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LIQUOR AND GAMING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Committee 

Resumed from 22 November.  The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair; Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich (Minister for Education and Training) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 104:  Schedule 1A inserted -  
Progress was reported after Hon Giz Watson had moved the following amendment -  

Page 98, lines 4 and 5 - To delete “ceases to hold that office on the abolition of the Court under 
clause 2” and insert instead - 

is to be deemed to be appointed to and hold office as chairperson of the Commission. 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, the person referred to in 
subsection (1) is to continue to enjoy the status, tenure and entitlements, including 
accrued pension rights, of a District Court Judge. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Before progress was reported last night Hon Giz Watson asked whether we needed 
proposed clause 3 in schedule 1A.  I am interested in the minister’s response. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The honourable member is quite right; Hon Giz Watson asked a question 
relating to the transitional provisions.  Clause 104 will insert in the act proposed schedule 1A, which contains 
transitional provisions relating to the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment Act 2006.  Clause 2 of 
schedule 1A provides for the Liquor Licensing Court to continue in operation until such time as any application 
or matter before it is completed and determined, and after which time the Liquor Licensing Court is to be 
abolished.  Similarly, clause 3 provides transitional arrangements for the judge of the Liquor Licensing Court to 
continue until such time as all matters before the court are completed and determined.  Various other clauses that 
have already been dealt with in the bill remove reference to the Liquor Licensing Court judge and the Liquor 
Licensing Court.  Therefore, if clause 3 of proposed schedule 1A were removed, thereby resulting in no 
transitional provisions, the position of the Liquor Licensing Court judge would not continue at all after the 
commencement day, which is the day on which section 103 of the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment 
Act 2006 would come into operation.  We have also already given some undertakings to the judge in respect of 
that matter. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The opposition looked at this amendment and initially considered that because the 
Liquor Commission would be given a new brief, it would be inappropriate to transfer the existing judge from the 
old Liquor Licensing Court to this new commission.  Subsequently, as a result of the debate a couple of days 
ago, we received undertakings from the minister, in response to questioning by Hon George Cash about judicial 
independence, that made this amendment unnecessary.  It is worth reiterating that the minister has given 
commitments that the Attorney General will be entering in good faith into negotiations on compensation with 
Judge Greaves, so that the principles of judicial independence will not be breached by the Parliament. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Again, I am heartened that we have had some assurances from the minister with regard to 
full and adequate compensation to the judge whose position is being abolished.  It is useful to have that on the 
record.  I still argue that this amendment would more accurately reflect the requirements of the Beijing statement 
of principles; however, I realise that this amendment will not get up.  At least we have made it very clear that the 
Parliament wishes that principle to be honoured. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 105 to 112 put and passed. 

Clause 113:  Part II Division 7 inserted - 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move - 

Page 108, line 4 - To insert after “Minister,” - 
the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations appointed under section 5 
of the Parliamentary Commissioner Act 1971, the Corruption and Crime Commission 
established under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, the Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission appointed under the Corruption and Crime 
Commission Act 2003, 
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This amendment is similar to one that we dealt with earlier on the issue of confidential information and it was 
pointed out to me that in order to be consistent, this clause also needed to be amended.  I assume this amendment 
will receive the same support as the previous amendment I moved.  It will allow access to confidential 
information to a number of bodies, including the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, 
the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Parliamentary Inspector of the CCC.  It will provide a level of 
oversight to ensure that this provision is not abused. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The proposed amendment is acceptable to the government. 
Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The opposition supports the amendment for reasons of consistency. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clauses 114 to 117 put and passed.  
Postponed clause 34:  Section 41 amended - 
The clause, as amended, was postponed on 21 November. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Although there are some amendments on the supplementary notice paper in the 
name of the Minister for Education and Training, I would like to test the chamber’s position on clause 34(4).  I 
move - 

Page 37, lines 13 to 20 - To delete the lines. 
I will do the same when we deal with clause 38.  What I am seeking to achieve here is to remove altogether 
clause 34(4), which proposes to add section 41(2a) to the act.  The proposal in this bill is to give the government 
the capacity to reduce the hours during which a hotel can sell packaged liquor.  During the earlier debate on this 
clause, the minister indicated that the government had in mind that the hours for the sale of packaged liquor in 
hotels should be consistent with the hours during which liquor stores can sell packaged liquor.  At present liquor 
stores cannot sell packaged liquor beyond 10.00 pm. 
While the bill does not provide for the trading hours to be reduced to 10.00 pm, it gives the opportunity for the 
government to do so by way of regulation.  Bearing in mind that the government has indicated that its intention 
is to bring hotels and liquor stores into alignment, one can only assume that that is the path the government will 
follow by way of regulation.  I do not support the notion that a hotel that is allowed to trade until midnight from 
Monday through to Saturday should have to close its bottle shop at 10 o’clock or some other time earlier than 
midnight.  The reason is that many people go to hotels and then go to other places afterwards.  They may wish to 
take some drinks with them to the next function.  It would be quite ludicrous, in my view, if at a quarter past 10 
somebody who has been in a hotel and who wants to buy some liquor to take home or to a party or some other 
function cannot do so but can stay in the hotel for another two hours and fill himself with grog and drive home.  
It creates a potential scenario in which a person who wants a drink after 10 o’clock cannot take the drink away 
but can stay at the hotel and fill up on alcohol.  I think there is an inconsistency with the argument the 
government put forward earlier. 
I would like to remove that new regulation-making power altogether and leave the scenario as it is now; that is, 
hotels can sell packaged liquor until closing time at 12 midnight, which would meet what I think is the 
fundamental requirement of a lot of customers - although not all of them - who currently take advantage of that 
opportunity.  The more I read of this bill, the more I am convinced it is about restricting people’s opportunities to 
access alcohol.  All this deregulation does is give more regulation-making powers about various things to 
government; however, most of those powers are about reducing the capacity of hotels to operate and reducing 
the opportunities for people to access liquor.  The only real change in this legislation is to introduce small bars, 
and I am not sure how that will work.  The existing provision by which people can obtain packaged liquor in a 
hotel until midnight should remain, and we should remove this regulation-making power altogether.  In the event 
the chamber does not agree with my proposition, I will then agree to the proposed amendment in the minister’s 
name on the supplementary notice paper, which states that the hours during which a hotel can sell packaged 
liquor cannot be shorter than those of a liquor store, which, as we know, must close at 10 o’clock.  I do not think 
there is any need for comparability with liquor stores on this issue because they are different animals.  Hotels are 
places where people go to drink and enjoy the entertainment and ambience, and when they leave, they can take 
liquor if they are going home or to another function.  Bottle shops are places that people go to buy packaged 
liquor, and they are not part of the hotel environment.  To say to a hotel that its bottle shop has to shut up shop at 
10 o’clock but that its patrons can stay and drink to their heart’s content until midnight is a ridiculous 
proposition. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  We oppose the amendment.  I am pleased to note that the minister has indicated 
that there is a fall-back option that may be acceptable to all parties.  We have spent some time canvassing this 
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issue.  I put on record that the Freemantle committee formed the view that many of the late-night purchases of 
packaged liquor are made by people who are already intoxicated and wish to continue drinking after they have 
left licensed premises but have run out of alcohol supplies.  Therefore, the committee recommended that the sale 
of packaged liquor under a hotel, club or liquor store licence cease at 10.00 pm every day of the week rather than 
at 12 midnight, as is the situation for hotels and clubs currently.  The government was of the view that although 
outlet trading hours is one regulatory option that can be used to minimise harm from the sale of packaged liquor, 
such a fundamental change to the trading hours for packaged liquor should be made only after the effectiveness 
of the impact of the proposed recommendation as a harm-minimisation measure had been fully assessed.  
Therefore, we did not accept the Freemantle recommendation on this matter.  Instead, this clause provides that 
regulations may be made to reduce the permitted hours within which a hotel licensee may sell packaged liquor if 
evidence-based research demonstrates that it is in the public interest to do so.  As members would know, 
regulations are subject to disallowance by this Parliament.  Therefore, the Parliament retains the power to reduce 
the hours during which packaged liquor may be sold if there is compelling evidence-based research.  For those 
reasons, we oppose the amendment.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  The minister is saying that after 10.00 pm people become irresponsible and 
cannot be trusted to buy packaged liquor and go home or to another function.  Given that scenario, would it not 
be sensible to take this a step further and say that nightclubs should also close at 12 midnight?  A lot of trouble 
occurs in nightclubs.   
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Nightclubs do not sell packaged liquor.  
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I realise that.  The minister is not listening.  The minister is saying that after 
10.00 pm people cannot be trusted to buy packaged liquor and go home and have a drink.  However, even at 
12 midnight people can go from a hotel or club to a nightclub and really top themselves up!  Week in and week 
out there are stories in the newspaper about the violence and unruly behaviour that occurs in nightclubs in the 
early hours of the morning.  People have been shot and knifed.  Bouncers have been attacked.  It would make 
more sense if we tried to curb that unruly behaviour and violence.  It is a nonsense to say that people will be 
allowed to buy liquor at a nightclub after 10 pm but they will not be allowed to buy packaged liquor after 10 pm.  
I would rather that people buy packaged liquor from a club or hotel at 11.00 pm and go home and have a drink 
than go to a nightclub.  Frankly, the nightclub scene has now become over the top.  The minister’s argument is 
inconsistent from a commonsense point of view. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am in favour of the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition to delete these 
lines.  In fact, I am more in favour of the amendment than I am of the government’s proposition, which will at 
least make it a level playing field.  However, I guess either proposal is better than the current situation.   
Amendment put and division taken with the following result 

Ayes (15) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Barry House Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon George Cash Hon Anthony Fels Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton  

Noes (12) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

 

            

Pairs 

 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Sue Ellery 
 Hon Margaret Rowe Hon Vincent Catania 
 Hon Barbara Scott Hon Shelley Archer 
 

Amendment thus passed.   
The CHAIRMAN:  I assume the minister will not be moving her amendment. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is correct. 

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed.   
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Postponed clause 38:  Section 48 amended -  
The clause was postponed on 21 November after it had been partly considered. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the minister for drawing my attention to the fact that this clause is similar to 
the previous clause, because I might have missed that and would not have had the opportunity to move this 
amendment.  I move -  

Page 41, lines 4 to 11 - To delete the lines. 

This will have the same effect as the previous amendment, which allows hotels to sell packaged liquor until they 
close.  The same proposition applies in this case; that is, clubs should also be allowed to sell packaged liquor 
until such time as they close.  This brings them into line with hotels and will result in a similar outcome. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  In the interests of ensuring symmetry within the bill, this amendment follows 
on from, and could be seen as consequential to, the member’s previous amendment.  Therefore, there is no point 
in keeping the clause in its present form given that the provision has already been knocked out at clause 34.  The 
government will accept the amendment. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Postponed clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Postponed clause 68:  Sections 98 to 98H inserted -  
The clause was postponed on 22 November after Hon Giz Watson had moved the following amendment - 

Page 60, lines 20 to 24 - To delete the lines. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I was away on urgent parliamentary business last evening.  Having read Hansard from 
the previous evening, I seek further clarification regarding one of the amendments I have put on the notice paper, 
which states - 

Page 59, after line 15 - To insert - 

(e) on a Monday public holiday not being Christmas Day or ANZAC Day - from 
immediately after 12 midnight on the previous day to 3.00 am; 

This amendment refers to nightclubs, and it was prepared on the understanding that nightclubs would be able to 
exercise their normal opening hours on a public holiday.  Before I formally move the amendment, I outline that 
my reading of the bill indicates that the amendment may already be covered.  Proposed section 98A on page 59 
states - 

The permitted hours under a nightclub licence are - 

(a) on a Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday - from 6 p.m. to 12 midnight and 
then continuing to 5 a.m. on the next day; 

My reading of that provision in a raw sense seems to indicate that nightclubs are already covered on Mondays.  
The provision does not specify public holidays or any other day.  Can the minister clarify that before we proceed 
any further? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Proposed section 98A(1)(a) does not provide nightclubs with the opportunity to 
trade on the Monday morning of a long weekend.  With respect to the member’s general question, the 
government’s position, as it has previously indicated, is that it prefers to deal with longer trading hours by way 
of extended trading permits.  Approval for later trading on Sundays can be granted through such permits on a 
case-by-case basis.  This procedure allows the licensing authority to address, where necessary, public interest 
issues.  A change to the permitted trading hours would not allow this to occur, and would make it much harder to 
address hot spots and problem areas.  The government is aiming for a more targeted approach.  The reasons 
already enunciated apply equally to extended Sunday trading for nightclubs.  Therefore, the government’s 
preference is to not have a blanket provision, but to enable a more targeted approach.  For that reason, the 
government will oppose the amendment. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  I hear what the minister says, but I am not sure that the legislation actually reflects what 
she has said.  Nothing in the legislation refers to Mondays falling on long weekends or public holidays.  I cannot 
find anything in clause 68 that specifies what the minister has just told the chamber.  Can the minister clarify this 
matter? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Section 97(3)(c)(ii) specifies that the hours are between 8.00 pm and midnight 
on Sunday. 
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Hon Barry House:  Is that the Liquor Licensing Act 1988? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  For the purposes of clarification, can the minister tell the chamber what the process will 
be for nightclubs that want to extend trading hours until 3.00 am of a Monday on a public holiday - for instance, 
the Queen’s birthday weekend or the Labour Day weekend?  Is there provision under the current liquor licensing 
regime for that to happen?  If so, how do nightclubs go about it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  If nightclubs want to trade until 3.00 am, they apply for an extended trading 
permit.  Generally, they would have approval to trade until 1.00 am, so an extra hour would be granted.  
However, if they wanted to extend trading until 3.00 am, they would have to present a pretty good case to allow 
that to be permitted.  Obviously, consultation might be needed with the local government authority, with the 
police or with local residents before that decision is made.  There is generally some flexibility in granting 
approval for extended trading between midnight and 1.00 am.  To extend trading beyond 1.00 am, a number of 
other matters would obviously have to be considered in the public interest.  Various opinions would be 
canvassed before the final decision to approve was made. 

The CHAIRMAN:  There is another amendment at 3/68 in the name of Hon Giz Watson. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move the amendment in my name - 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member has actually already moved this amendment. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes; I have a sense of deja vu! 

The CHAIRMAN:  The member may wish to speak to the amendment.  It has, however, already been formally 
moved. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  If my amendment is passed and the words are deleted, the provision for liquor stores to 
trade on Sundays will be removed.  I said in my speech on the second reading - I might have also said it while 
speaking on this clause - that this is the crux of a key issue on liquor licence reform for the Greens.  We have 
always said that we oppose the extension of Sunday retail trading, whether that be for grocery stores, 
supermarkets, other retail stores or liquor stores.  We understand that the referendum at the last state election 
gave a clear result that the people of Western Australia did not want extended trading on Sundays.  I understand 
that this aspect of the bill reflects the government’s decision to renege on the outcome of that referendum and to 
pursue opening liquor stores on Sundays.  In our view it is inevitable that this will lead to a domination of the 
liquor sales sector by the major players, Coles and Woolworths, and it will have a severe detriment on the 
smaller liquor stores that try to compete against the buying power of the big corporates.  As these corporations 
are exceedingly predatory in their behaviour, they will undercut prices to remove competition and remove the 
smaller players and then control the market by their own choice because they will have basically done away with 
the competition.  It will have a significant knock-on effect for those stores that currently support special outlets 
for WA wine and WA products.  These small businesses will be negatively impacted on and may have to close 
entirely.   
This clause is about competition at all costs.  It is certainly at odds with the outcome of the referendum, at which 
the public clearly stated that it did not want extended Sunday trading.  We will therefore pursue this amendment 
to ensure that the limited Sunday trading hours of hotels remain.  I am very disappointed that this aspect of the 
bill has progressed to this point.  I understood that the Liberal Party would clearly oppose Sunday trading for 
liquor trades; however, it has decided to move away from that position.  This will have very serious 
consequences for the state.  I am equally disappointed with the government for ignoring the express outcome of 
that referendum.   

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  As I indicated at the start of my contribution to the second reading debate and as 
previously stated in this clause, the National Party is opposed to the extension of Sunday trading.  The 
referendum said it all.  We think that there will be an opportunity for the larger players to become more 
dominant.  We also have concerns that the quarantining of country areas may well be chipped away as a result of 
this extension.  I will be voting in favour of the amendment moved by Hon Giz Watson.  It is no secret to 
anybody that that is the way we will vote.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The government will not support this amendment.  The Sunday trading reforms 
for liquor stores in the metropolitan area have the full support of the Liquor Stores Association of Western 
Australia.  The broad interests of consumers, including tourists, are better served if the liquor stores in the 
metropolitan region are permitted to operate on Sundays.  The work done by the Allen Consulting Group found 
that in other jurisdictions with Sunday trading there has not been a noticeable adverse impact on the hotel 
industry due to the commencement of Sunday trading for liquor stores.  It found that the licensing authorities 
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across jurisdictions indicated that with the advent of Sunday trading, liquor sellers have been better able to serve 
the tourist population.  The metropolitan hoteliers will still be able to sell packaged liquor for 24 more hours than 
any metropolitan liquor store.  For example, hotels can sell packaged liquor for up to 120 hours a week 
compared with liquor stores, which will be able to open for 96 hours.  In terms of who has the competitive 
advantage - 
Hon Norman Moore:  You tried to change that already. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am putting it on the public record.  Hotels compete with liquor stores six days 
a week, so why not seven days a week?  The current legislation affords hotels a Sunday trading advantage, and 
that restricts consumer choice.  The government will not support this amendment.  I think there was some 
agreement with the opposition on this amendment.   
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I want to clarify one thing.  Having listened to the minister’s remarks - I 
understand the numbers in the place - I ask the minister to outline exactly where the boundaries of the 
metropolitan area and the division with the country will fall.   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  That is defined at part 1, section 3, on page 8 of the parent act, which defines a 
metropolitan area as follows - 

(a) the part of the State that was, as at 1 June 1988, described in the Third Schedule to the 
Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act 1959; and  

 (b) such other area as may be prescribed.   

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The opposition has a very good understanding of the issues raised by Hon Giz Watson.  
We have an enormous amount of concern about these issues.  On balance, we will not support the amendment 
because the majority of members of the Parliamentary Liberal Party decided to support the basic four tenets of 
this legislation.  One of the tenets of the legislation involved liquor store trading in the metropolitan area on 
Sundays.  There are a variety of views within the opposition ranks, but we have made a party decision that will 
not allow us to support this amendment.  I expect some members to make various points about this clause.  They 
will all be made with a good understanding of the issues and major concerns for not only aspects of the liquor 
industry, but also the wider implications for the general community, primary producers and so on.  I have already 
explained that this was one of the issues that did not attract unanimous support within the Liberal Party.  A 
majority decided to support this part of the legislation, along with the other parts.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I happen to be one of those people who, unfortunately, was in the minority in 
the party room because I did not support this change.  As I said during debate on the second reading, I will not 
support the bill but I will not oppose it.  That might sound like a stupid statement.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is not called sitting on the fence!   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No; it is not sitting on the fence.  The party room made a decision, and whether I 
agreed with the majority is completely irrelevant.  Will the minister remind us all in which states liquor stores 
are open on Sundays?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  New South Wales, Victoria, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania and the 
Australian Capital Territory.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have said consistently that I support deregulation of liquor trading 100 per cent, 
provided existing licence holders who are adversely affected in any financial sense are compensated.  However, 
the minister basically told me to get lost on that because the government had no intention of compensating 
anyone.  Therefore, what I seek to achieve in Western Australia’s liquor industry will not be achieved unless that 
sort of compensation is made available.  By allowing liquor stores to open on Sundays, this clause will change 
the competitive balance in the existing liquor industry, and that will create a major change to the competitive 
nature of the industry.  Many hotels in Western Australia, particularly in the metropolitan area, sell a significant 
proportion of their packaged liquor on Sundays because, at present, they have a monopoly on packaged liquor on 
Sundays.  This bill will take away that monopoly in the metropolitan area and, potentially, have a significant 
impact on the amount of packaged liquor hotels sell on Sundays.  There should be some compensation for that.   
I am interested to know why the clause will apply only to the metropolitan area.  The Minister for Racing and 
Gaming has argued that liquor stores opening in the metropolitan area on Sundays will not have any impact on 
hotels.  On the other hand, he said that liquor stores opening in the country on Sundays will have a significant 
impact on country hotels.  For the life of me, I cannot see the difference.  The bottom line is - as the minister 
should understand - that this decision will adversely affect hotels, and the government will wear the 
consequences of its decision.   
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I agree with some of the concerns Hon Giz Watson has expressed about the major retailers taking over the 
retailing of packaged liquor in Western Australia.  The government must monitor this very carefully.  Some of us 
in the Liberal Party believe that this should happen, but only after some serious antitrust legislation is in place 
that will provide the power to control the predatory behaviour of the Coles and Woolworths of this world.  There 
are very good reasons for that: not just because of our concern that this bill will create a duopoly for the sale of 
packaged liquor but also because of the consequences of that duopoly on the production of wine, for example.  
One of the most important objectives of wineries is to obtain shelf space in hotels or liquor stores.  To get some 
idea of how well Western Australian wines are selling overseas, we can look at how much shelf space stores 
allocate to them.  When Hon Clive Griffiths was Western Australia’s Agent General in London, a function was 
held at Selfridges at which we sought to promote an interest in Western Australian produce.  We discovered that 
in the Selfridges’ wine shop about three inches of shelf space was allocated to Western Australian wines.  The 
amount of shelf space wine producers are given in liquor stores is very important to them.  If the major retailers, 
Coles and Woolworths, have control over vast amounts of shelf space in Western Australia, they will have a 
significant amount of control over who produces what and how much they get for it.  The potential will be 
created for enormous pressure to be placed on wineries to produce the sort of wine that Coles and Woolworths 
might like them to produce, and, as a result, Coles and Woolworths will have a significant impact on the price 
producers receive.  That worries me.  The wine industry must have a good, hard look at this.  The more 
competition in retail outlet space, the better chance the wineries have of doing deals with retailers.  However, 
with a duopoly, the producers will have only two options: like it or lump it.  Neither Coles nor Woolworths has a 
lot of interest in treating businesses as home-grown businesses in Western Australia; they are fundamentally run 
from the eastern states.  That has occurred with the production of milk and other products.   

Hon Kim Chance:  It’s the same with beef.  Coles does not stock Western Australian beef.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It creates competition.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Competition is very important.  That is why I am telling the minister that we must 
create competition rather than a monopoly or a duopoly.  They are anticompetitive creatures that are predatory 
by nature.  They seek to get rid of their competitors.  That is the way they want to run the show.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That is how to increase market share.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  However, I am saying that the Liberal Party has agreed to support this 
bill, although many of its members believe that we should not do that until laws are in place that might have 
some impact on the way Coles and Woolworths take control of this market.  We have the same concerns about 
general retailers, but at least we have not given them the capacity to trade on Sundays because a referendum was 
held in which the majority voted against it.  There is, therefore, a little bit of competition in the grocery business 
in Western Australia because one group of retailers can continue to enjoy a monopoly on Sundays without the 
competition of Coles and Woolworths.  I can work out the numbers in this place, so we will go down this path.  I 
occasionally buy a bottle or two of wine from Coles and Woolworths because they sometimes provide good 
competitive opportunities.  However, they are doing that in a very competitive environment at the moment.  I 
wonder what will happen when they control almost every liquor store in Western Australia.  They will not have 
to buy hotels once stores start trading on Sundays because they will be able to buy liquor stores, which is the best 
way to do business.  It will save them having to run hotels, which activity is a nuisance.  I recommend that the 
government give serious consideration to the concerns raised by people such as me and Hon Giz Watson about 
the likely outcome of anticompetitive forces in the liquor industry as a result of this change.  I would like to 
know why the government has decided under proposed section 98D to restrict the opening hours of liquor stores 
on Sundays only in the metropolitan area.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the member for his general comments.  Just as his side of politics has 
made a determination on a range of issues and allowed people to provide their support or otherwise, the 
government has determined that country areas should be treated differently.  The Freemantle committee in its 
deliberations recognised that hotels in small country areas are an integral part of the fabric of rural life in those 
communities, especially where there is no competition from any other liquor providers and they have the 
monopoly.  That inquiry, therefore, recognised that the closure of country hotels due to increased competition 
would impose a significant loss on the community.  It would limit not only access to liquor but also social 
opportunities, which would impact negatively on the social fabric of community life.  

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  How I would like to have a debate about marketing from the point of view of 
producers!  It is a very current debate in Western Australia right now, but of course I would be pulled back into 
gear if I went down that path.  However, a very important point is the impact that these large trading 
conglomerates will have on not only small trading houses but also producers in the future.   
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I return to the issue of boundaries that I was talking about a while ago.  The answer the minister gave was that 
the boundary complied with a 1988 act. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  The parent act. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The parent act.  However, the minister went on to say that there were areas that 
could be added, which worried me.  I want to know who will be responsible for making the decision on which 
areas will be added, what consultation will be carried out in the community and how members of this place will 
have an impact on whether those extensions go ahead.  Will there be a regulation that allows an extension of the 
boundary?  What will be the process for decision making? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am advised that those adjustments would mainly accommodate areas of 
significant growth and extensions to the metropolitan region scheme due to the development of new suburbs in 
the metropolitan area.  It would be unlikely that we would bring a place such as Bunbury into the metropolitan 
region scheme for the purpose of this bill. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  If we did bring in Bunbury, would we then also bring in Kalgoorlie, Geraldton, 
Esperance and Albany? 

Hon Norman Moore:  She said they could be brought in by regulation. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Did I misunderstand you? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You did. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  One city that is very much in my mind is Mandurah.  Currently Mandurah is 
outside the metropolitan boundary but it has been betwixt and between whenever it suited.  In applications to the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission it liked to remain in the country.  Then it wanted a bigger share of grants 
because it was outside the metropolitan area.  It therefore got better road grants.  Mandurah is of such a size now 
that I imagine, because its shops already have Sunday trading, it would be very much at the forefront of prime 
examples of areas that could be added to the MRS. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  If we extended the MRS to include Mandurah, obviously it would be in.  The 
definition of the metropolitan area is in two parts.  The Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act defines 
the metropolitan area as at 1 June 1988 as that part of the state that is described in the third schedule of the act 
and such other area as may be prescribed.  I am advised that there has been no change to that definition since 
1988.  It is not something that is done at the whim of somebody; therefore, it is highly unlikely that it would be 
changed in the near future. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I realise all that.  I want to know from the minister what process is covered by the 
words “as may be prescribed”.  What is the government’s understanding of those words? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Our legal advice is that we could not prescribe places such as Bunbury, 
Geraldton, Esperance or wherever.  A place must be linked to the metropolitan region scheme and it must sit 
within the metropolitan scheme.  Just because somebody might want Bunbury to be included in the metropolitan 
region scheme does not mean it could happen.  Quite clearly there is legislation to prevent that from happening 
unless there is a special provision in the legislation that deals with the metropolitan region scheme. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The minister said that she had legal advice that that is the case. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No, that is the verbal legal position.  I do not have a letter that I can give to the 
member.  That is the formal legal advice that was provided to the director general of the department. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I just want some comfort; that is all.  We are talking about a boundary for country 
areas.  The legislation as it currently stands clearly contains a reference to the metropolitan area.  All I want is a 
definite understanding of where the boundary will be. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am quite happy to give comfort to the member by saying that the government 
has absolutely no intention of prescribing areas that sit outside the metropolitan area, such as Bunbury, 
Kalgoorlie or wherever.  However, obviously we need the flexibility that is provided for in the bill.  For 
example, as the metropolitan region expands, new suburbs in the east and north metropolitan areas and the Swan 
Valley will form part of the MRS and will obviously need to be included. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Just to be pedantic, the metropolitan area is that part of the state as at 1 June 1988 
that was described in the third schedule of the act.  Therefore, whatever has happened to the metropolitan 
scheme since then makes no difference.  The metropolitan area is what it was as at 1 June 1988. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Plus the areas prescribed. 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government can prescribe other areas on top of that, if it wishes. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The Metropolitan Region Town Planning Scheme Act was repealed in 2005. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is good to know.  If that act has been repealed, it adds another dimension to the 
metropolitan area. 
I thank the minister for explaining to me why liquor stores can trade only in the metropolitan area and not in the 
country and about the country environment and how important hotels are to country towns.  I attended an 
Australian Hotels Association dinner the other night and heard the member for Albany being given credit on 
behalf of Country Labor (WA) for convincing the government to make a political decision to exclude the 
country.  I therefore ask the minister whether the explanation she gave earlier for this decision can be justified 
for places such as Bunbury and Mandurah. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I just say that this is not my bill and this is not a decision I have made 
personally. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You are representing the minister in this place, and I want you to explain the 
government’s position.  If you can’t, just say “I can’t”; that is all. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Approval for this legislation and its respective provisions was a decision of 
cabinet.  That is about the best I can do. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  The minister has explained that the legislation is tied to the metropolitan region scheme 
boundary, which changes from time to time.  However, in this debate about country and metropolitan areas, the 
opposition is pointing out that some planning schemes outside the metropolitan region planning scheme have 
been gazetted.  The Peel region scheme, which includes Mandurah, is now a gazetted regional planning scheme.  
The next cab off the rank is the greater Bunbury region scheme, which is still being finalised.  I know that work 
is being done on other areas further south and other metropolitan areas such as Geraldton. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  They are not metropolitan regions. 

Hon BARRY HOUSE:  Country urban areas.  They are not metropolitan region schemes.  However, I am just 
wondering whether it is in the government’s mind to prescribe those areas that come under region schemes that 
are gazetted and meet with parliamentary approval. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, because I have said on a number of occasions that it must be linked to the 
MRS. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I will pick up on another issue.  The minister said in her response that when similar 
changes had taken place, they did not adversely affect hotel trade.  I heard what she said about that, and I think 
she referred to a particular study.  Was a similar study done of what portion of the liquor market will stay with 
small liquor store owners and how much will go to the big players? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (3) 

Hon Murray Criddle Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson (Teller)  

 

Noes (25) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Adele Farina Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon George Cash Hon Anthony Fels Hon Norman Moore Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Helen Morton Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Graham Giffard Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Louise Pratt  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich  

 

Amendment thus negatived. 
The CHAIRMAN:  There is a further amendment, 4/68, to clause 68 on the supplementary notice paper in the 
name of Hon Giz Watson.  Clearly, that now falls away, and Hon Giz Watson is indicating that she does not 
propose to move it. 

Postponed clause put and passed. 
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Title put and passed. 

Bill reported, with amendments. 
 


