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LIQUOR AND GAMING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 October. 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [12.06 pm]:  This government bewilders me at times.  We were halfway 
through a bill last night dealing with a similar area - racing and gaming - and now that has been put further down 
the notice paper and another bill has been brought on for debate.  It is very unlikely, given the time, that this 
debate will conclude today.  I am not quite sure how the government organises its business, but I would not like 
it organising my business if my life or money depended on it.   

As the lead speaker for the opposition on the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill, I indicate that the 
opposition will support it.  Many issues have been raised about this bill.  The bill will have many implications 
for stakeholders.  It is no secret that this bill has presented a difficult situation for the Liberal Party.  We have 
had extensive discussions and debates in our party forums and party room and we finally came up with the 
decision that we will support the legislation.  It was the democratic way to determine how to deal with this 
legislation.  Our party, with all its faults, is a broad church that can embrace a wide range of views on a wide 
variety of issues, and does so successfully.  It does not rigidly browbeat its members into taking a particular 
course of action.  Of course, that stands the Liberal Party in stark contrast to the Labor Party which decides what 
it will do behind closed doors and uses the sledgehammer tactics to enforce discipline.  In this debate we may 
hear a variety of points of view from a number of members of the opposition on many aspects of this bill, which 
will provide a very interesting and informative debate.  The decision made by the Liberal Party room is to 
support the full package contained in this legislation and we will proceed on this basis.   

I will examine what the bill sets out to do.  The bill stems from the Jim Freemantle review.  Jim Freemantle is 
the same person I quoted in last night’s debate on a different piece of legislation.  Jim Freemantle headed up a 
review into the liquor industry and its general conclusion was that the liquor laws in Western Australia need to 
provide greater flexibility to meet the needs of consumers and tourists while promoting the consumption of 
liquor in low-risk drinking environments.  It is hard to disagree with its conclusion.  

We have heard a lot in recent times about Perth being Dullsville.  This legislation is the government’s response 
to that, to create a different environment for liquor consumption and at the same time promote the case for 
consumers and the tourist industry.  I will refer to the major elements of the legislation.  The first element 
abolishes the often widely criticised public needs test and supplants the public interest test.  Western Australia 
and South Australia are the only jurisdictions in Australia that are yet to move away from the public needs test to 
a public interest test.  Under the existing public needs test, applicants for a new hotel, tavern or liquor store 
licence must demonstrate that the new licence is necessary to meet the requirements of the public in that area.  If 
an applicant cannot demonstrate this need, the application will not succeed.  The result is that the public needs 
test effectively works to create artificial anticompetitive barriers that protect existing operators at the expense of 
potential new operators who are prevented from entering the market.  The new public interest test will be fairer.  
I guess that remains to be seen, but all indications are that it will.  Applicants will be required to show that the 
public interest will be served by their applications being approved.  As a minimum, the public interest test will 
involve consideration of the potential for harm or ill health that might be caused to people due to the use of 
liquor, and the impact on the amenity of the local area.  There is not very much argument or debate about that in 
the wider community. 

The second element of the legislation is the introduction of a small bar licence, which is a new category of 
licence.  The size of the small bar venue will be restricted to accommodate no more than 120 persons, and the 
small bar will be prohibited from selling packaged liquor.  Small bars will operate under the same trading hours 
as taverns.  The intention of this element is to cater for an increasing number of people who enjoy a quiet drink 
in a small bar or cafe-style venue.  This new licence will fall somewhere in the niche between a tavern and a 
restaurant, and the small bar will operate like a tavern but not be permitted to sell packaged liquor.  The belief is 
that the introduction of this new licence type will encourage innovation and introduce vibrancy into the 
hospitality industry, which the community is seeking.  Restaurants that want to operate more as a bar than as a 
restaurant will be encouraged to apply for this new small bar licence. 

It is possible to achieve an outcome that approximates that permitted under a small bar licence under the existing 
legislation and regulations.  As members know, my electorate office is in Margaret River.  A new business called 
Vatini has recently opened in Margaret River.  It is located physically in a very small upstairs-downstairs area 
next to the Vat 107 restaurant.  It operates for all intents and purposes as a small bar providing finger food, and 
the amenity is sought by many people.  It will probably be more popular with visitors to the area than locals.  
The locals in places such as Margaret River, depending on the category they fall into, either go to Settlers Tavern 
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or the Corner Bar at Margaret River.  This small bar caters for a niche market and, from my observations, at this 
stage seems to be quite popular.  I do not know about the viability of it, but I guess that is not my problem and it 
is not the problem of the legislation.  If the economic viability of this small bar does not stack up, I am sure the 
owners will do something about it.  However, it seems to have provided another very worthwhile facility in 
Margaret River, which attracts a lot of visitors and tourists from overseas, interstate and within Western 
Australia, who seek venues of this type.  I wish Vatini well, as I would any other business entering into this sort 
of venture. 

The next element of the legislation involves restaurants serving alcohol without a meal.  It is intended to provide 
greater flexibility for restaurants, to enable them to better meet community and consumer demands for low-risk 
drinking environments.  Under the existing laws, restaurants can apply for an extended trading permit that allows 
them to serve alcohol without a meal but only in a designated area of the restaurant that does not exceed 20 per 
cent of its seating capacity.  Experience tells us that not many restaurants have applied for this provision; I think 
the figure is around 10 per cent of restaurants in the Perth metropolitan area, which is in the range of between 60 
and 70.  However, with the opportunity to do something else with their business along the lines of the new 
legislation, more restaurants may enter this category. 

Under these new provisions, restaurant customers will be able to enjoy a drink without a meal, no matter which 
part of a restaurant they are sitting in, as long as they are seated at a table.  There will be no bar service for 
people not having a meal; therefore, an essential provision of the legislation is that people must be seated at a 
table.  Under the enforcement provisions of this legislation, the primary activity of the restaurant facility must be 
the provision of food rather than alcohol.  The explanatory memorandum to the legislation states that restaurants 
failing to comply with these regulations risk losing their permits to sell liquor without a meal.  That is very 
important to note in the debate on this legislation, as enforcement of the legislation is a vital element.  If the 
legislation cannot be enforced, it will create a very unfair situation for many businesses in Western Australia. 
The legislation must therefore be enforced fairly, so that all stakeholders are treated with fairness and justice. 

Another part of the legislation makes provision for Sunday trading by liquor stores in the metropolitan area.  The 
explanatory memorandum states that there is a need to consider the expectations of the Western Australian 
community generally, while being particularly mindful that hotels in many country towns play an important role 
in community life, and that the loss of hotels in these towns would impose a significant loss on the community.  
No truer word has been said.  Hotels, particularly in country areas, play a vital role in the lifestyle and 
community structure of country people, and a role well beyond the requirements of their liquor licence and other 
licences that they must hold.  In that respect, therefore, the government did not fully implement the Freemantle 
report, which recommended trading right across the state on Sundays.  However, this legislation implements it 
only for metropolitan liquor stores.  Therefore, in regional Western Australia the status quo for liquor store 
trading will prevail; that is, licensees will only be able to trade on Sunday under an extended trading permit, the 
criteria for which are based on the distance to the nearest hotel or tavern, or tourism requirements.  I know that 
the situation varies around Western Australia.  The Western Australian countryside is a very diverse area.  In my 
area, Busselton and Margaret River operate as tourist precincts pretty much all year round.  There is Sunday 
trading in retail groceries, and by most other businesses.  Under ETPs, the independent liquor stores also trade on 
many Sundays of the year.  Therefore, there will not be a great deal of change in that sense in some parts of the 
country.  However, there will be some change in metropolitan areas as a result of this provision. 

The next element relates to the declaration of special events.  The legislation allows for an event to be declared a 
special event.  That can relate to a specified period or to a specific area of the state.  The example used in the 
second reading speech is that if Perth hosted the Commonwealth Games, which I hope it will at some stage, the 
minister could declare the event a special event and, in doing so, provide that the licensing authority may 
consider applications to extend the trading hours generally beyond 12 midnight.  That provision would certainly 
add to the amenity provided by Perth if it were hosting the Commonwealth Games, and I presume that it would 
also extend to country areas, if required; that is, if a country region were hosting a major event.  It might be a 
major festival, some form of entertainment or a major sporting event.  I would not recommend that it extend to 
schoolies week for places such as Dunsborough and Rottnest Island.  However, I believe we all know what we 
are talking about when we refer to a special event. 

The next provision relates to an amendment to the act that will make it an offence for a juvenile to be in 
possession of liquor in a place such as a park, reserve, or any road and street.  It will also extend the powers of 
police in relation to this and some other aspects of the legislation.  I presume the thinking behind this amendment 
was that it was aimed at events such as the Skyshow, when the antics of yobbos on the South Perth foreshore and 
in other areas of Perth, such as Kings Park, that result from the excessive and, until now, pretty well unregulated 
use of alcohol create enormous problems for other people.  The police will have powers to act on the spot.  I 
presume that this provision will also extend to police having more power to confiscate alcohol if it is in the 
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hands of the wrong people, particularly juveniles in Aboriginal communities and in other areas where this might 
be a problem.  I mentioned schoolies week almost incidentally a while ago, but I am sure that it would apply to 
something such as that. 

The other provision relates to training in the responsible service of alcohol.  The act will be amended to require 
licensees and approved managers to be trained in the liquor laws and in the responsible service of alcohol.  All 
other staff will, by regulation, be required to undertake an approved course in responsible service of alcohol, 
which is expected to include CD and web-based training.  To me, this is a very important part of this bill.  It will 
extend the same sort of training requirements to all stakeholders in the liquor industry.  One of the main areas of 
doubt and contention about the changes to these laws is that they simply will not be enforced.  If training in the 
responsible service of alcohol is required, as it will be under this legislation, for all people involved in the service 
of alcohol, it will apply to hotels, restaurants, clubs, small bars and takeaway packaged liquor outlets.  It will 
apply to all people involved in the direct service of alcohol and the managers of those premises.  The 
enforcement of this condition must be done properly, and it must be done in a fair way.  The biggest gripe I hear 
from people in the hotel industry, in particular, is that although they may not agree with some of the changes, 
they could live with them if only they were enforced properly and fairly.  Certainly, their perception, if it is not 
reality, is that the provisions pertaining to the service of alcohol in places other than hotels are not enforced 
properly, that other people are under very little obligation to abide by the law and that they get away with 
breaking it.  That is certainly the perception.  Under this legislation, there will be no excuse for that provision to 
not be enforced in a fair and reasonable way across the board to create a level playing field, so that not only do 
the same rules apply to hotels, restaurants, small bars and other providers of alcohol, but also they are enforced 
in the same way and with the same degree of fairness. 

There are some transitional provisions attached to the bill that provide for the phasing in of the training 
requirements.  All licensees will be required to provide potable drinking water, free of charge, at all times when 
liquor is sold and supplied for consumption on licensed premises.  Regulations will be able to be made enabling 
certain products to be banned from sale or distribution.  The example provided in the second reading speech is 
that alcoholic products that might target children, such as alcoholic lollypops, could be banned.  Extended 
trading permits will be able to be issued for up to five years.  This will remove the need for licensees to renew 
their permits as frequently as is currently the case.  That makes a lot of sense too.  I am sure that hotels in certain 
areas might, on a regular basis and with a regular pattern, want extended trading hours; for instance, on New 
Year’s Eve or perhaps Boxing Day.  I presume the provision will enable the licensing authorities to issue a 
permit that could apply for five years to allow that to occur, rather than the hotels having to jump through hoops 
every year. 

The act will be amended so that only applications that result in an increase or decrease in the licensed area, or a 
change in the use of an area of the licensed premises, will require the director’s prior approval.  This will mean 
that licensees will not have to lodge an application for minor alterations to their premises.  That seems pretty 
reasonable too. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Sorry; what does that relate to? 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Minor alterations.  This initiative relates to reducing the level of red tape and 
bureaucracy involved for many people in the industry, and so does the next one; that is, that the obligation on 
hoteliers to receive people and to maintain a register of lodgers will be removed.  That will place them on a more 
level playing field with restaurants, taverns or other providers.  The obligation on hoteliers to have a bar open 
whenever packaged liquor is sold also will be removed.  This change is important for some country hotels that 
literally have no bar trade at certain times.  They will have the opportunity, particularly on Sundays, to make 
money through packaged liquor sales at their outlets.  I am sure that that will be less onerous for some hoteliers, 
and others will take advantage of that sensible provision.   

The obligation on hoteliers to provide meals to lodgers also will be removed; however, the licensing authority 
will be able to impose a meal requirement if the circumstances in a particular case warrant such a licence 
condition.  That will introduce, sensibly, a degree of flexibility to the licensing of a hotel to fit a particular set of 
circumstances.  Of course, hotels in different parts of the state cater for the different needs of their clients.  
Western Australian clubs also stand to benefit significantly from the amendments through a range of initiatives 
aimed at enhancing their ability to sell and supply liquor.  I know that clubs have some concerns with extended 
trading permits and so on, but I hope that the government will address those concerns at some stage in the future. 

The legislation provides for the establishment of the Liquor Commission to supervise the administration and 
governance of this industry.  It will replace the Liquor Licensing Court, providing a less legalistic and costly 
licensing process.  I hope that is the case.  We have seen examples in recent years in Parliament in which that has 
not necessarily been the case in practice.  I am not sure that the new system for the Town Planning Appeal 
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Tribunal, for instance, provides a less legalistic and costly process than the old system, whereby ministerial 
appeals were allowed.  I certainly hope that the Liquor Commission will provide a much better system of 
administration.  The commission will consist of a chairperson and no fewer than three full-time, part-time or 
sessional members, and a minimum of one member of the committee must be a legal practitioner.  The 
commission, when sitting, may be constituted by one member, or up to three members, as is decided by the 
chairperson.  Appeals must be heard by three members and determined on the same evidence provided to the 
Director of Liquor Licensing.  Those are some of the provisions of the legislation. 

There has been extensive debate about this legislation in the community.  I know that members are not allowed 
to reflect on the other place, but I can say that, for a change, the debate on this legislation in the Legislative 
Assembly was quite extensive.  Members in this place are not facing the situation that they often face, in which 
there has been half an hour of debate on a very contentious piece of legislation in the Legislative Assembly, none 
of the elements of the legislation has been teased out, and it has been left to this place to sort out the legislation 
in a more sensible way.  We should acknowledge that there has been extensive debate on this legislation in the 
other place and that many of the issues were teased out at length.  As a result of that debate, several approaches 
were made by the Liberal Party’s spokesman on the legislation, the member for South Perth, to the government 
about negotiating several changes and concessions.  Many of those changes have been made to the legislation, 
which I think was sensible.  The Liberal Party can take some credit for that.  The changes will provide a degree 
of comfort or protection to some stakeholders who are concerned about the changes.  Those negotiations were 
entered into and concessions were sought with a view to achieving a level playing field for the industry.  One of 
those concessions was that the government will undertake an independent regulatory impact study on the hotel 
industry at the end of three years from the date of implementation.  That position was put by the Liberal Party 
and has been agreed to by the government.  The government will also appoint five new compliance officers 
specifically to deal with the liquor industry.  Two of these officers will be engaged in providing education, 
information and assistance to licensees.  As I have mentioned, the enforcement of these provisions will be a 
major challenge for the government.  Enforcement must be carried out properly if these changes are to have 
credibility in the community.  The biggest complaint I have received from hoteliers is that the regulations for 
other providers of alcohol are not enforced in a fair way.  Hopefully, the five new compliance officers who are to 
be employed will assist the government in enforcing the regulations in a better and fairer way. 

There has been some debate about the extension of hotel trading hours from 10.00 pm to midnight on Sundays.  
The government, although it did not agree to a blanket application of that proposition, agreed to look at the 
process by which the applications are dealt with for extended trading permits for a later closing time on Sundays 
when there is a long weekend or a big event happening in the area.  The experience of the hotel industry in the 
past - this has probably led to some of its scepticism - is that some of these ETPs have been difficult to get.  
From what I have heard, I understand that the government has agreed to consider a little more leniently 
applications for extended trading permits for Sundays by the hotel industry. 

The government will reinsert in section 50 of the act the requirement that a restaurant may sell liquor to a patron 
without a meal, provided that the person is seated at a dining table.  That is an important provision.  It will be 
quite a significant change for restaurants.  The provision raised some concern in many members of the Liberal 
Party.  If people must be seated at a table, the policing of the provisions will be much easier and organisations 
will find it more difficult to cheat. 

The Australian Hotels Association had concerns that restaurants would not be placed under the same scrutiny as 
are hotel taverns for the maintenance of toilets and so on.  The response from the minister in the other place was 
that section 99 of the act requires any licensee of a hotel, tavern or small bar to keep the premises thoroughly 
cleaned and in a hygienic condition, and that this will be enforced.  Once again, that is a promising assurance 
from the minister and the government in the other place, but I guess time will tell whether it is enforced to the 
degree that people feel is necessary.  Restaurants seeking extended trading permits to serve liquor without a meal 
to up to 100 per cent of patrons will be required to advertise the application if the director general believes that 
there is a possibility of impact on the public as a result of the permit being granted.  Each case will be treated on 
its merits but, generally, restaurants will not be in the high impact area as much as hotels, taverns and small bars 
seeking extended trading permits.  It was agreed to insert that provision into the regulations. 

I have already mentioned that section 41(2a) requires hotels to have at least one bar operating at all times while 
selling packaged liquor.  Our spokesman, John McGrath, moved an amendment, which was carried in the other 
place, that will allow some sensible flexibility to be built into the system so that hotels are not necessarily 
required to be operating a bar at the same time they are selling packaged liquor.  That will be an advantage for 
some hotels in some locations.  The fact that the requirement for hotels to serve meals with alcohol consumed in 
alfresco areas, principally on footpaths, is a local government planning decision created some discussion.  The 
minister in the other place agreed that if a local government authority allowed a restaurant to serve alcohol 
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without a meal in an alfresco area, the same should apply to a hotel.  That also seems to be very reasonable.  It is 
not possible to have two licences for one premise.  However, hotels can obtain a dining permit, which allows the 
dining room to operate 24 hours to serve liquor with a meal.  My understanding is that that is easy to get for a 
hotel, and that is the way it will stay. 

The Liberal Party played a very constructive role in the debate in the other place by getting some amendments to 
the legislation and some agreement from the government on enforcement and how the legislation will be 
implemented.  In addition to that, the Leader of the Parliamentary Liberal Party, Hon Paul Omodei, has off his 
own bat written to the federal Treasurer to seek his support for the conduct of an inquiry by the Australian 
Competition and Consumer Commission into the competitive environment in the Western Australian liquor 
market, following impending regulatory changes to that market.  The purpose of the inquiry would be to ensure 
that the benefits of deregulation, the key aspects of the liquor market in Western Australia, are not undermined 
by any possible anticompetitive behaviour, especially from major national corporations.  That is a major area of 
concern in the area of liquor licensing, as it is in a variety of other areas throughout the community, such as retail 
trading and agricultural and milk production.  As we all know, the picture of the liquor industry has become 
confused in a way because the major retail trading outlets of Coles and Woolworths own many liquor stores.  
They trade through liquor stores attached to their retail trading outlets.  They also own several others.  They have 
started buying hotels in quite a big way throughout Western Australia.  This creates an anomaly in many areas 
where these major retail chains, through their ownership of hotels, are now allowed to trade on Sunday, whereas 
independent retailers are not.  That has meant a reversal of the situation sought by some elements of the industry 
over the years.  The picture has got very confused and jumbled, but the general provisions of this legislation 
should go a long way to addressing those concerns. 

The changes will introduce more flexibility into the provision of liquor in Western Australia, which should be to 
the benefit of consumers.  It will bring Western Australia into line with other states of Australia and overseas.  It 
should do this in a climate that maintains safeguards, in particular for harm minimisation in the provision of 
alcohol.  It certainly should, and it is the business of government to make sure that it does, by enforcement, 
provide a level playing field to all stakeholders in the provision of alcohol so that they operate under the same 
conditions and same business requirements.  On that basis, after long, lengthy and sometimes difficult 
consideration, the opposition agrees to support the bill. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [12.46 pm]:  I welcome the opportunity to talk on the Liquor and 
Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill, the purpose of which is to amend the Liquor Licensing Act 1988 and the 
Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 1987.  We have come a long way since the days that I remember as a 
sportsman, when people used to get only a couple of hours at lunchtime and in the evening on Sundays, after a 
game was over, to have a few drinks at the pub.  That was the case for people except those who lived in a place 
such as the one I lived in, where hours were sometimes extended - without permission, I might add - for quite a 
while.  We had good fun, and I think this legislation is all about having good fun. 

In recent times I have travelled extensively around the state.  In the past couple of weeks I have been to the 
Williams Hotel and also the Morawa Hotel, where I stayed overnight last week, and enjoyed the opportunity to 
meet people.  Hotels are great meeting places in country areas.  Some of the hoteliers who own older hotels 
around the state are certainly working on upgrading them, as is the case in Morawa.  One of the things the 
National Party did in the other place was to move for some support for those hotels.  I will mention that aspect a 
bit later. 
The issue we face is that we need to complement tourism with the liquor industry, and that debate goes on.  We 
have been having the debate in our party for quite some time.  I remember the debates we had in York 
approximately 18 months ago and in Denmark approximately six months ago on the issue of trading hours and 
what hoteliers should be allowed to do.  The National Party is not prepared at this stage to allow some of these 
changes to go ahead.  As a consequence, as we did in the other place, we will oppose the bill in this place.  
However, we realise that changes will be made because of the numbers in this place.  One of the arguments is on 
hours, but another is on the shift from a public needs test to a public interest test.  My understanding is that 
would simply comply with the National Competition Council requirement for a public interest test rather than a 
public needs test.  I still have some concerns about that, having seen the impact of national competition policy on 
the fishing industry, as the Leader of the House would know, and other areas.  I am still not happy with the 
impact that has had on that industry.   

As Hon Barry House said, the Leader of the Opposition in the other place has called on the federal Treasurer to 
look at the impact of the policy.  I think it would be a useful way to go about this, especially bearing in mind that 
some of the large corporate trading houses have enormous influence over the way business is structured in this 
country.  The National Party has discussed this legislation and I will not be supporting it because our party 
structure has come to the conclusion that we are not ready to do so at this time.  It has been interesting in the past 
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week or so that we have been under a deal of pressure to support the way our constituents and members think we 
should vote.  I think as a party we will continue to do just that.  Now that we have taken the step to being a party 
in our own right that will happen, and debates will be carried out in this place in a manner that reflects those 
views.  I for one make no apology for following our party line when our members and constituents tell us to do 
so. 

I will run through some aspects of the bill, although Hon Barry House has covered them quite extensively.  I 
want to refer to the matters that people in my electorate have pointed out to me.  I have had conversations with 
people who own hotels and restaurants and so forth from as far south as Hopetoun to Northampton and Kalbarri 
in the north.  There is a wide range of views and a wide range of interesting comments were made. 

Some conditions apply to restaurants applying for a permit to allow 100 per cent of available seating capacity to 
be used for the consumption of liquor without a meal.  Another change will allow their maximum trading hours 
to be the same as those for taverns.  The conditions include that the primary purpose must be to supply meals, 
and there are requirements to justify that.  There must be a regular menu in place, people must be seated and the 
restaurant cannot promote the venue as anything other than a restaurant.  The maximum trading hours are until 
midnight from Monday to Saturday and until 10.00 pm on Sunday.  Some people are saying that will have an 
impact on hotels and that has been put very strongly to me in smaller towns in particular.  As I said earlier, there 
is the issue of the tourism industry in coastal and big regional centres to be considered, but some people put their 
point of view very strongly on the subject of trading hours. 

Some of the big hotels in regional centres said the proposed small bars may not be an issue, but people in other 
areas have concerns about those venues.  I know they are limited to 120 people, are prohibited from selling 
packaged liquor and will have the same trading hours as taverns.  I refer also to the operation of clubs in country 
areas.  I come from Northampton where there is a golf club, a bowling club, a recreational centre and three 
hotels, so we are well endowed with opportunities to have a drink.  Most of the people use those opportunities 
pretty well; most of the hotels are surviving.  The opportunity for clubs to reciprocate membership with other 
clubs in Western Australia and interstate is a good move.  Temporary memberships can be extended as well to 
people visiting the clubs for pre-arranged inter-club functions.  That seems to me to be a good idea.  They will be 
able to purchase their liquor from any liquor merchant authorised to sell packaged liquor.  That is also a very 
good idea.  The number of extended trading permits will increase from four a year to 12 a year. 

I have touched previously on the public interest test versus the public needs test.  I think the way that will impact 
on various areas will be very interesting.  The needs test requires the person requesting the licence to prove to the 
community that there is a need for an additional service.  Assessment is made by taking into account the other 
liquor outlets in the area regardless of what kind of service they provide, whether it is a wine bar, a pub or a 
liquor store.  The interest test is based on the person requesting the licence proving that a certain type of service 
is in the public interest.  Other liquor outlets in the area are not taken into consideration unless they are exactly 
the same as the service the person is requesting.  I think that might put some pressure on the decision makers.  It 
will be interesting to see how that unfolds.  In that regard, the larger trading houses - Coles and Woolworths are 
mentioned regularly - will come under scrutiny. 
The Freemantle report suggested that Sunday trading should operate statewide.  This is one suggestion that the 
people who I and the National Party represent find really scary.  They say that if the metropolitan area moves to 
longer trading hours, the next step may be that it will extend into their environment.  That is a real concern and 
our people are not prepared to accept that proposal at this time. 

In relation to other provisions in the bill, regulations may be made to enable a reduction in trading hours for the 
sale of packaged liquor by hotels and taverns.  I can see that being a valuable aspect in some communities where 
the impact of liquor has been horrendous, to say the least.  There is an opportunity to regulate or manage the way 
packaged liquor is distributed to communities.  A licensing commission will replace the Liquor Licensing Court 
and it will comprise at least three full-time, part-time or sessional members, at least one of whom must be legally 
qualified.  Once again, the requirement for legal qualifications is included.  We will need people with a lot of 
commonsense to deal with these issues and I am sure that will be the case. 

The police will be given power to seize and immediately dispose of any open container of liquor in the 
possession of a person in a place such as a park, a road or street.  That seems to me to be reasonable. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  Isn’t that currently in place? 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I would have thought so.  Perhaps we can ask that question when we get to the 
committee stage.  I am sure we will all be well informed after we get the answer to that. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Thank you. 

Hon Norman Moore:  That will make a nice change! 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We have to wait a long time for a compliment, but thanks anyway. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  We know the minister is right on top of the subject. 

Confidential police information will be able to be used in the licensing authority’s determinations.  That will 
deter the criminal elements in the operation of licensing premises.  Requiring staff to undertake approved courses 
in the responsible service of alcohol is one of the proposals that I think is a good idea.  Also, licensees must 
provide drinking water, as Hon Barry House said. 

I have covered the issues about which our people were concerned.  The issue in all of this is the way in which 
alcohol is managed.  People certainly need to have the opportunity to enjoy themselves.  I will listen with great 
interest as we progress through the second reading debate to the committee stage, and I will ask some questions 
when we are in committee.  However, I will not be supporting the bill. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.00 pm]:  I wish to comment on the Liquor and Gaming 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  It has been on the notice paper for a while and has been hotly debated, both 
inside and outside the Parliament.  It has been much anticipated in lots of ways.  This legislation deals with 
recommendations from an extensive review and consultation process, which culminated in a report from the 
Freemantle review of the Liquor Licensing Act.  That report concluded that our liquor laws needed to provide 
greater flexibility to meet the needs of consumers and tourists, in particular, while also seeking to promote the 
consumption of liquor in a low-risk drinking environment.   

One of the key elements of this bill in which we have taken an interest is the proposed creation of a new category 
of licensed premises; namely, a small bar license.  It is proposed that a venue of this size be restricted to 
accommodating no more than 120 people.  It will also be prohibited from selling packaged liquor.  Small bars 
will operate under the same trading hours as taverns.   

During my consultations on this bill, I was lobbied by a range of people and have heard from a range of 
organisations.  Because the Greens (WA) do not have a specific policy on liquor and gaming, other than policies 
that come under our health policy on harm minimisation and responsible consumption of alcohol, I was unable to 
be guided by any particular policies in this area.  However, we have a very clear position on Sunday trading in 
relation to protecting small business.   

I took the opportunity to consult with relevant organisations such as the Injury Control Council of Western 
Australia, which primarily deals with harm reduction in relation to alcohol use.  Clubs WA presented some 
concerns it has about this legislation and some changes it would like made to it.  I will talk about that in more 
detail later.  Clearly, the Australian Hotels Association has been very active in putting its views on this 
legislation to me and anybody who is willing to listen.  I also sought the views of restaurateurs and took the 
opportunity on two occasions to meet with the Greens party to get feedback from our membership.   

I did not find enormous opposition to the proposal to create new small bar licences.  During the committee stage 
I will move an amendment to change the maximum number of persons that would be accommodated in a small 
bar from 120 persons to 80 persons.  I guess it is a reasonably arbitrary number, but if we are genuinely looking 
at creating small bars, most people would consider that a bar that held 120 people was not a small bar.  
Somebody compared a small bar to the average McDonald’s, which has 120 seats.  The government and the 
promoters of this bill have indicated that they were trying to create bars similar to those in Melbourne, which are 
genuinely small wine bars and boutique - that is a horrible term - bars, to broaden the choice for people who 
want a drink.  We do not object to that.  Most of those venues in Melbourne hold much fewer than 120 people.  
We could support the concept but there is opposition in the community from people concerned that these bars 
might proliferate broadly in the suburbs.  That is probably overstating it.  There is only so much demand for 
places in which to consume alcohol.  This package of amendments spreads that market across a broader type of 
venue.  There is a good argument to say that a genuinely small bar will have fewer traffic and noise problems 
when patrons leave at the end of the night.  I ask members to consider giving in-principle support to the idea of 
broadening access to liquor outlets to include small bar licences but making them genuinely small.  They would 
also very clearly be differentiated from hotels.   
The second part of this bill enables restaurants to serve alcohol without a meal.  Restaurant licensees will be able 
to apply for a permit to allow 100 per cent of the available seating capacity to be used for consumption of liquor 
without a meal.  This proposition has been more controversial.  I heard from individuals and organisations that 
were concerned that if we look at this from a harm minimisation point of view, to make alcohol available 
considerably more broadly and allow restaurants to serve alcohol without a meal, there will inevitably be more 
problem drinking and more impact alcohol-related harm.  We heard that very clearly from the Injury Control 
Council when it came to speak to our members about this matter.  I have some sympathy for that view.  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 2 November 2006] 

 p8108b-8129a 
Hon Barry House; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Ray Halligan; Deputy 

President; Hon Norman Moore 

 [8] 

Although, I note that there is still a restriction in that the primary purpose of restaurants remains the provision of 
meals.  I have some reservations about how that will be policed and how quickly the relevant policing can be 
applied.  Having said that, the majority of people I have spoken to are in favour of the provision of choice and 
the opportunity to have a couple of drinks at a local restaurant rather than being constrained to go to a noisy 
pub - it used to be a smoky pub but we fixed that, which is good - which offers quite a different drinking 
experience.  I acknowledge that quite a few hotels have addressed some of those customer demand issues by 
making their drinking environments a lot more sophisticated, although I hesitate to use that word. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  User friendly.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  There are a range of pubs, some of which are for young people who want only a band, 
loud music and crowds, and others that are quieter and provide meals. 

Hon Bruce Donaldson:  User friendly. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I thought the member said “trendy” earlier.  That is right.  I acknowledge that the hotel 
sector has responded to market forces and diversified.  That is good too.  On balance, we are happy to support 
this amendment.  We will watch with interest to ascertain its impact.  I trust that the government, as part of these 
changes to the licensing laws, will have in place a process of review and assessment of alcohol consumption and 
harm-related matters.  Perhaps when the government responds to the second reading debate, I will receive some 
clarification about whether there is a formal time line for assessing the impact of these changes. 

Before leaving discussion of the two elements of small bars and restaurants being able to serve alcohol without a 
meal, I will say that it is pretty clear that the objective of those changes, apart from providing more choice to 
consumers, is to provide a more level playing field.  There is no doubt that the hotel industry has had a pretty 
good run in having its share of the market protected by the existing provisions.  I am very sympathetic to the 
arguments about hotels in country towns and their importance as social and community meeting places.  They 
are often the only places where people can get together for a drink or a meal.  Our concern is that the additional 
services centred around those country hotels may be undermined.  The same argument has been made about 
hotels in the metropolitan area, but it does not hold up so well.  Time has moved on, and there are a range of 
places to which people can go to socialise, drink and eat, including clubs, bars and restaurants.  The hotel has its 
place within that range, but I do not think that we can argue that metropolitan hotels perform the same sort of 
social function as hotels in country centres. 
The next key area is the creation of a public interest test for new licences to replace the current public needs test.  
We do not have an objection to that; it seems to be a reasonable change so we are happy to support it. 

I come now to the real problem with this legislation; that is, the packaged liquor area.  This bill proposes to 
permit metropolitan liquor stores to trade on Sundays between the hours of 10.00 am and 10.00 pm; that is, the 
same trading hours as hotels.  I note that in country areas the status quo will continue.  I also note that the second 
reading speech states that the licensing authority is able to grant extended trading permits to liquor stores to trade 
on a Sunday in certain circumstances.  I will be interested to hear from the government how broad that discretion 
is, and in what circumstances the licensing authority will be able to grant these extended trading permits.  I am 
worried that, without an absolute ruling that the status quo will stand in non-metropolitan Western Australia, the 
bill will not deliver what the government claims; that is, that nothing will change in country Western Australia.  
The Greens cannot support the proposition to open up Sunday trading.  It is fundamentally at odds with the 
results of the referendum that was held in conjunction with the last state election.  The Western Australian 
community said very clearly that it did not want an extension of retail trading on Sundays.  Arguments have been 
mounted that the referendum result did not refer to liquor, but only to other retail trading.  I suggest that the 
community was not that sophisticated in its analysis.  The question was basically about whether people wanted 
to be able to shop all day on Sundays, and the community clearly stated that the argument had not been made 
that extending Sunday trading would be to the benefit of the community. 

The other side of this issue is that I have absolutely no doubt that if this legislation passes with this provision 
included, we will absolutely without a doubt see a total takeover of the packaged liquor market by the major 
players, Coles and Woolworths.  We cannot possibly support that.  Not only is it totally at odds with the result of 
the referendum, but also it would mean a huge loss to small businesses and hotels in the metropolitan area.  
There is no doubt that this aspect of the changes is being driven by competition policy, which is part of the 
rationale for deregulation of Sunday trading.  The Greens have argued long and hard that there are very good 
reasons to restrict trading on Sundays.  When the Parliament debated the retail trading hours for grocery 
shopping, we said that the mix in Western Australia maintains some check on the big players - Coles and 
Woolworths - and this means that there is a very healthy grocery small business sector in Western Australia.  
This aspect of this bill will destroy that mix in a significant chunk of the retail market, which is packaged liquor 
sales.  We know for a fact that the hotels make a significant part of their income on Sundays by selling packaged 
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liquor at the Sunday session, as it is known.  I believe that the impact on hotels will be very significant.  More 
metropolitan hotels will close because of this change.  We will see Coles and Woolworth, badged under a series 
of names that they keep on changing just to keep us guessing, dominate liquor sales in Western Australia. 

Hon Vincent Catania:  That is why we should change the Trade Practices Act.  We call upon opposition 
members to lobby their federal counterparts so that we can have deregulation with the protection. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That would help, but the Greens argue that we should not pass this provision either.  In 
our view it is very clearly a breach of a promise that was made after the referendum was completed.  Why have a 
referendum and include a change to Sunday trading in this package of largely good reforms to liquor licensing 
laws?  It is always the way.  A package of issues is addressed in this bill, 90 per cent of which we would all 
agree are positive reforms, and then a curly ball is thrown in to deregulate the sale of packaged liquor on 
Sundays.  It is inevitable that we will lose metropolitan hotels, and that is a real shame.  As much as I readily 
acknowledge that the Australian Hotels Association and its lobbyists have been very effective in protecting the 
interests of its members, as a member of the Greens (WA) and as a parliamentarian I always have a weather eye 
to whether arguments are sound on their own merits or whether they are just protecting a particular slice of the 
market.  It is fair to say that the hotels have been overprotected, and that is why we are willing to accept the 
changes to small bars and the serving of alcohol in restaurants.  However, this packaged liquor provision would 
be a nail in the coffin for a lot of hotels.  We must not forget that they are also often significant buildings with 
significant heritage value and history.  It is deeply disappointing that more hotels will be closed and perhaps 
even ultimately demolished as a result of these changes.   
The other point I should mention is that hotels in both country and metropolitan areas provide a social forum and 
a focal point.  They are also one of the few venues where live bands and young musicians have the opportunity 
to get a start and to play to an audience.  I know that this bill does something towards encouraging that, which is 
good, but if more hotels close down there will be repercussions for hotels that have played an active role in 
developing Western Australian musicians, actors and the like.  I am well aware that a lot of local hotels provide 
the only opportunity for young people to start a music, acting or - even - comedy career. 
The bill contains changes to police powers.  I note that the bill will allow greater powers for police to seize and 
immediately dispose of any container of liquor that a person may possess, whether it is open or unopened.  As I 
understand it, unopened liquor cannot be taken from a person.  On the one hand, I understand the issues that 
police face, particularly with large events such as the sky show and big public events at which people are 
drinking to excess and becoming a nuisance or possibly dangerous.  However, I have some considerable concern 
about additional powers regarding street drinking.  The bill provides a member of the police force with a general 
power to seize and immediately dispose of any open container of liquor in the possession of a person in a place 
such as a park, reserve, or any road or street.  I must say that I was a bit surprised when I learned that because I 
thought that police officers already had that power.  They certainly seem to do it, mostly by bluff.  As this seems 
to be the theme of the week, this sort of provision is most likely to be used against Aboriginal people.  The 
cultural habit of Aboriginal people, as it were, is to drink in public places and to not lock themselves away at 
home and sit in the backyard and drink. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is not really their cultural habit to drink - full stop. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is true.  Traditionally, they have a culture of meeting in public places.  It is a 
seriously unfortunate aspect that meeting together often includes them sitting around drinking.  I would hate to 
see the provision used in the same way as move-on laws and other police powers to harass Aboriginal people.  I 
acknowledge that Aboriginal or non-Aboriginal people drinking in parks can be a nuisance, if not potentially 
dangerous.  I have spent quite a lot of time walking around the parks in Perth.  In fact, I used to cross a park 
every morning on my way to work and there would be the same group of Aboriginal people sitting under the 
Moreton Bay fig trees drinking.  They were not causing anybody any problems, other than wrecking their own 
livers.  They would sit and drink from dawn to dusk.  If this provision is to be used by the police to clear parks, I 
will be deeply disturbed.  We must have a much more constructive engagement with that sort of behaviour.  
Hopefully, the first reaction will be to try to ensure that they get some peer support and counselling.  I know that 
this is a very complex and long-standing problem.  I do not want this part of the bill, which provides an increased 
capacity for the police to seize and dispose of liquor, to be used against Aboriginal people in particular.  I hope 
that it is aimed at public events such as the sky show.  I have been knocking around long enough to know that 
when police have powers they will use them in every circumstance that helps them in their outcomes when 
dealing with certain issues in the community.  This bill may mean that Aboriginal people will be harassed in 
public places because they happen to be alcoholics who need assistance to deal with their addiction.  They will 
be cleared from the streets.  They have to go somewhere.  A helluva lot of them do not even have homes.  I do 
not find it offensive at all if people happen to be sitting under a tree having a drink just because they do not 
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choose to go to a local wine bar - they would probably get thrown out anyway.  Those are my comments on 
additional police powers to control street drinking. 

I now turn to intelligence sharing.  The second reading speech states, in part - 

Presently, police are unable to provide intelligence information relating to criminal activity and 
organised crime to the licensing authority, as it is obliged to release that information to the parties to 
proceedings.  Therefore, the bill amends the act to facilitate the use of confidential police information in 
licensing authority determinations.  

It goes on to state -  

Essentially, if the Commissioner of Police classifies certain information as being confidential, the 
licensing authority will be obliged to take all reasonable steps to protect that confidentiality and not 
disclose it to any person not authorised, including the person to whom the information relates. 

The second reading speech goes on to acknowledge that that is a clear breach of the right to procedural fairness 
and also the right of an individual affected by a decision to know what is said against him or her and to have the 
opportunity to respond.  The Greens do not like this.  We would need some fairly convincing evidence that this 
is necessary.  I recognise that the intention is to try to ensure that organised crime is not involved in obtaining 
liquor licences.  As with other areas such as gambling and prostitution, we know that criminal elements are 
attracted to them because they are highly profitable and all the rest.  We have not been convinced that the 
benefits of overriding the provision of procedural fairness is warranted in this case.  It gives an extraordinary 
amount of power to the police.  As I have already quoted - 

. . . if the Commissioner of Police classifies certain information as being confidential, the licensing 
authority will be obliged to take all reasonable steps to protect that confidentiality . . .  

I can easily envisage a situation in which a police officer has a grudge against a particular person.  This provision 
means that the police officer can provide certain information - whether or not it is accurate - to the commissioner 
and the commissioner could then decide to classify the information as confidential.  The commissioner would 
have to make a judgment on the information.  That means that the individual so named would not have the 
capacity to put a counterpoint or to cross-examine the evidence.  We cannot support that provision in principle.  
We will certainly vote against that part of the bill. 

Nevertheless, there are some good provisions in the bill.  It is a bit of a mixed bag.  The harm reduction 
initiatives are supported and acknowledged by the Greens as well as other organisations that are working to 
minimise the harm that alcohol causes in our community.  It always intrigues and surprises me when the 
Parliament and the community debate issues about the impact of drugs.  People are usually talking about illicit 
drugs but we all know that the majority of addiction, harm and cost to the community is caused by alcohol.  
Overwhelmingly it relates to issues of excessive alcohol consumption and addiction.  

The bill will ensure that all licensees will be required to provide potable drinking water free of charge at all times 
if liquor is sold and supplied for consumption on their premises.  That is a good measure.  This measure also 
relates to those who use other recreational drugs, particularly ecstasy.  Indeed, I think there are a couple of 
instances of people who have died after taking ecstasy without having access to water.  Certainly there have been 
instances in which licensed premises have not provided drinking water to its customers because it was more 
interested in selling alcohol.  As a result, a number of those customers, for whom those premises had some 
responsibility, had their health severely compromised.  I do not condone the taking of ecstasy.  However, it 
seems a basic thing that a venue should provide water free of charge.   

Regulations will be made enabling certain products to be banned from sale and distribution.  For example, I refer 
to alcoholic products that might target children, such as alcoholic lollipops.  That is an excellent initiative.  It 
mirrors some of the changes that were made in the tobacco industry as a result of the insidious marketing ploys 
used by those who sell cigarettes and alcohol to encourage younger people to buy their products.  Young people 
often become addicted to such products.  The bill will provide the capacity to make regulations to cover that 
situation.   
The bill will establish the Liquor Commission to replace the Liquor Licensing Court, arguably to provide a less 
legalistic and costly licensing process.  I do not have a problem with that provision.  Another change is the 
creation of a public interest test for new licences to replace the current public needs test.  Again, that is all 
positive stuff.  
To conclude my remarks on behalf the Greens (WA), this bill is a bit of a mixture.  We are happy to support 
80 per cent of it; however, the other parts we cannot support at all.  I refer to the deregulation of Sunday trading 
and the issue of confidential information.  A number of amendments on the supplementary notice paper in my 
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name seek to address the three issues that I have raised during the second reading debate.  The first amendment 
seeks to reduce the maximum number of people who are allowed in a small bar from 120 to 80.  The second 
amendment seeks to prevent the deregulation of the selling of packaged liquor on Sundays.  The third 
amendment deals with an issue that was raised by Clubs WA.  A letter written by Clubs WA in July this year and 
addressed to all members states -  

The key matter of clubs in your electorate having the capacity to seek an ongoing Extended Trading 
Permit to conduct community functions remains outstanding.   

Clubs WA is saying that when this package of liquor licensing reform was drafted, the issue of clubs was not 
addressed.  The letter continues -  

Clubs WA is concerned the key issue for the sector owned by the community did not receive due 
attention in the package devised by the Ministers office in that: 

o Whilst a comparison of Liquor Store Sunday trading and alcohol consumption in restaurants in 
other states was undertaken and acted upon no such comparison was conducted on the key 
issue of clubs conducting community functions. 

o The fact that clubs in other states obtain ongoing permits to conduct community functions was 
not investigated or was overlooked.  

o The fact that community functions is defined around Australia: “allows persons who are not 
members and guests to attend, in a specified part of the clubs premises, a function associated 
with the celebration of a cultural, educational, religious, patriotic, professional, charitable, 
political, literary, sporting, athletic, industrial or community nature” and is not seen as a 
profitability threat to other licensees in every other jurisdiction. 

o The fact that each club seeking to hold these type of community functions would obtain an 
ongoing permit and be subjected to public needs and scrutiny by the parties in the same way as 
suggested for restaurants serving alcohol without a meal. 

Clubs WA has clearly articulated a position to bring clubs trading opportunities with regards to liquor 
sales in line with good business practices that exists for the club movement elsewhere . . .   

I was persuaded by this argument.  Clubs around Western Australia have an important role to play.  I believe that 
the case to ensure that not-for-profit, relatively small-scale operations in country towns and the metropolitan area 
are given the capacity to have licences for community functions was well made.  The amendment standing in my 
name on the supplementary notice paper reflects this.  As I understand it, it will also ensure that community 
clubs around Australia are treated in a consistent manner.  With those comments, the Greens will await the 
committee debate before deciding whether to ultimately support the bill.  

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [2.38 pm]:  One of the great things about belonging to the 
Liberal Party is that one is given some flexibility.  The Liberal Party is a very broad church in its ideas, 
philosophies and ideologies.  There was intensive debate in our party room about the Liquor and Gaming 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  I do not normally talk about what happens in our party room.  However, The 
West Australian revealed how many Liberal Party members voted to support this bill and how many voted to 
oppose it.  I did not know the result until I read it in The West Australian.  The paper claimed that 10 members 
voted against this legislation.  I have no difficulty in owning up to the fact that I do not support this legislation.  
However, given that the party has made a democratic decision as such, I will not oppose the bill.  That sounds 
like an oxymoron.  I support some provisions in the bill; it contains some good concepts.  However, I have been 
concerned about the comment that Perth can be likened to Dullsville and that the only way to create a more 
vibrant and lively community is to encourage people to consume more alcohol.  That is what this bill is all about.  
All of us should be responsible for our own actions.  If we need alcohol to liven us up and to attract tourists to 
Perth - do not worry about the high rollers at Burswood Casino - maybe we should advertise that in Perth people 
can drink alcohol 24 hours a day.  That is what this bill is about.  I do not subscribe to it.  I am not a wowser.  I 
enjoy a drink, just like everybody else.  I probably enjoyed it to excess when I was a farmer.  We worked hard 
and played hard.  A large percentage of inpatients to emergency departments have alcohol and drug-related 
problems.  This legislation goes against the message that has constantly been promoted by health specialists over 
the years that people should eat while they drink.  Taverns, clubs and hotels have been encouraged to provide 
snacks on bars to lessen the impact of alcohol consumption.  This bill will open up a new range of drinking 
establishments.  Every day we are given the message about the effect alcohol has on our lives and on people’s 
driving habits.  It is all very well to tell people to not drink and drive.  Eating something when drinking lessens 
the impact of alcohol.  For those reasons I do not support the bill. 
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The bill defines small bars as bars that can hold up to 120 patrons.  The average hotel would be delighted to get 
120 patrons without having any great cost imposed on it other than just the provision of the establishment.  The 
proposed small bars do not have to include in their cost goodwill, licensing fees or the establishment of the 
service that will be provided.  No mention has yet been made of compensation.  This bill will have a dramatic 
effect.  Hon Giz Watson has pointed out that there is an amendment to reduce the number of patrons a small bar 
can service from 120 to 80.  I regard small bars as being in the category of nightclubs.  In the papers every 
Sunday and Monday we read about the violence that happens in clubs.  That violence is caused by not only 
alcohol but also ecstasy and amphetamines, which are knowingly being sold in the clubs and which are being 
mixed with alcohol.  It is untenable that people are suggesting that this legislation will not have any impact 
whatsoever on our society.  It will. 

I refer now to restaurants.  There was a lot of debate about the 20 per cent floor capacity, whereby a restaurant 
can serve alcohol without having to serve a meal in a licensed restaurant.  Some restaurants have applied for a 
permit to do that and some have not.  Many restaurants are not licensed.  Under this legislation, 100 per cent of 
the floor space of a restaurant can be utilised to serve only alcohol.  I do not know why other people go to 
restaurants, but I know that I go to a restaurant to enjoy a good meal in good company and to enjoy a drink or 
two.  I do not want 60, 70 or 80 yobbos in the restaurant spoiling my night.  Members, watch what will happen in 
Northbridge if this bill is passed.  Who will ensure the compliance with the norms of orderly behaviour?  There 
is enough trouble in Northbridge already - we ain’t seen nothing yet.  When yobbos spoil my night out, I take a 
dim view of it.  As I said, I am not a wowser by any means.  I enjoy a drink like anybody else.  At times I have 
probably drunk far more than some members in this chamber, although that was when I used to work hard and 
play hard.  I would prefer it if about one-third of a restaurant’s patrons could have a drink without buying a meal.  
Obviously, my party room did not see it that way.  I do not know whether there is an amendment to that 
provision.  We have seen only the amendments proposed by Hon Giz Watson.  I cannot support the legislation in 
that sense. 

Permits will be conditioned so as to maintain the primary purpose of a restaurant as intended by the future act; 
that is, the service of meals.  I imagine that chefs at most restaurants that cater for lunch leave the restaurant by 
3.00 pm.  The legislation provides that someone must remain in the kitchen to supply meals.  The kitchen hand 
who had washed the dishes during the lunch period could be the person who remains to serve meals to the clients 
who are not just sitting at the tables and drinking.  Will the regulations insist that the person who must remain to 
provide meals be a person whose primary job is to provide those meals and will not be a kitchen hand?  That is 
yet to be determined.  I do not see anything in the legislation other than a parenthood statement that that may 
occur. 

I refer to the deregulation of liquor outlets on Sundays.  It is true that a referendum was held on Sunday trading 
for liquor shops.  The legislation would allow metropolitan liquor stores to trade on Sundays between the hours 
of 10.00 am and 10.00 pm.  I do not mean to be presumptuous or hazard a guess about whether the Daylight 
Saving Bill (No. 2) will be passed.  Would the trading hours then operate between 11.00 am and 11.00 pm?  A 
10.00 am opening would really be a 9.00 am opening by solar time.  Do we need people trundling into a liquor 
outlet at nine o’clock on a Sunday morning to buy grog?  That is an interesting query. 

It is true that the liquor trading will be completely dominated by Coles and Woolworths.  They are already 
reaching into the hotel market and buying hotels to bypass the existing system.  They are selling liquor on 
Sundays through their hotels.  This legislation is anticompetitive in many ways because that is what will result.  
Anyone who disbelieves what I am saying should look at the dairy industry.  What an absolute debacle the 
deregulation of that industry was.  Everybody was asking who was controlling the deregulation.  It was Coles 
and Woolworths.  The number of dairy producers has halved since deregulation and the price of milk has 
increased.  Western Australia held the number one position in Australia and was able to supply the best quality 
milk in Australia for 365 days a year.  That era is slowly but surely coming to an end.  It is lucky that a number 
of dairy producers have decided to considerably expand their operations to pick up some of that shortfall.  
Consumers have not gained one cent of benefit from that deregulation.  I remember that Hon Kim Chance spoke 
for about eight hours on why we should not deregulate the dairy industry.  As it turned out, he was right.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Did he call for compensation at the same time? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes.  The point is, he was right.  What he said would happen, did happen.   

Another example I must raise is Wesfarmers and the Bunnings hardware stores that it owns around the state.  On 
Saturdays and Sundays, many Bunnings stores are so crowded that it is almost impossible to move.  Wesfarmers 
shareholders would be very grateful for the advent of Bunnings, because it has given them not only huge gains in 
the price of their shares, but also excellent dividends that are fully franked for taxation purposes.  However, 
unfortunately many people have voted with their feet.  The advent of Bunnings has led to the demise of many 
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small hardware outlets in this state.  That is a prime example of what can happen if there are no antitrust laws.  
Bob Bloffwitch, a former member for Geraldton, was in the car business and owned an automotive parts 
company.  He was a strong advocate of antitrust laws.  The antitrust laws in the United States have been very 
effective in controlling the growth of large conglomerates.  Large conglomerates are usually extremely 
anticompetitive, because they take over the whole market.  We need look only at what is happening at BP fuel 
outlets.  BP fuel outlets are now selling Wild Bean coffee!  If people drove into a BP service station and there 
were no fuel bowsers out the front but just a hose that they had to pull out of a tank in the ground, they could be 
forgiven for thinking it was a coffee shop!  People are battling to buy a pint of oil at a fuel outlet!  Those outlets 
have forgotten what their business is all about.  Now that BP is selling coffee, it will lead to the demise of many 
small coffee shops.  Those businesses are already under pressure.  People may say, well, it is competition.  I can 
see what will happen to the liquor industry.  I might have been too blind at the time to see what would happen to 
the dairy industry, and Hon Kim Chance will probably say “I told you so!” -  
Hon Kim Chance:  I am too well mannered to say that! 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  If this bill goes through, I will be able to say “I told you so!” to Hon Kim 
Chance in respect of the liquor industry.   
I must raise one issue that absolutely fascinates me.  The second reading speech states that the licensing authority 
will be empowered to require all bar staff of licensed premises to be trained in the responsible service of alcohol.  
That is fine for hotels and taverns, or grog shops, and no doubt also for these so-called small bars.  However, 
many small clubs in country areas cannot afford to employ paid staff at all times.  I have lived in the country for 
most of my life.  I understand all about country clubs, because I was involved with a small country club for a 
long time.  Country clubs will find it very difficult to provide training for the many volunteers who work in those 
clubs.   
I am also interested in the crowd control provisions.  Many agricultural shows in Western Australia set up a 
small bar so that farmers and other people in the community can get together and have the odd drink or two - or 
perhaps the odd drink or two too many!  The provisions regulating the number of crowd controllers that will be 
required if those agricultural shows want to sell alcohol will mean that all the profit the organisation that is 
running the agricultural show may have made from that bar will be used to pay for the crowd controllers.  It will 
be a total waste of time for an agricultural show to run a small bar.  Another issue is whether the police will be 
put in charge of enforcing the crowd control provisions or whether it be handballed to local government.  That 
will probably be the next thing!  That would not surprise me at all!  Governments tend to do that sort of thing.  
The police are already overworked.  People are grizzling about the slow response times to break-ins and 
burglaries, or whatever it may be.  A person may open a small bar in a shed in a back lane.  It may be very 
attractive.  It may also be another great avenue for the supply of drugs.  That is happening now.  Nightclubs are a 
prime example of that.  I am sure that these small bars will be another avenue that will be utilised for the sale of 
drugs.   
The second reading speech refers also to allowing metropolitan liquor stores to trade on Sundays.  However, it 
then states - 

In country areas the status quo will continue, whereby liquor stores are not explicitly able to trade on 
Sundays.  However, the licensing authority is able to grant extended trading permits to liquor stores to 
trade on a Sunday in certain circumstances. 

I am interested to know what those words mean and under what circumstances people will be allowed to buy 
liquor on Sundays.  It is one thing for the minister to say the status quo will remain.  However, in the next breath 
he says, “but”.  Therefore, those words give me no comfort.  
Hotels and clubs have lobbied members about this legislation.  Hon Giz Watson was correct.  Most of the 
lobbying has come from the hotels.  I make it very clear that what the Australian Hotels Association, the clubs 
and other organisations have said to me does not have any influence on me.  I am willing to take on board what 
everyone has to say.  However, I am not pushing anyone’s barrow.  What I am saying comes from my own 
observations and experiences in life.  What Hon Giz Watson has said is absolutely correct.  Hotels have moved 
down the path of providing entertainment.  Hotels are one of the few outlets that provide local musicians and 
entertainers with the opportunity to see how good they are and whether they can progress and be successful.  The 
hotels have responded to the call for safe and sensible drinking by providing food.  Many hotels, both 
metropolitan and country, provide an excellent table.   
As Hon Giz Watson said, they have also reduced that front bar mentality.  I can understand why many women 
would not want to go into a front bar.  However, they also have lounges and saloon bars that are quite distinct 
from a front bar environment, where people can go along and drink, surprisingly enough.  Over the years, people 
seem to have survived; they have simply survived through the very facts of life.  Members should go to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 2 November 2006] 

 p8108b-8129a 
Hon Barry House; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Ray Halligan; Deputy 

President; Hon Norman Moore 

 [14] 

Leederville, Subiaco and Victoria Park; almost every night people gravitate to those restaurants.  Why?  They go 
there for a meal and a drink.  If the Daylight Saving Bill (No. 2) goes through, people will have extra 
opportunities to go out as a family and enjoy themselves.  Do members want to take their wives and kids along 
to restaurants in which nearly everybody is only drinking?  That could happen.  I am not saying it will happen; it 
could happen, because rules will be put into place to allow that to happen.  It will be a very sad day when we see 
a BYO restaurant or a licensed restaurant, which exists for a purpose within our society, undermined. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  We might have BYO bars, at the rate we are going. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  One would never know.  Over the few years that I have been in this place I have 
watched this government go very soft on drugs.  We are now able to grow cannabis.  A person can grow a couple 
of plants, and grandad can also grow a couple of plants down the backyard.  The infringement is only $100 or a 
trip to a re-education program. 

Hon Donna Faragher:  They do not go. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is right, they do not go.  We should bring Chinese law in; that would 
ensure that people were re-educated.  This is another part of our society that is degenerating.  We talk about 
family values, and having more time to spend as a family on the beach, or going to a little bar in the evening.  
Western Australia has a population of two million people, with 1.2 million in the metropolitan area.  One would 
think we had 40 million people here.  More people go in and out of Dubai; it is about twice the number of 
Australia’s total population.  We are talking about a few hundred thousand visitors to WA.  A couple of years 
ago in Sydney I had the opportunity to go to a hotel that had a number of floors.  It was an old home that had 
been converted into a hotel.  It had different types of bars on different levels.  Below the hotel was a restaurant, 
for which bookings needed to be made well in advance; it was a well-known pub.  People were queuing up, 
hoping a table would become free.  That hotel had an area for everyone: the families with kids, mum and dad, 
and the bronzed Anzacs; that is, the bullet-proof young people who had other bars to go to.  I thought it was a 
fantastic establishment because it had something for everyone, and was quite responsible in the way it was run 
and the amount of food available.  The owners ensured that the separate lounge and bar areas had plenty of 
snacks or whatever.  I thought that that was the sort of place that the average person would like to take the 
family.   

Having said all that, as I explained earlier, although I am not bound by the party decision, I certainly am also not 
the sort of person who spits the dummy.  We have a democratic process and I will abide by it.  However, I do not 
support the bill, although I will not oppose it or cross the floor. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.04 pm]:  I can recall a time long gone.  Many members here 
are far too young to remember it, but it was 50 years ago.  The only way one could legally buy a drink on a 
weekend, particularly on a Sunday, was to be a traveller.  To be defined as a traveller, one had to travel 20 
miles - about 33 kilometres.  People used to jump in their car on the weekends, go for a drive and sit down for 
the day.  They would not necessarily have a skinful, as they say, as they were mindful of having to drive back 
home.  They were the good old days.  Of course, back in those days we also had wine bars.  These were often on 
main streets and not down back alleys.  They were easily recognisable.  As a person walked past the open door 
he or she could smell the wine.  Inside it was pretty dim and dark, and, invariably, there were often half a dozen 
people - no more - usually of a vintage that one would call “seniors”; there were not too many young people.  
The wine bars appeared to make sufficient money to remain viable and keep their doors open.  Over the years 
changes have been made to the liquor licensing laws.  It comes down to determining exactly what it is that we 
want.  Of course, we can go from one extreme to the other.  One extreme is to have no restrictions whatsoever.  
Such a situation would be open slather; a laissez-faire situation in which anything goes and it becomes the 
survival of the fittest.  No; we have opted, in our society in the main, to bring in some form of regulation.  The 
question that needs to be asked in this particular instance is: is this too much regulation or not enough?  I will 
refer to the second reading speech of the minister in the other place shortly.  If he wrote these words, I have 
some concern about his thoughts on the way Western Australia might be in the future.   

I mentioned some regulation, but also when we bring in a regulation - whether it be through primary or 
subsidiary legislation - it is invariably “one size fits all”.  To date, there has been argument - certainly within our 
party - about what might happen in the metropolitan area as distinct from what might happen in the regional 
areas.  Often it comes down to a wants and needs type situation.  Many people in the city tell country people 
what they should have, or what they need, without asking those people what they want.  Yet again, we will end 
up with a piece of legislation that will be an imposition on some people; others, of course, will laud it, saying 
that it is the best thing that they have had in years and that they should have had it years ago.  Such people will 
applaud the government for bringing it to Parliament.  Others, of course, will say that it is something that they 
had no need for, and that it will create enormous problems.  We in this chamber, as well as those in the other 
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place, have to be conscious of those things, bring them to the fore, argue the case for and against each of those 
issues and place on public record how we believe the problem areas - if we agree that they are problem areas - 
will be resolved.  We cannot just gloss over these problem areas.  Many of them do exist.  Others are mere 
perceptions in people’s minds.  It is important that we bring them to the chamber and discuss them.  The 
concerns, perceived or otherwise, that are brought to the attention of the government member in charge of this 
bill should be responded to in a satisfactory manner. 

We need to consider the magnitude of what we are doing.  It is a major piece of legislation in as much as its 
provisions will cover the whole state.  It will cover an industry that employs a great number of people.  It 
involves an industry in which there are many small, medium and large businesses.  Some are locally owned, 
some are owned nationally and some are owned internationally.  When we consider the magnitude of this 
legislation, we also need to consider the ramifications for the small and medium businesses and their owners.  
We can turn a blind eye to this and tell these people to sort themselves out, fight the good fight and if they go 
down, bad luck.  That would be the simplest thing in the world.  Later I will refer to the referendum on retail 
trading, as mentioned by Hon Giz Watson.  We went down the path of finding out what people wanted.  We did 
not impose.  I do not necessarily agree with the conclusions drawn by Hon Giz Watson but as part of the process 
of understanding, we in this chamber and this Parliament cannot always, although sometimes we do, ride 
roughshod over a great number of these people, put their livelihoods in jeopardy and place them in an extremely 
difficult situation.  It goes beyond those individuals who own small and medium-sized businesses; it also impacts 
on their families, their children and often their grandchildren.  We need to be mindful of that fact when we open 
the whole thing up and it becomes a case of survival of the fittest.   

Members may remember when we debated the legislation dealing with smoking.  We tried to be mindful of the 
establishments that allowed people to smoke on the premises.  Over a period we allowed these establishments to 
provide an alternative, which at the end of the day hopefully did not impact to the extent that businesses had to 
close.  There was a conscious and mindful effort of what was going on and what we were doing. 

I refer to the Minister for Racing and Gaming’s second reading speech.  I think it is an abomination. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You can vote against it. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I think the minister’s speech is an abomination; I am not talking about the legislation.  
The Minister for Education and Training should listen to what I am saying.  She can interject later or get on her 
feet and speak.  I have had enough of this minister.  The second reading speech states - 

The 2005 Freemantle review of the Liquor Licensing Act concluded that our liquor laws need to 
provide greater flexibility to meet the needs of consumers and tourists while promoting the 
consumption of liquor in low-risk drinking environments.   

What are low-risk drinking environments?  Is the drink low risk?  Are the customers low risk?  Is the suburb in 
which certain bars are located low risk?  There is a question for the minister.  She can answer that in the 
committee stage or in her response.  That is but one question.  The speech continues - 

For too long the interests of consumers have taken a back seat in vested industry interests.   

These are just statements.  Where are the facts?  Is the government trying to prove a particular point?  The 
speech continues - 

The government is determined to promote -  

It is determined, by the way - 

innovation and diversity in the way liquor services are provided to consumers and provide more 
opportunities for small businesses. 

That is a lovely statement - Hon Helen Morton is not in the chamber; it is a motherhood statement.  It is one of 
many but there is no substance.  Again, the government can explain.  It goes on to state - 

If anyone believes that Western Australia is Dullsville, these reforms will end that perception.  They 
will add vibrancy to our entertainment, hospitality, and tourism sectors and bring social life in Western 
Australia into the twenty-first century. 

As someone said in the other place, what happened in Queensland?  There are no tourists over there.  It does not 
have daylight saving.  It does not have a number of things.  If this is what the minister believes, why do we not 
have a brothel on every corner?  Why do we not have poker machines? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That’s a hopeless argument.  What a silly argument. 
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  No, it is the minister’s argument.  I will listen to her argument when she is prepared to 
get on her feet. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  One at a time.  I cannot hear the 
interjections. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Why do we not have uranium mining so that we can all glow in the dark?  The 
minister talks about a dynamic liquor environment.  What is he talking about?  Is he talking about everyone 
fighting one another?  Does that make it dynamic?  Is that what the minister wants to see?  I do not think he has 
given it any thought. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  The minister is talking about Dullsville.  He wants to make Perth vibrant.  Did the 
parliamentary secretary not listen?  Does she want me to read that part of the speech again?  He talks about 
adding vibrancy to our entertainment, hospitality and tourism sectors. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  I wasn’t sure how you could make a leap from there to uranium, but I’ve got it now! 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It may take some time, but those with some intelligence on the other side of the 
chamber do catch on eventually.  Unfortunately, there are many others who never will.  The minister’s second 
reading speech states - 

It is paramount that the integrity of the liquor industry be protected -  

Obviously he is talking about the expanded liquor industry because we will talk shortly about more and more 
liquor outlets - 

and that criminal elements not be permitted to be employed or associated with the operation of licensed 
premises. 

The minister wants to expand the number of liquor outlets and give them more opportunity.  Provided he has the 
answers and provided he can convince people, he should have no problems getting this bill through.   

I would be interested to learn more about the fact that the bill amends the act to facilitate the use of confidential 
police information in licensing authority determinations.  Apparently the government has carefully considered 
this issue and is satisfied that this outcome is in the community’s best interests.  I hope that the minister, who is 
no doubt the architect of this bill - certainly he has the authority for it and no doubt took it through cabinet - can 
explain through his advocate in this place that openness in this industry is the best way to catch the criminal 
element rather than keeping things clandestine.   

The two areas that are said to have need of this additional vibrancy are the tourism industry and our local 
communities.  Tourism appears to be on a downward spiral at present, and I am sure that the government will 
explain everything it intends to do to turn that around, whether by spending additional dollars or finding new 
ways of bringing in events such as Rally Australia.  Having identified the problem areas, how will the 
government turn them around and make good on them?  We currently have tourism precincts in which retail 
trading can occur on Sundays.  A number of people initially argued that if the liquor industry was to be opened 
up, it might be best to start in those areas.  For a variety of reasons, some of which previous speakers have 
already outlined, it was decided by the government that it should be an all-or-nothing approach, and our party 
room has agreed with that proposal.  That means that these new provisions will apply not only in the tourism 
precincts, but anywhere tourists may wish to go, as well as locals.  There will be any number of additional 
outlets, which will allow everyone to continue to drink at their leisure.  There will be longer hours of opening.  
In fact, that will be available in more places for a longer period.  All this comes at a time when there is carnage 
on our roads, and people who go to the liquor outlets will inevitably be driving home.  I ask the government how 
it intends to overcome the potential problems in that area.  Was Mr Grant Dorrington consulted on this issue; 
and, if not, why not? 

Hon Giz Watson made mention of the retail trading hours referendum, and I partially agree with her sentiments 
in that area, although I believe that people were of the understanding that the referendum applied more to 
grocery shopping hours than liquor trading hours, only in as much as hotels at the time of the referendum were 
already able to open their bottle shops on Sundays.  People have accepted that, and recognise that, in itself, it is 
not a problem.  The problem, I believe, was one that revolved around Woolworths and Coles, and their 
potentially enormous share of the market should they be allowed to open on Sundays.  Those companies are now 
going into the hotel business, which enables them to sell liquor on Sundays through their bottle shops.  The 
difficulty is having a crystal ball to work out what might happen if this bill becomes an act and is implemented. 
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I know how some people feel about the Australian Hotels Association, but some information it provided states 
that over the past five years 50 hotels have closed in Western Australia.  I do not know what that number would 
be as a percentage of the total, but it is quite a large number.  It was suggested that no other government has 
presided over more closures of hotels than this one.  The concern of a great number of people, particularly the 
owners of these hotels, is whether they are to be forced into selling them because of the competition.  A lot of 
people will say that that is a normal commercial activity.  Competition is fine, as it brings down prices, but it 
also forces people out of business.  If we are not concerned about that, let us not have any laws at all; let us just 
have survival of the fittest.  The strongest is the one that remains standing.  We may very well see that happen if 
we go down this path, and more and more hotels are forced to close.  Members will be aware that a forced sale 
usually brings a price far lower than the market value.  We will see cashed-up Woolworths and Coles jumping in 
and buying those hotels, deciding which are the best and selling off the rest.  This will reduce the number of 
liquor outlets available to the general community, which is probably the complete opposite of what the 
government is trying to do with this legislation.  I am not sure that the legislation will achieve the grand vision 
that the minister in the other place talked about. 

Another issue that has cropped up is the involvement of local government in all of this process.  If we are to have 
all these different types of liquor outlets - I have not spoken yet about the small bars - someone will have to give 
the authority for them to open.  A licensing regime must be established, and we need to know whether local 
government will have some say in that matter. 

We have been advised that there are three main areas to this bill.  One is the public needs test versus the public 
interest test.  Currently the public needs test is used, by which someone determines the number of outlets within 
a given area, the population, and the consumption of alcohol.  The test is somewhat objective.  This bill proposes 
a move to a public interest test that requires the applicant for the licence to show how the licence will be in the 
public interest.  Instead of focusing exclusively on commercial arguments, the licensing authority will need to 
consider the application in the context of the harm or ill health that may be caused to any group of people as a 
result of the excessive use of liquor; the impact on the amenity, both positive and negative, of the area around the 
premises - whether offence, annoyance, disturbance or inconvenience might be caused to people who reside or 
work in the vicinity of the premises; and any other matter that might be set down in the regulations.  Again, we 
have the situation of the unknown.  We do not have any idea what will be in the regulations at present.  Let me 
deal with the first few points, not the point about regulations.  I suggest that a lot of it is subjective.  I have to ask 
the question: who will make the judgment about those subjective elements of the application?  Where are we 
going to get consistency, more so if we are to be open and accountable?  If we are not to have a proliferation of 
liquor outlets in a given area, it may be considered best for a variety of reasons to close some of them.  A lot of 
questions need answers.  This is the government’s bill - the government’s vision - and it is incumbent on the 
government to provide the answers. 

Many members have already spoken about small bars.  I have spoken about wine bars.  There is talk of a 
maximum of 120 customers.  It will come down to viability.  As we know, the viability of any business has a 
great deal to do with costs and those costs will vary a lot depending on which suburb the premises are in and the 
amount of rent that is charged.  If premises are bought freehold, there is the cost of purchase and the costs to 
renovate, set up and operate a business.  I note that under the public interest test there is a reference to not 
focusing exclusively on commercial arguments.  Hopefully, that will be an element.  I will digress slightly.  
There are situations with shopping centres.  Local government authorities, through their town planning schemes, 
identify where a new shopping centre will be.  They say that they have no control over when one is built.  We 
have seen situations in the northern suburbs in which authority has been given for a shopping centre to be built, 
which causes the demise of another shopping centre not far away.  I do not think that allowing that sort of thing 
to happen is good management of the economy.  I know there are many arguments for local authorities to not be 
involved in the commercial aspect of those matters.  However, someone has to make a decision.  I am asking 
how all this will be decided because it will influence the viability of not only - in this case - the small bars that 
have been established, but also those that are likely to be established later in close proximity.  The bill refers to 
small bars holding a maximum of 120 customers, but it may well be that some operators decide to go for a 
smaller number.  Of itself that may encourage competition.  It also may well cause the demise of original 
businesses.  Has this been thought through?  Different models are being created that anticipate the size of a bar in 
a given area with a certain population.  Has consideration been given to whether the population is transient, or it 
is just a case of jump in and if the business can swim it will survive but if it cannot it will be fished out? 

A number of members have spoken about what is likely to happen with restaurants.  I concur that it would be a 
wonderful thing if people did the right thing and we had no need of police and prisons.  That is not the case.  We 
are conscious of that.  Therefore, with new categories of small bars and restaurants being open to people who 
just wish to drink, we have to ask the question of how it will all be supervised.  I am sure that the government 
has the answers to these questions because even without the answers this bill will become an act and more liquor 
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outlets will be established.  When the likely resultant problems associated with most liquor outlets occur, the 
finger will be pointed firmly at the government for not having thought it through and for not putting in place 
everything that needed to be put in place. 

Even if this bill becomes law - it looks as though it will - it provides opportunity.  There is no obligation on 
anybody to start a small bar.  Therefore, there can be no guarantee that that will occur.  It is obvious that the 
government has a vision - certainly the minister does.  I would like to know how the government or the minister 
intends to implement the policy and the legislation to achieve that vision.  It is no good us going through all this 
pain without that.  There is pain involved for all those currently operating in the liquor industry who are totally 
unsure of what is likely to occur to their businesses over the next few years.  Because people currently in the 
industry have those concerns, one might expect that those who want to enter the industry knowing that this bill is 
before the house also share those concerns.  Therefore, the market value of liquor businesses is likely to decline 
because fewer people will want to buy liquor outlets.  That is particularly true for businesses that cost - for want 
of a better term - top dollar by way of rates and the like compared with the establishments that this bill will 
enable people to create; in other words, a small bar compared with a large hotel.  A large hotel has a lot of 
impositions placed on it.  A small establishment will have far less.  As such, it can operate on lower overheads.  
Anyone owning a hotel at the moment would be quite concerned about where all this may lead.  I hope that the 
government is able to allay a lot of those fears in some way, shape or form by explaining to owners whether 
there will be any transitional schemes or propositions or whether, as I said before, it will be a matter of survival 
of the fittest.  It is one of those areas that will evolve.  I can think of many things over the past 50 years that have 
changed.  There is nothing wrong with change, provided that we are conscious of what will happen to the people 
who will be affected by the change.  The changes in the bill before us will take place in the ensuing years; 
however, the issue is whether they should happen now and, if they should happen now, whether the government 
will be able to provide some form of compensation for those who will be caught up in a situation not of their 
own doing.  Again, that is a question to which I would like the minister to respond.  I do not disagree with many 
of the provisions in the legislation.  My concern rests with those who own and operate small and medium-sized 
enterprises.  Will they be given sufficient time to change direction, if that is at all possible, or to get out of their 
business without losing a great deal of money?   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would love to answer you by way of interjection. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Is the Minister for Education and Training not in charge of this bill? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Yes.  I will answer your questions during the committee debate.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am not saying these things flippantly; they are things that I believe in.  Whenever we 
pass legislation it is important that we be conscious of the people in the community who will be affected by its 
provisions.  Some people will be happy with this bill; others will not.  We cannot please all the people all the 
time.  We must look at what is best for the state over the next decade and the next 50 years.  If that means putting 
something in place to allow the types of things envisaged in the bill to evolve, I feel far more comfortable with 
the legislation.  My greatest concern is with the change that happens the day after the bill is assented to and 
becomes an act.   

As I have mentioned, the bill raises a number of issues.  It sounds nice and simple: the government had a vision, 
that vision was put into words and drafted into a bill, and that bill will be passed as an act and its provisions will 
be implemented.  However, given the number of people who will be affected by the bill, it is important that they 
be made aware of where they stand and how long they have to do what they believe they need to do.  If we do 
not take them into consideration, if we are not conscious of their concerns and the problems that may be created 
by the enactment of this legislation, we will not be doing the right thing by a large number of people in our 
community.  I am very interested to hear what the government has to say on the issues that I and other members 
have raised.  As Hon Bruce Donaldson and Hon Barry House stated, there is support for the bill and I will 
contribute to that support. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.44 pm]:  During my 
contribution to the debate on the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill, I will indicate which 
provisions are very good and which provisions give me cause for concern.  I will begin by talking about the 
notion of deregulation, a concept that this government has embraced.  This government has embraced 
deregulation for shopping hours.  Indeed, it floated the idea of Sunday trading across the board, but that idea was 
defeated in a referendum at the last election.  The government has embraced the notion of deregulation in the 
liquor industry and, as a result, we are now debating the bill that is before the house.  Ironically, the government 
has a completely different and opposite view to deregulation in the labour market.  Indeed, in the labour market, 
the government believes in a closed shop: if people do not join a union, they should not get a job.  There are 
certain contradictions in politics, but that is a glaring one.  The Labor Party wants to deregulate things that affect 
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the private sector.  However, it is an absolute anathema to the government that workers should be given the 
choice about whether they belong to a union or whether they sign a workplace agreement and make their own 
decisions about their lives.  At the same time, it has introduced a bill that could send some people in the private 
sector broke, without batting an eyelid.  There are some contradictions in modern day politics, and that is one of 
them.  
I am a deregulationist when it comes to the liquor industry; I always have been.  However, I also recognise that 
deregulating a regulated industry creates a host of problems.  It would have been better for everybody if there 
had been no regulation of liquor in the first place.  If, after alcohol was first made, it had been sold in the same 
way as every other product in Western Australia, Australia and the British Empire - that is, sold in an open 
market arrangement - we would not have the sorts of problems that we have today.  However, liquor has always 
been treated as a different product because of the consequences of excessive consumption and, therefore, it is 
subject to many laws, rules and regulations that have been passed down through the centuries - or, in the case of 
Western Australia, decades - to control the way in which people sell and consume alcohol.  Given that 
background, huge pieces of legislation that are called liquor laws have created a regulated industry.  When an 
industry is regulated and people are required through regulation to acquire a licence to trade, because there may 
be a limited number of licences, each licence takes on a value.  Someone who wants to get into the industry must 
buy a licence.  The value of that licence depends to a large extent on supply and demand.  Indeed, members may 
remember that when the Burke government came to office it placed a moratorium on the granting of any new 
liquor licences.  That was probably done at the behest of the Australian Hotels Association because restricting 
the supply of liquor licences dramatically increased the value of existing liquor licences.   

The Agnew Hotel - I have mentioned this story a few times to my colleagues - is a very run-down little 
establishment.  On a good day the building is worth about $4.53.  When I first started frequenting that hotel, the 
publican would not turn on the fridge, in an attempt to save electricity, until the first customer came over the hill.  
The value of that property when the Burke government placed a moratorium on the granting of new liquor 
licences was several hundred thousand dollars because people wanted that licence.  Under the Burke 
government’s proposal people could buy licences and transfer them.  A person who wanted to establish a hotel in 
the metropolitan area could have bought the Agnew Hotel and its licence and transferred that licence to the city.  
As a result of that scenario, people bought hotel licences at prices considerably in excess of the value of the hotel 
building and the stock because of the licence price component.  It is like buying a taxi licence.  These days it 
costs a couple of hundred thousand dollars to buy a taxi business, of which $30 000 is for the car and the rest is 
for the licence.  I use that very good example because I want to illustrate what could happen with liquor licences.  
If the government enacted legislation whereby anybody who had a motorcar and a driver’s licence could pick up 
passengers and take them anywhere they wanted to go for a fee, do members know what taxi plates would be 
worth?  They would be worth absolutely nil because anybody could simply go into the business.  By changing 
the rules and regulations of the taxi industry, the government could send every taxi driver who bought a plate for 
$200 000 broke because their plates would be worth nothing.  Many of them will have borrowed money to buy 
the plates.  The same principle applies to the liquor industry.  The price of a hotel, liquor store or any other 
licensed premises includes a component for the licence.  A figure cannot readily or easily be put on the cost of 
that component because it depends on the supply and demand and on the circumstances of the business’s 
location and a range of other extraneous matters. 

That brings me to the most fundamental issue of this legislation.  I am interested to know what the government’s 
response is on the question of compensation.  When an industry is deregulated, the value of the asset of the 
licence that was purchased to get into the industry is devalued.  Compensation should be paid for that 
devaluation.  If the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure decided to deregulate the taxi industry, and that has 
been talked about, the people who bought a taxi licence for $200 000 or whatever should be compensated.  I am 
arguing that people who have bought a liquor licence and whose liquor licence is devalued by virtue of this 
legislation should be compensated.  People have told me that the amount of compensation cannot be worked out 
and they have asked how the amount of compensation could be determined.  It is not beyond the wit of mankind 
to do that.  All sorts of tribunals make all sorts of judgments about costs and the effect things have on people and 
on how much people should be paid.  Courts make decisions on those types of matters all the time.  During the 
debate on this legislation no mention has been made about compensation that I know of, other than I was told 
that the government does not believe it is appropriate.  I might be wrong. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You are right.  That is the position of the government.  There will be no compensation 
so I might as well tell the member that up-front.  He should continue his speech.  If he does not like it, he can 
vote against the bill. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  There are options all around. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That’s right; there are options all around.  We have option A and option B. 
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order, members!  The Leader of the Opposition has the 
call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister’s comments are very encouraging.  The last time I heard ministers 
talking like that was in about 1999.  They are now former ministers.  That arrogant attitude that people can stick 
it up their jumper whether or not they like it because the fundamental principle of compensation will be ignored 
by the government is the type of language and attitude that will consign the minister to the other side of the 
chamber at the next election.  I am very encouraged by the minister’s approach because, apart from all her other 
indiscretions, her arrogance will send her to this side of the house if she is still around at the next election.  
However, it is a pity that the minister should dismiss what I am arguing without any recognition that there may 
be some justification for paying compensation to people whose asset has been devalued.  When a Bushplan 
memorial is placed over a person’s private property, which devalues the property dramatically, the person is 
entitled to compensation.  The same principle applies when the government puts a road through a person’s 
property under the Public Works Act.  People should be compensated for that.  It is a fundamental principle in 
our democratic society that if somebody buys something and the government by its own actions devalues that 
property, the person should be compensated.  If the government does not believe that anybody’s assets will be 
devalued by this legislation, the issue of compensation does not matter.  The minister might tell me that she does 
not believe anybody’s assets will be devalued and that there is no need to pay compensation.  If that is the case, 
the minister should argue it.  However, it she accepts my argument that some licences will be devalued and that 
the government will not pay compensation because it will be bloody-minded about it, I would like the minister to 
say that. 

This legislation does a number of things, although we have now been told that it does not provide compensation 
for people who are affected by it.  We are told that liquor stores in the metropolitan area should trade on 
Sundays.  We are told also by the minister that that will have no effect on the hotels in the metropolitan area.  As 
I understand it, the minister has said that it is only fair and reasonable for liquor stores to trade on Sundays even 
though hotels have a monopoly on trading on Sundays and on the sale of packaged liquor on Sundays.  The 
minister tells us that even though the hotels have that monopoly because of the licence they have paid for, the 
hotels in the metropolitan area will not be affected by the decision to allow liquor stores to trade on Sunday.  If 
that is the case, why is it limited to the metropolitan area?  Why does the bill not provide for liquor stores in 
country areas to be opened on Sundays?  Do members know why?  It is because the Labor members of 
Parliament who represent country Western Australia argued that it would affect country hotels very significantly.  
The minister cannot argue that the situation in the country is any different from the situation in the city.  
Regardless of whether competition is introduced in either the city or the country, it will affect a business that has 
enjoyed a monopoly.  That is an example of the hypocrisy of the Labor Party on this issue.  It caved in to its 
country cousins, who call themselves Country Labor (WA), because it knows full well that the introduction of 
liquor store trading in the country on Sundays will have a dramatic impact on country hotels.  To try to tell us 
that it will not have the same effect on the hotels in the city is absolute tripe.  They know it, I know it and 
everybody else knows it.  That demonstrates another aspect of the hypocrisy of this legislation. 

It is interesting that at the last election the Labor Party said it would abide by the decision on the referendum on 
Sunday trading.  The Labor Party said that if the voters did not want an extension of Sunday trading, the Labor 
Party would not introduce it.  What does this bill do?  It provides for a significant increase in the amount of 
trading that can be done on Sundays.  In this case it is for liquor.  I cannot understand why the government is 
introducing a bill to allow people to buy more alcohol on Sundays but has not introduced a bill to allow people to 
buy milk, bread, vegetables or whatever else on Sunday that is sold in Coles or Woolworths.  The government 
would say that it is not doing that because the outcome of the referendum was that Western Australia should not 
extend trading hours on Sundays.  That is what this bill does.  It is all very strange.  What concerns me most is 
that ultimately this is the thin end of the wedge with regard to the full deregulation of trading hours on Sundays.  
Every small business in Western Australia should get the message that this is the beginning of the process that 
will ultimately lead to the total deregulation of trading hours on Sundays.  At the beginning of my speech I said 
that I am a deregulationist.  Therefore, that would have been a nice scenario when we started.  However, rules 
and regulations have been established over many decades that have required people to buy a particular licence or 
allowed them to trade as a monopoly.  When that is taken away from them, it has a dramatic impact on their 
business.  That will happen to countless small businesses when Coles and Woolworths are able to open on 
Sundays to trade for not only liquor, as is provided for under this legislation, but also everything else they sell in 
their stores.  When citizens of Western Australia go to Garden City Shopping Centre on a Sunday to buy liquor 
at Coles and they see that right alongside the liquor store is a grocery shop that is closed, they will ask why they 
cannot buy their groceries from there if they can buy their grog from the shopping centre.  The government will 
then say that this is a ridiculous state of affairs; we had better change that.  Therefore, I have no doubt that, in 
time, trading hours on Sundays will be totally deregulated.  I do not have a fundamental problem with that.  
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However, the people who own these assets acquired them in a regulated, licensed environment.  The government 
set the liquor licensing rules, through the Parliament.  If the assets of these people are devalued because of a 
change in the rules, the government should provide appropriate compensation.  I am afraid to say that 
compensation should extend also to the ultimate scenario when Coles and Woolworths take over the marketing 
and sale of all food produce in Western Australia, just as Bunnings has taken over the marketing and sale of 
hardware and other products.   
Many people in the wine producing industry have lobbied the opposition on this matter because they believe 
Perth needs to get rid of its Dullsville tag.  Those people who think that to give Coles and Woolworths open 
slather to sell liquor on Sundays will be in their best interests should have a good, hard look at the way in which 
those companies operate.  Those companies have a great impact on the wine producing industry because they 
determine which producer’s product is given shelf space.  That is a very important factor that the wine producers 
need to take into consideration. 
This legislation will allow restaurants to serve liquor to customers who do not intend to buy a meal.  Somewhere 
in the fine print of the bill is a requirement that 60 per cent of the revenue of the restaurant must come from food, 
and 40 per cent from alcohol.  Is that right? 

Hon Giz Watson:  At least 60 per cent. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not know whether it is just my taste in wine, but I have not been to a restaurant 
yet where the grog did not cost a damn sight more than the food, so I do not know how this will work!   

Hon Murray Criddle:  It must have something to do with the type of wine you buy!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It has more to do with the mark-up on wine in restaurants.  A bottle of Jacob’s 
Creek costs $50 at a restaurant.  It costs $5 in a liquor store. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You wouldn’t drink Jacob’s Creek! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I actually do drink Jacob’s Creek.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You have very expensive tastes! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How would the minister know what my tastes are?  How on earth will a restaurant 
be able to prove that a certain proportion of its revenue has come from food and a certain proportion has come 
from alcohol?  It will be absolutely impossible to control and regulate that.  I guess there will be the odd slip here 
and there on the till between food and wine to reach the right balance.  I can just picture this mob of liquor Nazis, 
or whatever they will be called, running around Western Australia to make sure restaurants are selling enough 
food!  What absolute rubbish!  How hard would it be just to see how many people are in a restaurant and 
drinking without having a meal?  That seems to work well in Sydney.  The other day I went to a fine restaurant 
in Western Australia.  That restaurant is owned by a person who has been lobbying very heavily on this 
legislation.  I noticed that out the front of that restaurant is a lovely outdoor area overlooking the river.  I thought 
that would be a very nice place to have a drink without having to buy food.  I think the owner was of the same 
view.  Many restaurants will just become pseudo bars.  I do not have a serious problem with that.  However, 
restaurants are set up for the purpose of selling food.  Alcohol is an adjunct to that.  If a restaurant owner wants 
his premises to be a bar or a tavern, all he needs to do is get the licence changed.  However, many restaurant 
owners do not want to do that.  They want to own a restaurant and they want to sell alcohol without the need to 
also sell food.  That never ceases to amaze me.  It is like eating our cake and having it too.  I will wait and see 
what happens to restaurants and whether they will become pseudo bars.  This notion of a 60-40 split is absolute 
nonsense.  The capacity to monitor that will be virtually nil.  
I now want to talk about small bars.  It seems the minister went to Melbourne, or somewhere, and saw some 
small bars and was captivated by them.  Perhaps he went elsewhere.  Perhaps he went to London.  London has 
some pretty strange liquor laws.  At one time liquor stores in London had early closing and were closed for most 
of the day.  Perhaps he went to Paris and sat on the boulevard and sipped his chardonnay along with everyone 
else.  Perhaps he went to Rome and drank his coffee with a glass of pinot on the side.  I do not know what he did.  
However, the minister has come back to this state with the notion that what Perth needs is more cosy premises so 
that a person can sit down and have a quiet and sophisticated drink without having to mix with all the rough, 
rowdy and smelly people who congregate in hotels.  Obviously, the minister responsible for this legislation is not 
the typical, old fashioned Labor Party person who likes to go to the front bar of the local pub and have a smoke 
and a drink and do a bit of yelling and tell a dirty joke and do a few other things.  That is what we still find in 
many country towns in my electorate.  They are actually quite interesting places.  
Hon Murray Criddle:  They are!  You really find out what is going on! 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It seems the minister for liquor, or whatever he is called these days, does not believe 
that scenario is acceptable.  He believes we need to have places to which the chardonnay socialist set can go.  
We need small bars in the major cities so that people can talk about the important issues of the day, such as 
global warming and industrial relations, in a quiet and pleasant environment over a glass of chardonnay. That is 
a far better scenario than having a talk with the union heavyweights in the front bar of the Mt Magnet pub!   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You would know a lot about that!  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is a fact of life that the Labor Party has changed.  When I first became a member 
of this Parliament, many Labor Party members would have had apoplexy at the thought of setting up small bars 
so that people could have a glass of chardonnay in a nice, quiet environment!  They would say, “What on earth 
do you think you are doing?”  Does the Leader of the House remember Don Cooley? 
Hon Kim Chance:  Indeed I do! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  He would have said, “Hang on!  Are you trying to put my brewery out of business?”  
He probably would have voted against this.  He used to run the brewery union.  He had a lot to say about how 
much liquor we should be drinking and how we were not drinking enough. 
Hon Kim Chance:  He was ALP president for some time as well. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Was he?  The notion of sipping chardonnay in a bar somewhere would be absolute 
anathema to Don Cooley.  He would have said, “What is wrong with having a beer in the front bar?”  This 
legislation will create a very competitive situation for existing hotels.  Hoteliers in many parts of the state have 
woken up to the fact that the old fashioned pubs are a bit out of date and many people want a different drinking 
environment from what hotels can provide.  Many hotels have responded to that market demand and have spent 
significant amounts of money on changing the style of their hotels, if they can afford to.  However, some 
hoteliers are finding it very difficult to do that.  I am talking in particular about the largest town in my electorate, 
Kalgoorlie.  Many of the small bars in Kalgoorlie-Boulder will face serious problems if this legislation comes 
into effect.  Along Hannan Street and Maritana Street, on every second corner, and in between, are little old pubs 
that were bought a long time ago when people were consuming vast quantities of beer and it was possible to 
make a quid.  Many of those pubs are heritage buildings.  The owners of those hotels will need to pay a large 
amount of money to upgrade their premises because of their heritage nature.  To give the federal government its 
due, it has made available some money to enable publicans to upgrade heritage buildings.  I thought that was an 
unusual way of providing money to the community; nonetheless, it was a worthwhile exercise.  There are dozens 
of hotels in Kalgoorlie-Boulder, and many of them will find the going very difficult.  Somebody could come to 
Kalgoorlie with a reasonably limited amount of capital, rent a fairly small building and whack a small bar in it 
without all the overheads of the traditional old hotel in Kalgoorlie, and without the requirement to provide the 
various services hotels have to provide, and attract, dare I say it, the chardonnay socialist set or perhaps the 
younger people in Kalgoorlie. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  All those chardonnay socialists in Kalgoorlie! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There are a couple of them; there are not many!  However, there are people in 
Kalgoorlie who used to be very supportive of the member’s organisation and who are now, in response to this 
legislation, anything but happy with the Labor Party. 

I travel around little country towns in my electorate.  In Mt Magnet, for example, there are three hotels; probably 
two too many.  They have struggled to survive, as have all country hotels.  None of them is prepared to go 
bottom-up and allow the one or two other hotels to make some progress.  There are plenty of empty shops in 
Mt Magnet these days; all it would take would be for someone to rent an empty shop, get a bucket of paint, do it 
up, bring in some trendy furniture and whack a fridge in, and all of a sudden there would be a small bar.  That 
would have the effect of sending one, or possibly two, of those hotels broke.  The Liberal Party toyed with the 
idea of allowing small bars to be built, initially in tourist areas - fundamentally, the central business districts of 
Perth and Fremantle - to see how they went, because we were told that that is the sort of environment in which 
people want small bars to be built.  However, the general view seemed to be that people should be able to build 
them wherever they like.  The opposition has come around to that way of thinking.  We are told by the minister 
and the government that the reason we need to go down the path of deregulation is that Perth is Dullsville.  I do 
not think Perth is Dullsville at all.  I actually think Perth is a very pleasant city.  It is not New York; it is not 
Paris; it is not even Melbourne; and thank goodness, it is not Adelaide!  It is Perth. 

Hon Kim Chance:  What’s wrong with Adelaide? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I actually love Adelaide; I was being facetious.  However, Adelaide is a very quiet 
city, and people love it because it is a quiet city.  Many people love Perth because it is not Sydney, Melbourne or 
Brisbane.  It is, in fact, something in between.  It has a certain vibrancy that reflects the ongoing economic 
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miracle that is happening in Western Australia.  It has vibrancy because of the excitement of our resources 
industry and the stock exchange.  All those things are part of Western Australia.  The 1960s and 1970s were 
exciting times in this state.  It was an exciting place to be; in fact, we called it the “state of excitement”.  Nobody 
disagreed with that.  However, it is not a city that totally relies on small bars, casinos and all the paraphernalia 
that goes with the hospitality industry.  That is not what Perth is about, for many reasons.  Perth is not as big as 
Melbourne.  Melbourne is a culinary capital of the world, but it has a population of three or four million.  Vast 
numbers of those people live in the central business district, and they walk to restaurants, small bars and hotels 
located in the CBD.  They do not have to get in their cars and drive anywhere.  Perth is different.  I hope it 
changes over time, and I applaud anyone who encourages people to live in the CBD.  However, they do not, and 
so the creation of more liquor outlets will mean that more people will be driving while full of wallop.  They have 
to get home somehow; they do not live in the city.  They do not live next to where these bars will be located, 
unless there are to be bars in the suburbs.  If they are to be in the suburbs, the government had better start 
thinking about that, too.  The potential consequences of more and more liquor outlets throughout Western 
Australia is an interesting scenario that the government should contemplate.   

The bill also makes a change to the licence approval process by providing for a public interest test in place of the 
previous public needs test.  It is pretty hard to prove a need for a liquor outlet, unless it is in a new suburb in 
which a hotel is needed.  However, the public interest test will actually make it harder to get a licence, because 
everybody has a view about what is in the public interest, and every man and his dog will complain about 
anybody who wants to obtain a licence anywhere.  Perhaps my concerns about there being a small bar on every 
suburban street corner are unfounded, because the public interest test will prevent it from actually happening.  
Where will the public interest be best served by the creation of more small bars?  In the CBD; in places where 
tourists and those who enjoy this sort of lifestyle go. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 
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