the lead-up to the last election, it said that it would not change 
trading hours, and the reason it gave was that any extension of trading hours would in fact lead to greater market 
domination.  Therefore, the Labor Party itself acknowledges the downsides; yet in this case it is not prepared to 
build something on that matter into the question. 

In the past the Labor Party has also acknowledged the potential for higher prices.  When the coalition undertook 
research into the matter and got an economist on to it, we found that the food price index grew more in Sydney 
and Melbourne during the period of deregulation in those cities than it did in Perth.  In fact, from December 
1997 to December 2002, there was a 22.6 per cent growth in the CPI food price index in Melbourne compared 
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with 19.3 per cent in Perth.  Obviously, our regulated trading hours environment was not pushing up prices, and 
may actually have contributed to protecting healthy competition and keeping prices down.   

We found a similar thing with jobs.  In Western Australia there had been a 4.2 per cent average annual jobs 
growth in the retail sector.  Over the same period in Victoria there had been only 2.5 per cent growth, and in 
New South Wales only 1.9 per cent.  Again, our regulated trading hours environment seemed to have contributed 
to a better job situation.  The Government’s own lead agency providing policy advice on small business matters 
confirmed what the coalition and small business had said.  In fact, the Small Business Development Corporation 
produced a report to the Premier’s review of trading hours.  I will give a couple of quotes from the report.  My 
note states - 

Extending current trading hours will have multiple and varied adverse impacts on a range of 
small retailers and suppliers.   

The Small Business Development Corporation opposes further deregulation of trading hours in 
Western Australia. 

The report went on to confirm that deregulation has the potential to increase the major retail chains’ market 
dominance.  Small business owners’ personal and family lives will be disrupted significantly.  There will be 
adverse spin-off effects on WA growers, suppliers and manufacturers.  Local community shopping centres may 
not survive deregulation.  Deregulation has had a huge negative impact on small business in other States.  
Surveys showing public support for deregulation are meaningless because they do not tell people all the facts.   
The Government’s own lead agency in this regard not only advised against trading hours deregulation, but also 
said that there are all these adverse consequences; yet Labor’s referendum question does nothing to inform 
people about those consequences, despite the fact that the Small Business Development Corporation has told the 
Government that surveys on the matter are meaningless if they do not tell people all the facts.  As I said earlier, 
the referendum question with which we are dealing amounts to a survey.  It is a plebiscite.  Consequently, one 
would expect that the Government would have made the question fairer and more balanced. 
I am indebted to the member for Dawesville for asking me a very simple question.  He said, “Dan, why isn’t the 
Government asking a very simple question: are people happy with the status quo?”  Why do we not just ask 
people whether they are happy with the status quo?  However, the question has not been framed in that way.  The 
question has been framed in a lopsided way, which, on its own, would be virtually guaranteed of getting a 
particular response. 
It is interesting that Professor Greg Craven, who I think is known and respected by members of Parliament, went 
public and indicated that the question is insufficient unless it is placed within an appropriate context.  There are 
ways to do that.  The question could be added to or amended.  A preamble could be put in.  A preamble of some 
sort could perhaps balance the question, in the same way as the question to which I referred earlier as part of the 
market research that was carried out last year was balanced.  A question along these lines could be asked: “Do 
you want retail shops to open on weeknights, having regard to the fact that it would result in there being fewer 
small businesses and would reduce family time, perhaps reduce the number of jobs in retailing and increase 
prices to consumers?”  I am not saying that those are the words that would be used.  The point is that a preamble 
could be used to balance the questions.  It is interesting.  I do not think that the Government has any interest in 
having a preamble or in providing more information about or balance to its referendum questions because of the 
way in which this referendum is being structured and the nature of this legislation.  The advice I have received 
from the Western Australian Electoral Commission is that section 15(3) of the Referendums Act 1983 
contemplates a question being put to electors, and that this appears to rule out a preamble or other preliminary 
statement.  In other words, unless we fix the question we will not be able to have a preamble, if that advice is 
correct.  I am indebted to the Acting Electoral Commissioner, who this morning advised that the Solicitor 
General is providing extensive advice to him.  I hope that that advice will be available before this legislation 
goes to the upper House so that, if necessary, it can be taken into account in making Labor’s referendum fairer 
and more balanced.  The advice I have received is that it is not possible to have a preamble.  Only the question 
can be provided; that is it.   

The other option is to provide an information program to the community.  One would think that on an issue as 
complex, important and significant as this, the Government would embrace that idea.  One would think that the 
Premier, the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection and the Minister for Electoral Affairs would say 
that if we are to have a referendum, we obviously also need an extensive, fair and balanced case for both the yes 
and no arguments to be presented to the community.  In accordance with the Referendums Act, if the referendum 
dealt with a question of whether people agreed with a specific Bill, there is a specific provision, and a 
requirement upon the Electoral Commissioner, to ensure that an education and information program would be 
undertaken.  There is no such requirement in this situation because of the way in which the Government is 
putting forward the question.   
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The advice I have received from the Acting Electoral Commissioner is that there will not be an extensive 
information program.  The Electoral Commission does not have the budget to do that, the Government has not 
offered the commission any money to carry out such a program, and the Minister for Electoral Affairs made it 
quite clear when questioned yesterday that he had no interest in doing that and that it was a discretionary matter.  
He made it abundantly clear that he had no interest in ensuring that the Western Australian community would be 
fairly informed by a balanced and objective information program that presented both sides of the case.   

I understand that the only thing that the Electoral Commission has guaranteed it will do is to put a full-page 
advertisement in The West Australian after the writs have been issued.  That advertisement will indicate to the 
public that two referendum questions will be asked and what they need to do, and will provide for up to 2 000 
words to present the yes case for each question and 2 000 words to present the no case for each question - 8 000 
words all up.  That is the extent of the information program.  At this stage, the Government is not committed to 
making sure that people get something in their letterboxes that details the arguments for and against, and is not 
prepared to have a radio or television campaign.  This again illustrates that the Government is not interested in 
running a fair and balanced referendum; it is simply interested in a political diversionary tactic in the lead-up to 
the election.  If the Government wanted a fair referendum process, it would budget $1 million or $2 million - 
whatever it would take - to provide a fair and balanced information program.  It seems that we will not get that.  
People need that information to make an informed choice.   

As a result of the Government refusing to provide a comprehensive, fair and balanced information program, a 
very skewed propaganda process might be undertaken in the lead-up to the election.  Who has the money to 
mount a case?  Would it be Fred and Mary Smith who run a Dewsons store in a Perth suburb, the local 
pharmacist or the local deli owner, or would it be Coles Myer, Woolworths or Gerry Harvey, who would run 
their case through consultants and so on?  There is a distinct possibility that the eastern States corporations will 
pour money into an advertising campaign, either directly or indirectly.  A consultant has already been employed 
to work on this matter for the big end of town.  As the Government is not prepared to provide a balanced and 
informative education program on this matter, the community may get a one-sided argument in the lead-up to the 
referendum, for the simple reason that the eastern States corporations have massive resources - huge amounts of 
money - to throw at the matter.  There is no doubt that they could swamp small business with an extensive and 
clever propaganda program in the lead-up to the referendum.  The bottom line is that the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission needs funds to undertake a comprehensive education program.  We urge the Government 
to agree to provide those funds.  We will pursue that matter, particularly when this Bill gets to the upper House.   

Another question that has been raised is that if we are to have a referendum, at an estimated cost of $300 000 - it 
will cost more if a fair and balanced information program is provided; probably a couple of million dollars - why 
not use this opportunity to also pose other questions?  This is what we want the minister to consider; however, he 
is not even in the Chamber at the moment.   
Mr R.F. Johnson:  There are no ministers in the Chamber at the moment. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Hillarys has made a good point; not a single minister is in the 
Chamber.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  There are just two government members present.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Mr Acting Speaker, I draw your attention to the state of the House.   

[Quorum formed.]   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point I wanted to make by bringing the state of the House to your 
attention, Mr Acting Speaker, was that neither the minister handling this Bill, the Minister for Small Business, 
nor the Minister for Electoral Affairs nor the Premier were in the Chamber.  This is meant to be the Premier’s 
Labor Party referendum.  The legislation is meant to be handled by the responsible minister.  The Minister for 
Small Business should be in here to show that he gives a damn about the people he represents, and the Minister 
for Electoral Affairs should be in here to help make sure that we have a fair and balanced process.  However, not 
one minister was sitting on the front bench.  Every time that those ministers walk out of the Chamber and the 
numbers drop, we will call for a quorum.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.J. Dean):  Order, members!  Order, member for Peel! 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Liberal and National Parties will continue to fight for a fairer, more 
balanced question. 

Point of Order 
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Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  The noise coming from the rabble on the other side of the House is a total disgrace and I 
think that you should pull them into line, Mr Acting Speaker.  It is unacceptable for the member on his feet to be 
continually barraged by the noise of government members, who are carrying on.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  All interjections are unparliamentary.  Noise is coming from both sides; I do not 
think that responsibility for it can be allocated to one side.  I ask members to restrain themselves or I will call 
them to order.  The member for Mitchell has the floor.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Opposition will do its best to make it a fairer and more balanced question, 
particularly when the matter gets to the upper House, where debate is not so rushed and Bills are considered in 
more detail.  

If the Government is sincere about giving people the opportunity to have a say on kitchen table issues, to use the 
Premier’s phrase, why is it not using the opportunity to pose other questions in the referendum on other matters 
of importance to the Western Australian community?  The structure of this Bill suggests that the Government has 
done everything possible to limit the scope of this legislation.  To start, not only has the Government decided to 
have a referendum based on particular questions, but also it proposes to insert those questions into the Retail 
Trading Hours Act.  The Government has not only drafted separate legislation dealing with some referendum 
questions, but also it has inserted it into the Bill.  The Government has attached a limpet mine to this legislation 
to prevent other matters from being incorporated in it.  I suggest that if the Opposition raises another issue that is 
irrelevant to the retail trading hours legislation - obviously it is a matter for the Speaker to determine - the 
narrow scope of this legislation enabling a referendum will prevent that from happening.  It will be interesting to 
see when we get to the consideration in detail stage if, for example, the member for South Perth’s proposed 
amendment is deemed to be within the scope of the Government’s legislation. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 8074.] 
 


