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LIQUOR CONTROL AMENDMENT (PROTECTED ENTERTAINMENT PRECINCTS) BILL 2022 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 26 October. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [12.16 pm]: I will be the lead speaker for the opposition in the Legislative Assembly 
on the Liquor Control Amendment (Protected Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: We look forward to it! 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Yes, minister, in actual fact we do support the bill. That is the first thing I wanted to say. As 
the shadow Minister for Racing and Gaming, I have done as much research as I can through briefings and the like 
in the short time that we have been provided by the government. From the outset, I acknowledge that the opposition 
will support the bill, but we have some serious reservations about some elements of the bill. I will bring those to 
the fore during consideration in detail, and I will outline a few questions for the minister during my contribution. 

My sympathies are with the Raco family, whom this legislation is based on. I had the opportunity to meet Enza Raco 
when the bill was read in. My sympathies go to her and the balance of the Raco family. I can certainly understand 
why this bill has been brought forward. Something that we all have in common is that when we go out with our 
family, we want to have a safe time and come home in one piece. I certainly agree with the purpose of the bill and 
I look forward to it somehow achieving that result. If and when the bill passes and has been in place for a year or two, 
I also look forward to the minister briefing us on some statistics and updating us on how it is going and what effect 
it has had. 

This bill will bring to Western Australia the concept of protected entertainment precincts that are uniquely managed 
by the police and the Liquor Commission. As I pointed out, the bill has been brought in to remember Giuseppe Raco, 
who was the victim of a one-punch attack. Its intent is to reduce unacceptable levels of harm in areas with a high 
concentration of licensed premises and ensure that unlawful and violent behaviour is minimised. As is the case 
with all legislation, we will not know whether this legislation is working as intended until it has been enacted. 
As I have said, the briefing that we were given has raised some concerns. We were told in the briefing that, yes, 
this will be in regulations, and, yes, the WA Police Force will self-regulate in this area. I understand that some of 
the guidelines have been set out, and others are still being created by the police. It does not fill me with a great 
deal of confidence when we get a statement that the guidelines are being made up as we go along. These are the 
challenges that we have as an opposition. No doubt the government and the drafters of the legislation have been 
working on this for several weeks or months. We were given the briefing only last week, so we have had limited 
time to scrutinise the legislation. The opposition and I fully understand and support the thrust of the legislation, 
but we have reservations about some elements. This legislation will also not be retrospective, which could be seen 
by some as a missed opportunity. 
The one-punch laws have raised concerns. I note that the Premier was quoted in the media recently as saying, in 
relation to these concerns, “Cry me a river.” That is not the right attitude as far as I am concerned. The opposition 
is also concerned about the resourcing of the WA Police Force to deal with this issue. The Minister for Police tells 
us all the time that we will be getting 950 new police officers and everything is going great. However, the WA Police 
Union is telling us that the number of resignations has doubled and people are leaving the Police Force in droves. 
I have concerns about whether the police will have the resources that they need to enforce this legislation. 
Cybersecurity and technology is another issue. The Commissioner of Police has talked about how body-worn cameras 
and data will enable the WA Police Force to monitor people in entertainment precincts such as the Wellington Street 
area and Northbridge. I will be more than happy to hear from the Minister for Racing and Gaming on how those 
elements will help in enforcing this legislation. 
I now want to give a bit of the history of the Giuseppe Raco case. Early on the morning of 5 July 2020, Jaylen Denny 
Dimer, aged 26, attacked Giuseppe Raco, a 40-year-old nightclub manager, while he was ordering a kebab on his 
break. Mr Dimer had been drinking all day and hit Mr Raco from behind. The incident shocked Western Australia 
and saw Mr Dimer originally sentenced to seven and a half years’ jail. I do not agree with the Premier too often, 
but I will say that I agree with the Premier comments last week about the reduction in Mr Dimer’s sentence and 
when he will come out of prison. That obviously concerns the Premier, and it also concerns me. An attack such as 
the one on Mr Raco is inexcusable, and it is distressing to see that Mr Dimer’s sentence has been reduced. I can only 
imagine how Mr Raco’s family is feeling. 
As a consequence of what happened to Mr Raco, his family created a petition called “Coward’s Collar”. The petition 
calls for specific legislation to deal with one-punch attacks. The petition states, in part — 

We believe that the current sentencing laws and guidelines are ineffective to operate as a deterrent 
to one-punch attacks. They do not reflect community standards and fail to recognise both the 
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harm caused to the families of victims and further the outrage with which the community views 
these offences. 
We are proposing that any individual found guilty of a one-punch attack that has caused either permanent 
disability or death, is sentenced using a new law called ‘Coward’s Collar’. 
Coward’s Collar would include a mandatory minimum sentence of 10 years imprisonment, with 
the addition of a 5-year prohibition from all licensed premises and entertainment precincts. 
This additional 5-year post-sentence order would act as a powerful deterrent in addition to continuing 
to protect the community from cowardly behaviour. 
We are asking for your support for the introduction of Coward’s Collar. 

This legislation to create protected entertainment precincts is a big part of what has been asked for in this petition. 
Another element is sentencing for these crimes. The question is: will this legislation deliver the “coward’s collar”? 
No, it will not. However, it certainly will deal with part of the Raco family’s request. I am sure that other legislation 
will come on stream to deal with sentencing for one-punch attacks.  
I point out to the minister that the opposition also met with Mr Raco’s family and discussed what we would do. We 
would ensure that any legislation that was brought in to deal with this issue was not just virtue signalling or populist 
but would deliver on its intent. The Raco family simply wants to deter one-punch attacks. The intent of this legislation 
to create protected entertainment precincts and to deter certain people from coming into those precincts will cover 
part of the Raco family’s wish. It is difficult to say whether legislation such as this would have helped on that 
fateful day. 
It will be very challenging to enforce this legislation and intercept people from committing a one-punch attack. 
A person who has committed that crime and been sentenced under the mandatory sentencing arrangement will not 
be allowed to go into a protected entertainment precinct for five years. There is no doubt that this legislation will 
be effective in keeping offenders out of these precincts after an attack has occurred, but it will be very challenging 
to try to intercept attacks by people who are under the influence of alcohol or drugs. This bill has been dedicated 
to the memory of Mr Raco, and his family has come out in strong support of the bill, as we saw with their presence 
in the gallery on the day that the minister read the bill into the house. 
I also want to compliment Danny Green and people like him for the work that they have been doing in the last 
few years on stopping one-punch attacks. Danny Green should be congratulated for coming out strongly with his 
campaign and advertisements. I also give my sympathies to Danny Hodgson and his family. That was another very 
unfortunate situation. The perpetrator of that offence should not have been out on bail at the time. We need to try 
to stop these attacks from happening whenever possible. 
The government has identified five precincts that will be captured by the bill—namely, Hillarys, Scarborough, 
Fremantle, Perth and Mandurah. In our briefing, we were provided with slides and maps of the indicative precincts, 
but we as the opposition asked for a list of stakeholders that had been consulted. My understanding is that we are 
yet to receive that, minister. We are looking forward to receiving that at some stage. We have also sought the statistics 
of the offences in the proposed precincts. Once again, we have not yet received that information from the minister’s 
office, so I look forward to receiving that in the very near future. 
In relation to the precincts, section 175 will be amended to allow the minister to make a recommendation to the 
Governor to make regulations to prescribe an area of the state to be a protected entertainment precinct. This poses 
a question for the minister: will he be able to recommend special time-limited precincts for specific events? The 
events I am thinking about are the leavers events in places such as Dunsborough and Rottnest. Those events have 
a short time frame. There are probably not a lot of licensed premises in those precincts, but there is a lot of alcohol 
in one place at one time and a lot of people. Therefore, is that something that the minister will look at in times ahead? 
Obviously, the legislation will not be ready for leavers week in 2022, but it may be something for the minister to 
consider for future events. 
One other question I have about the precincts is: why has the Burswood Casino been omitted from the list of proposed 
precincts? As the minister well knows, that is a precinct with multiple licensed areas in which a lot of people are 
in one place at one time. When we asked the question during the briefing, the answer was that there are existing 
security protocols at Crown casino, and the legislation applies where there is a concentration of liquor licences, 
not venues. As an opposition, we are still unclear as to why the Burswood Casino has been excluded and whether the 
current processes will perhaps be meshed or rearranged at some stage to allow a place like the Burswood Casino 
to be included. 
Dr A.D. Buti: They can be excluded from Crown by the Crown security. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Certainly, to me, there is still a large concentration of people in one place, as the minister well 
knows. This is something that could be looked at as a flow-on effect from this legislation. 
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To me, these precincts will be pretty rigid. What would happen if I were inside the precinct and on the street corner 
just outside the precinct someone got one-punch attacked. Would there be any flexibility with the edge of the precinct? 
Dr A.D. Buti: They will still be charged. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I know they will still be charged—I know that. But what I am saying is: will there be an 
opportunity to increase the size of a precinct? Theoretically, if that person was charged, they would still be able to 
stand on the far side of the street after they finish their sentence. They will not be able to go into the precinct for 
five years, but they will be able to go and stand on the other side of the street. Therefore, will there be any flexibility 
with that? It is going to be a bit of a challenge for police. This issue has also been brought up by some of the local 
governments. What will happen when undesirable types who have been moved out of a particular precinct just 
move into the local government precinct next to it? Those are some of the concerns that have been expressed to us. 
The Queensland legislation started with 16 precincts, called the safe night precincts, or SNPs. They were part of 
a broader safe night out strategy. Has the minister looked into the safe night strategy of Queensland? 
Dr A.D. Buti: Yes. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have a quote from Minister Buti. It states — 

“What we do know is that Queensland has the legislation and, from our investigations, communications 
with them, they are saying that it’s successful,” he said. 
“In regards to actual data, that is still being processed.” 

My understanding is that those precincts have been going for quite some time, so I am wondering whether the minister 
has received some data in the meantime. Another question that I have flowing on from that is about when the 
minister says that he has consulted with the Queensland government. The article continues — 

In May, the Queensland government said its efforts to tackle alcohol-fuelled violence, including the 10-day 
bans, stopping alcohol service at 3am, and introducing mandatory ID scanners, had delivered a 49 per cent 
drop in the number of serious assaults across the state between 3am and 6am on Friday and Saturday nights. 

I am curious about how much consultation the minister has actually had with the Queensland government. The other 
question I have is about mandatory ID scanners. Has the minister considered that as part of his legislation? Has 
the minister considered giving police the ability to use those scanners? Liquor licensees, using a secure website, 
will have the ability to gather the information of undesirable types and will have their name, address, phone number 
and so forth. How will they use that? Once they identify an undesirable type, will it be their job to move them on 
from their premises or will that be part of the police’s job? Those are the sorts of questions coming forth to us; 
therefore, I thought I would point out some of those things. 

The other issue I found quite interesting was an article by a former Commissioner of Police titled “Karl O’Callaghan: 
Protected Entertainment Precincts the latest lazy laws targeting crime”. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You know he supported something similar many years ago? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am just going by this article from The West Australian of 5 October 2022. It states — 

While it is commendable to see the Police Commissioner reassuring us about how well trained his officers 
are, his claim is unconvincing. Are we expected to believe that of the thousands of people in a PEP at night 
that a newly graduated officer will know who is banned and who is not? That, of course, is in addition to 
knowing who is on the Sex Offenders Register, who has received a move-on notice and (maybe in the future) 
who is on the Banned Drinkers Register. 

I am just quoting former police commissioner Karl O’Callaghan, minister. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Do you agree with him? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I agree with him in that it will be a difficult challenge for the police. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Do you think it is lazy legislation? 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The problem for us is, as per usual with this government, we have had about five days to try 
to absorb it. We have had no information coming back from the — 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: — questions that we have asked. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
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Mr P.J. RUNDLE: This is the scenario that we are dealing with. We get no time to absorb what is going on. We get 
no information back when we ask for it at the briefing, and then the minister tells us that he read it in weeks ago.  

Dr A.D. Buti: We did. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I know when the minister read it in. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A.E. Scaife): Minister for Finance, if you carry on, I will start calling you to order. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you, Acting Speaker. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Minister for Racing and Gaming. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: You are always able to be referred to as the Minister for Finance, and I do not need 
correcting on that. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: These are just some of the quotations I am giving as background in my contribution. I would 
have thought that the former Commissioner of Police is a fairly well respected and well regarded person. I do not 
really appreciate the attack from the minister about the credibility of the former police commissioner. Anyway, 
I will move on. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Don’t verbal. I did not. I said that he supported something similar. That’s not attacking his credibility. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am just going on the article in The West Australian of 5 October 2022. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Finance, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: In relation to mandatory exclusion and the guidelines, if a person commits an offence such as 
murder, manslaughter, unlawful assault causing death, grievous bodily harm, wounding, sexual penetration without 
consent, aggravated sexual penetration without consent or drink-spiking offences, they will be excluded from the 
precinct for five years after release from prison. I certainly see that as a reasonable scenario, especially for an offence 
that is committed within the precinct. I do not see any reason at all why they should reappear in the precinct down 
the track. There are some exemptions, which I will talk about in a moment. We will have short-term and long-term 
exclusion orders for the five different precincts. Of course, a member of the police force must not make the order 
unless the member is satisfied on reasonable grounds that making the order is necessary because the person has 
behaved in an unlawful, antisocial, violent, disorderly, offensive or threatening way. Before making the order, the 
member of the police force must obtain the approval of a member of the police force who is, or is acting as, an 
inspector or an officer of a rank more senior than inspector, unless the member making the order is, or is acting as, 
such an officer. That will give some sort of chain of command for those officers when it is referred to an inspector or 
someone higher up the chain. Long-term exclusion orders will be able to be enacted only if the Commissioner of 
Police writes to the director of Liquor Licensing. The Commissioner of Police will also be able to revoke or vary 
a short-term exclusion order. I think there will probably be some challenges in the back and forth with these exclusion 
orders, but involving the director of Liquor Licensing will give another piece in the chain. 
I have one question about the perpetrators who will be slapped with exclusion orders. Will some of the defences 
that could be claimed to an exclusion from a protected entertainment precinct be explained to them? The defences 
for entering a protected entertainment precinct include attending their residence or another person’s residence to 
provide care, attending work or education, receiving health or welfare services or legal advice, complying with a court 
or written law, attending a religious ceremony, undertaking union activities, undertaking any permitted travel or, 
if the individual is Aboriginal, fulfilling a cultural practice or obligation. Some of these will be approved only if 
deemed necessary in the circumstances. Obviously, this will be different for each person, but each case will potentially 
set a precedent. 
I cannot believe that there will be a defence because the person needs to go into the precinct for union activities. 
I find that quite bizarre, to be honest. That is one of the weakest points of this legislation. For some reason, the 
person will be able go into the precinct that they have been excluded from to take part in some sort of union activity. 
I think that reduces the credibility of this part of the legislation. I can understand that a person may need to attend 
religious ceremonies, care for someone, attend education or receive health care or legal advice, but undertaking union 
activities does not cut the mustard as far as I am concerned. It reduces the credibility of this legislation. However, 
I will move on. 
Obviously, juveniles will be captured by this legislation. A juvenile is defined in the act as anyone under the age 
of 18 years. Will the policer err on the side of providing juveniles with short-term exclusion orders? How will 
those on the cusp of turning 18 be handled within this system? During the briefing, police advised that they would 
develop their own guidelines, as I said earlier. On 29 September, the Commissioner of Police, Col Blanch, was 
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quoted as saying that he conceded that enforcement would definitely be a challenge for the force, which would 
use live streams from officers’ body-worn cameras, closed-circuit television networks and venue identification 
scanners to identify those who flout the ban. As I said earlier, enforceability is going to be a challenge. We know 
that body-worn cameras, CCTV networks and, potentially, venue ID scanners will help to identify these people. With 
the resourcing challenges that the police force has at the moment, the worry is how officers will be able to keep 
a close eye on everyone in the five precincts. I look forward to that being explained to me. 
I want to bring up a couple of other points before I wrap up my contribution. Certainly, we need a bit more detail 
on the secure website for licensed premises. How will it operate? To whom will the information of patrons be 
restricted? How will someone be removed, or will they have to call the police? How will that part of it work? Proposed 
section 152NB refers to adverse effects on the atmosphere, ambience, character or pleasantness of the areas. There 
will certainly be a subjective element to police measuring what someone is doing to the atmosphere or ambience. 
How will that be balanced? I imagine that an offence will be triggered after multiple occurrences of disorderliness, 
but that is another matter that could be a challenge for the police. 
Generally, there are always three, four or five people in these particular precincts that contribute to 80 or 90 per cent 
of the problems, but certainly from my perspective there are some challenges there. As I said before, the minister and 
the drafters of the legislation have no doubt been working on this for quite some time, but it certainly is a challenge, 
particularly for some of those areas that have question marks about the ramifications of this legislation. Another 
example is what will happen if an offence occurs within a private residence within a precinct. Could the person 
who committed that offence be banned under this legislation? Another question mark is the lack of oversight by 
a third party. The WA Police Force will self-regulate. As I said, why was Burswood not included? What will happen 
to the data of offenders and licence holders? Who could potentially access that data? They are some of the questions 
I have. 
The final thing I want to talk about is the stakeholder engagement, or the lack of stakeholder engagement, I should 
say. From what we have been able to deduce in the short time available is that there has not been a lot of stakeholder 
engagement with local governments. The Australian Hotels Association has been briefed on the bill and supports the 
precincts, but the City of Perth was not consulted prior to the bill being read in. However, I note that Basil Zempilas, 
the Mayor of the City of Perth, is in favour of it. He certainly was not consulted. He said that an increased police 
presence in the city and Northbridge had already made a difference.  
He is in favour of it, but were all the local governments that will have these precincts in their area consulted? An 
article in The West Australian states — 

City of Vincent Mayor Emma Cole said the local government welcomed the move and was keen for talks 
with the Government about expanding the exclusion zone to an adjoining area of William Street in Perth. 
“It is difficult to predict if there would be flow on impacts to Vincent town centres, such as Leederville 
or Beaufort Street, but if that did happen, of course we would raise this with WA Police and the State 
Government,” she said. 

Was she consulted? Were those local governments consulted? They are the sorts of questions that I have. As I said, 
my biggest reservation is the defence to go into an exclusion zone because someone is engaging in some sort of 
union activity. That is not a good thing. 
Dr A.D. Buti: That is your biggest concern in the whole legislation, is it? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: It is not my biggest concern, but it is one of them. As I said, I do not think it helps with the 
bill’s credibility. 
I will wrap up my contribution there. As I said, the opposition supports the bill, but we have serious questions about 
its enforceability, the resources that will be provided to it and the point I mentioned about union activity. I look 
forward to being able to iron out some of those elements during the consideration in detail stage. I am sure that the 
minister, along with his advisers, will give me some good explanations. As an opposition, we support the bill and 
we look forward to getting some clarity on some other issues. 
MS C.M. COLLINS (Hillarys) [12.54 pm]: I rise to also make a short contribution to the Liquor Control 
Amendment (Protected Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022. I am very pleased that Hillarys Boat Harbour and the 
surrounding area was included in the initial five protected entertainment precincts. Although Hillarys Boat Harbour 
does not have the high volume of licensed premises that some of the other PEP areas have, there are a number of 
very clear reasons why it needed to be included in the legislation. Hillarys Boat Harbour has been a much-loved and 
visited destination for over 30 years. It is visited by not only local people, but also interstate and international 
tourists. In fact, in a busy year we get between four to five million visitors, and upwards of 24 000 visitors on a busy 
day. The Committee for Perth recently reported that Hillarys Boat Harbour is the second-most visited destination 
in the Perth region, second only to Kings Park. I regularly visit Hillarys Boat Harbour on my weekends, and in the 
summer months in particular the boardwalk is buzzing with free activities for people to enjoy. We often take our 
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friends with young kids there because there are a number of free amusements, including bouncy castles, a mini-train 
and car rides for everyone. It is very much a family-oriented area. 
The member for Roe asked for some statistics for the individual precincts and today I can share some of those for 
Hillarys. In recent years, the statistics have pointed out a rise in recorded random acts of violence and general 
rowdiness in a number of entertainment precincts across Perth, and Hillarys has not been immune from that. I will 
take a moment to outline some of the incidents that occurred in the past year, starting with the most recent. Just 
last month, in October, there was a reported act of violence at the harbour when a police officer was hospitalised 
with a shattered jaw. He was completely blindsided while on the job. One minute he was doing what he should be 
doing, which was protecting the people at Hillarys Boat Harbour, and the next minute he was punched out cold. This 
is notable because not only was a police officer attacked, but also it occurred at 8.50 pm, which is quite a bit earlier 
than a number of the other incidents I will mention. A 52-year-old has been arrested for that incident. 
I will go back a little bit to December 2021. I vividly remember waking up to the bold lettering on the front page 
of The West Australian that read “Hell in Hillarys”. I think that front page was a tad sensationalist, but the content 
of the article made some clear points that there had been three incidents in just over a month at our beloved boat 
harbour. I will mention some of those incidents, working backwards. On 18 December 2021, a young man was 
critically injured in a parking lot at around 11.40 pm. He was punched to the ground and received serious head 
injuries and had to go into emergency surgery to hold onto life. On 19 November 2021, three men were injured when 
a fight started between two groups at 4.00 am near a nightclub. This also resulted in a young man being hospitalised 
after he received injuries to the head. On 7 November 2021, another man was punched in the back of the head in 
a car park at 4.30 am, leaving him in a coma and in the ICU in hospital. 
All these incidents, and certainly the headline of The West that day, suggest that Hillarys has a problem and is not 
a safe place to be. That could not be further from the truth. Hillarys is one of the safest suburbs in the Perth 
metropolitan area. Data shows that the crime rate per 100 residents in Hillarys is approximately one-third of the 
average number of crimes committed per 100 residents across all other suburbs. It is worth looking at the Hillarys 
crime statistics in greater detail because assault is the most common crime reported that is not family related. 
This information was recorded in 77 reports across 12 months. We need to be honest about the fact that a share 
of these assaults are fuelled by alcohol and bad behaviour within the entertainment precinct of the boat harbour. 
One Hillarys resident wrote to me and expressed her concerns about our community’s reputation. She said, according 
to my notes — 

“Hillarys will be viewed as an unsafe place to visit and will lose its status as a family friendly place.” 
She also noted — 

“Every person who is bashed is someone’s husband, dad, son, uncle or friend.” 
“Swift action needs to be taken to avoid the future risk of a death occurring at our harbour.” 

That brings me back to this bill, which will expand the Liquor Control Act 1988. Firstly, the bill will establish 
protected entertainment precincts—five, initially. Secondly, it will enable police to exclude from those precincts 
people who engage in violent or thuggish behaviour. The bill is not intended to address underlying social conditions 
or the reasons behind violence or antisocial behaviour; that is a discussion for a different day. The intention of this 
bill is to reduce unacceptable levels of harm in areas that have a concentration of licensed areas by excluding repeat 
offenders from all those areas, so that Western Australians can enjoy a safe night out. 
As I said, Hillarys does not have the same number of licensed premises as some of the other PEP areas, but it does 
have one major bar and one major nightclub, and, historically, a lot of the cases have stemmed from or around 
those venues. The Hillarys PEP area will extend north to include Whitfords Nodes Park, which is utilised for concerts 
in the summer months; thousands of revellers congregate there to listen to tunes by the beach. Once Pinnaroo Point 
is developed just north of this area, I will push for it to be included in the protected area. I have been told that there 
is scope for that sort of flexibility. 
It is important to note that a lot of mechanisms are already in place under the Liquor Control Act 1988. Police 
currently use barring notices and prohibition orders to deal with people who are involved in antisocial behaviour; 
however, these are limited to licensed premises and do not deal with violence that occurs in public spaces. Of 
course, we already have move-on notices that can order people to stay a reasonable distance away from a place or 
part of it for up to 24 hours, but that area is defined by the police who give that order. A clear point of difference 
is that under this bill, police will be able to issue, depending on the seriousness of the offence, short or long-term 
exclusion orders for protected entertainment precincts. Rather than being just a 24-hour move-on notice from that 
particular place, a person could be excluded from an area for perhaps six months for a less serious offence or up 
to five years for incredibly serious offences, such as the ones that have been listed. Whether for six months or 
five years, those people will be excluded from all those entertainment precincts. This will give police—I do not 
like to use the term “extra power”—another tool to stop people committing offences in another area. As the law 
currently stands, people can be kicked out of a nightclub in Northbridge for antisocial or even violent behaviour, 
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and can then get in a cab and go to Hillarys Boat Harbour and cause issues there. Had this legislation been in place 
earlier, the four horrific cases that I have mentioned would have fallen under this bill and the perpetrators would 
have been banned from not only Hillarys but also other protected precincts. We know that this legislation will not 
be retrospective, and there are obvious reasons for that; we would have to decide how far to go back and that could 
become quite messy. 
I want to make particular note of the officer in charge of Hillarys Police Station, Mark Stoneman, who was on the 
Hillarys working group for this legislation. He told me that this is the best legislation he has seen in a really long 
time. He reiterated the point that up to four or five million people visit Hillarys Boat Harbour every year, yet only 
30 or 40 people, if that, cause serious disruption. He noted that while this bill may act as a deterrent, more importantly, 
it will exclude serious repeat offenders from these areas. I think it is really important to note that exclusionary orders 
will be used only in circumstances that target high-level recidivist offenders. Mr Col Blanch, the Commissioner of 
Police, reiterated that exclusion orders will be used sparingly on those who habitually reoffend. It will not be 
simply for one officer to decide that a person will be excluded from one of these precincts; the constable will have 
to get approval for that from an inspector. As mentioned before, police can charge people for disorderly behaviour 
or give them a barring notice or prohibition order; all these mechanisms are in place and will be the first port of 
call before an exclusionary order is given. Offenders will obviously also have the right to appeal an application 
to the Minister for Police if they wish to do so.  
These amendments will also provide an ability to start sharing information. Mobile and desktop solutions are 
currently being developed for WA police. Police will eventually have an opportunity to share this information with 
some licensed premises, so that they are aware of who is excluded. It is fortunate that the two major licensed 
premises at the boat harbour already use Scantek, which will make it easier to note any excluded people who go 
to those venues. 
This legislation will really complement other strategies that this government has been working on, and certainly 
those that I have been working on with various ministers and Hillarys police officers to deter antisocial behaviour 
at the boat harbour. Mobile hoon CCTV cameras were recently deployed across the electorate, including one just 
outside the boat harbour. Thanks to Minister Saffioti, 21 new CCTV cameras have been installed around the boat 
harbour car parks, where a number of the incidents that I mentioned occurred. Not only will they be linked directly 
to Hillarys Police Station, but also one will potentially be linked back to the State Operations Command Centre. 
We have mentioned Operation Heat Shield. The Minister for Police noted that we already have more police in our 
entertainment precincts than ever before. Under the Hillarys action plan, extra police officers are now patrolling 
the boat harbour every Friday and Saturday night. More people are being charged, and the number of offenders has 
dropped away. This legislation is another tool to deal with the really high-risk and repeat offenders. 
It is important not to forget that the majority of people who go to these precincts are simply there to have a good 
time and want to know that they can do so safely and without being affected by acts of violence. Hopefully, this 
bill will be in force by Christmas, just in time for summer. It is a really important step in the right direction, so 
that Hillarys Boat Harbour remains a family-friendly venue where everyone feels safe and secure, including staff. 
I commend this bill to the house. 
MR S.N. AUBREY (Scarborough) [1.08 pm]: I rise in support of the Liquor Control Amendment (Protected 
Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022. These protected entertainment precincts are known as “PEP” for short, in honour 
of Giuseppe “Pep” Raco, who was tragically killed following an unprovoked attack by a stranger in Northbridge. 
I would like to take a moment to congratulate Pep’s wife, Enza, for her tireless advocacy to improve safety in our 
entertainment precincts, so that other wives, parents and families do not have to suffer the same tragic loss. The 
protected entertainment precincts will include Scarborough, Hillarys, Mandurah, Northbridge, the Perth CBD and 
Fremantle. Protected entertainment precincts will enable people who act in antisocial, offensive or threatening 
ways that impact on others in a precinct or who have been convicted of serious offences in a precinct to be excluded 
from those precincts. This will put the onus back on those who do the wrong thing, rather than on the licensed 
premises or the rest of the community. It will punish and deter those few in our society who act in the wrong way. 
I would like to recognise and expand on what my colleague the member for Hillarys mentioned about Hillarys being 
labelled and sensationalised as a dangerous place to be. Over the last few years, Scarborough has been labelled 
as “Scareborough”. Many people in my community have told me that they do not see Scarborough this way, but 
the behaviour of a few individuals out there makes Scarborough appear to be worse than it actually is. The presence 
of the police and their efforts to keep our community safe become only too clear when we are on the foreshore. 
Their actions are having a huge impact on the safety of our community. In addition to the protected entertainment 
precincts initiative, the government is undertaking other initiatives to enhance the safety of our community. For 
example, the initiative to close Northbridge to vehicles is being replicated in Scarborough. The City of Stirling, 
the Western Australia Police Force and other relevant state government departments have collaborated and organised 
to close the foreshore during peak hours, being Sunday nights and Thursday nights when the markets are on. These 
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are the more dangerous periods during which vehicles interact with pedestrians who are leaving the nightclubs and 
venues along the foreshore. 
Further to that, we have connected Scarborough foreshore CCTV to the State Operations Command Centre so that 
WA police can monitor from its headquarters community safety in Scarborough in real time. An office is situated 
at the front of the foreshore, which I recently visited during a drive around with Scarborough police. I got a unique 
perspective on the everyday life of local police and their efforts to keep our community safe. I have heard the 
Minister for Police mention Apple CarPlay technology a few times in this house. I did not really know what he 
was talking about, but having seen it in police cars in person, I can say that it is fantastic. WA police is the only police 
jurisdiction in the world that has access to their jobs on the go and digitally in their cars so that they are more effective 
in responding to jobs on the go. It was a fantastic opportunity to spend seven hours with some of our local police, 
going around the foreshore and community to look at the kind of things that they have to deal with on a daily basis. 
I spent a bit of time walking around with them on the foreshore. It was funny because people kept coming up to me 
and asking why I was being escorted around the foreshore, to which I said that I was just walking with the police. 
The incidents that occur there are few and far between these days because of not only the police presence, but also 
the CCTV and automatic licence plate recognition, which keep a good eye on what is going on in area. An operator 
sits in an office in the front of the surf club and monitors the cameras at all times. They keep an eye on what is 
happening on the foreshore. A police sergeant sits in the office with them and directs resources to where they are 
needed. All of this is in response to the rapid increase in patronage to Scarborough. Scarborough was and still is 
a fantastic place to live, work and play. I remember going to the Lookout in Scarborough—it was a newly changed 
bar—prior to COVID and sitting amongst locals and very rarely seeing any violence or issues in any of the bars 
and nightclubs. The Lookout is referred to as a nightclub, although it does close at 1.00 am. When COVID hit and 
people could not leave the state, they started going into Scarborough on party buses and other mechanisms and it 
became a nightclub destination, especially the Lookout. I was on a date at the Lookout when someone behaved in 
a homophobic and antisocial way towards me and I have never been back. The people who were coming in were 
not people from the local community. The odd person who was out was doing the wrong thing. The community 
itself is not dangerous; rather, it is individuals who behave in antisocial, harmful and disruptive ways, and they need 
to be brought under control and stopped. Scarborough is a fantastic place to be. It is growing from its activation in 
arts and culture and sports and recreation, which I am trying to drive as best as I can as the local member. The 
Liquor Control Amendment (Protected Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022 is fantastic in that it will stop people 
from damaging our residents, our community and its reputation in an antisocial or harmful way. 
In his second reading speech, the minister said — 

Under the Liquor Control Act 1988, there are some mechanisms—namely, barring notices and prohibition 
orders—that restrict or prohibit individuals from attending licensed premises. However, those mechanisms 
are primarily limited to licensed premises and cannot deal with antisocial, offensive and disorderly 
behaviour and violence occurring in other public areas in our entertainment precincts. 

I have had a few conversations with my local police about this and the issues they have experienced and what they 
are limited in doing with three-month prohibition orders. The three-month prohibition orders are intended to prevent 
individuals from accessing licensed premises, including liquor stores, bars, nightclubs and any other licensed venues 
across the state. But unless a venue has Scantek or an individual is antisocial or disruptive and they come to the 
attention of the police, the police are unaware that the individual has entered a licensed premises or a liquor store, 
and a licensed premise would not know that the individual is prohibited from being there.  

What are we to do about that? Should we place Scantek across every bar and nightclub across the state? Are we 
supposed to introduce the scanning system used in the Kimberley so that every liquor store has a licence scanner? 
This would put a huge financial burden on businesses across the state and the rest of society and it would punish 
them for the actions of a few. This bill will counteract that issue by providing the police with the tools they need 
to come down on people who do the wrong thing and ensure that the onus is put back on individuals, not the rest 
of society, with short-term exclusion orders, which will be able to be issued by a member of the WA police, subject 
to the approval of a senior officer, an inspector or higher, for a period of six months. 

The bill also provides for extended exclusion orders, which will be able to be issued by the director of Liquor Licensing 
on application by the Commissioner of Police for up to five years for adults and two years for juveniles. Individuals 
subject to short or extended exclusion orders will be prevented from entering all our entertainment precincts for 
six months; and, if they breach the short-term or extended exclusion orders, the penalty will be two years’ 
imprisonment or a fine of $12 000. In addition to the exclusion orders, a person convicted of specified serious 
offences in a protected entertainment precinct, such as Scarborough, will be subject to a mandatory exclusion period 
of five years for an adult and two years for a juvenile. Specified serious offences include murder, manslaughter, 
unlawful assault causing death, grievous bodily harm, intent to cause grievous bodily harm, wounding, sexual 
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penetration without consent, aggravated sexual penetration without consent and drink-spiking offences. These 
offences will be specified in the act, not the regulations, which means that they can be amended only by Parliament. 

I note that because the laws are not retrospective, they will not apply to the well-known Pizza King case. That case 
is before the courts so I will not comment on its expected outcome, but following the introduction of PEP, if someone 
is accused of perpetrating sexual penetration and convicted, that individual will be banned from our entertainment 
precincts for five years following their release from prison. 

This provision will also apply to an extended exclusion order under proposed section 152NZ if an individual is 
imprisoned at any time during the period of the exclusion order. The penalty for breaching the mandatory exclusion 
is up to five years’ imprisonment or up to two years’ imprisonment and a $12 000 fine for summary offences. 

Western Australia and Scarborough are home to some fantastic entertainment precincts. Scarborough is also a beach 
precinct and an arts and culture precinct and it is a growing sport and community recreation precinct, with the 
Aussies and Groundswell Festival being held there next year. We have markets every Thursday in the summer and 
every Saturday in the winter. We have untold events on the foreshore at all times and to see it labelled as dangerous 
seriously offends me as a local of the community because I know that is not the case. It drives me and many people 
in my community nuts when Scarborough is in the news as a dangerous place to be and live when that is completely 
not the case. It seriously upsets me to constantly see these individuals come in and ruin our reputation as a safe, 
prosperous, active beachside community that has a vibrant lifestyle and is a great place to live, work and play. The 
work we are doing with this protected entertainment precincts legislation, all the other local community safety 
initiatives, the hard work of the local WA police, and our investment in the prevention of family and domestic 
violence and in housing, is all to try to correct that balance.  

Families should be able to go out and enjoy dinner at a restaurant without being threatened. Women should be able 
to go to a nightclub and not be assaulted. This bill is about protecting people who just want to go out, have a good 
time and do the right thing from those who do the wrong thing. This bill sends a clear message to people who come 
into our entertainment precincts like Scarborough and behave in an unlawful, violent, disorderly or antisocial way 
and impact on the safety and wellbeing of others that they are not welcome in Scarborough or any of our other 
entertainment precincts. With that, I commend this bill to the house. 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [1.20 pm] — in reply: I thank the three speakers 
who contributed to the debate on the Liquor Control Amendment (Protected Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022—
the member for Roe, who is the opposition lead on the bill, and the members for Hillarys and Scarborough. I will 
come to the member for Roe’s contribution a bit later. 

I give regard to the members for Hillarys and Scarborough, who represent areas that come within the purview of 
the proposed legislation—the precincts around Scarborough and Hillarys. Those members live and work in those 
areas. They advocate for those areas, and we could not find two better or stronger local advocates for Hillarys and 
Scarborough than the current members in those positions. As both members said, they and the people they have 
spoken to in their communities support this legislation. I have visited Scarborough and Hillarys with the local 
members. This legislation is most welcomed by the business operators and the people who frequent those areas. 
As the member for Scarborough said, Scarborough is a great area and there are a lot of good things to do there, as 
there are in Hillarys, and it should not be ruined by a certain element. The whole idea of this proposed legislation 
is to ensure that we can have vibrant entertainment precincts that people can visit and enjoy without being threatened 
by thuggish behaviour. That is the objective of this bill. Of course, nothing is guaranteed, but this bill has been 
drafted after a lot of work by many people in the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, the Department of Racing, Gaming 
and Liquor, various agencies and my ministerial office. A lot of work has been put into this legislation. I thank 
the members for Hillarys and Scarborough for their advocacy, for wanting to ensure that they have a vibrant 
entertainment precinct in their area and for their support for this legislation. I know they will go out and educate 
their local communities on it, so I thank them very much. 

I now turn to the member for Roe. The member for Roe started off by saying that he supported the legislation, and 
then spent nearly 95 per cent of his contribution criticising it. I was a bit confused about what he was or was not 
supporting. The member referred to the issue of police resources. The police have been involved in discussions in 
the development of this legislation. I can assure the member that they have been extensively consulted. As members 
know, the Commissioner of Police is in support of the proposed legislation and has said that he is now drafting 
guidelines. He is confident that the police have the resources and will be able to administer the bill once it passes into 
law. I do not see that as such an issue, as the member seems to want to emphasise. 

The member said that he had met the Raco family. They are very, very supportive of the proposed legislation. It 
goes beyond what they were requesting—way beyond what they expected—and they are very supportive of, and 
have been very complimentary about, the process. 
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The member mentioned consultation with stakeholders. As members know, I mentioned in various media statements 
and in the second reading speech that local government authorities and other relevant stakeholders will be consulted 
before the final maps for the precincts are gazetted in the regulations. They will be consulted, and I can assure the 
member—he even mentioned it himself—that all the local government mayors have expressed support. A former 
minister in this house, Albert Jacob, the Mayor of the City of Joondalup, which takes in Hillarys, is incredibly 
supportive of this legislation. I can assure the member that the local government authorities are supportive of 
the legislation. 

With any proposed legislation, there are always going to be consequences. If we do X, Y might happen. That does 
not mean we should not do X; otherwise, we would have legislative paralysis and we would never do anything. 

The member referred to the Queensland legislation. I never said that I consulted with the Queensland government; 
I said that we looked at its legislation. From my understanding, the department has been in consultation with its 
Queensland counterpart on its legislation. 

I probably should not be surprised that the member brought up the issue of union activity. We know the member’s 
anti-union stance on nearly everything. I ask the member a question: I assume that if farmers were really upset 
about something, the member would not oppose a convoy of farmers driving up to Parliament House, as they have 
done in Canberra, to express their concerns, would he? 

Mr P.J. Rundle: Probably not. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: No; that would be okay. We could have a convoy of farmers in trucks going to Parliament House, 
blocking up highways and traffic, and that would be okay in the member’s books, but anything to do with a union 
is evil in the member’s eyes. I go back to when we were introducing legislation in response to the Perth Casino 
Royal Commission and the recommendation to appoint an independent monitor. I asked the member a question. 
Even if the potential appointee were a former High Court judge, if he had once been a union official, in the member’s 
eyes, that would bar him from being appointed. 

Mr P.J. Rundle: No, I said I would reserve my rights until I saw who was appointed. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: But why reserve your rights? Would a High Court judge not have the experience and qualifications 
to be an independent monitor? The member said he should be barred because he had been a union official. I will 
get on to that issue a bit later. 

I refer to the issue of timing. The member said that he has not had enough time. This bill has not been declared urgent. 
This bill was read into Parliament in the last session. We have had two weeks to consider it—maybe even slightly 
more. That is the normal procedure. The member then received a briefing in the normal period. This legislation 
has been no different from any other piece of legislation that has gone through the normal process, so I do not really 
understand why the member would criticise and say that he has not had enough time. The bill has not been declared 
urgent. It was read into Parliament a couple of weeks ago. 

Mr P.J. Rundle interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Member! 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The member had the briefing within the normal period that the opposition receives briefings, so 
he has had sufficient time. 
I turn to police resourcing. As I said, the Western Australia Police Force has indicated that it does not need any 
further resourcing. It will be another tool that the police can use in their patrolling and protection of the precincts, 
which I think the member did at least concede. As the member mentioned, the Lord Mayor of Perth, Basil Zempilas, 
has noticed that there has been an increased police presence in the City of Perth and Northbridge. 

As I mentioned to the member, consultation on the precincts is ongoing. I have made that clear on a number of 
occasions. We will be consulting further with all the relevant local government authorities and industry stakeholders 
and organisations such as the Aboriginal Legal Service and the Law Society of Western Australia. We will continue 
to consult on the definition of the boundaries. As I have said, the maps that the member has seen are only indicative, 
and we will determine what the boundaries should be after further consultation. However, as was also stated in the 
second reading speech, those boundaries will be able to be changed. That is why the boundaries will be put in the 
regulations to make them easier to change. 

This bill is not intended to apply to time-limited precincts, such as those for school leavers. The bill will amend 
the Liquor Control Act, so there has to be a connection to the concentration of licensed premises. It would be very 
difficult to justify it in that case. 

The member mentioned the issue with Burswood not being included in the bill. The initial five precincts that we have 
selected have the highest rates of alcohol-related behaviour and offending. We will continue to monitor the offending 
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rates in other areas. We will be able to add or remove precincts. That is why it is being put into the regulations. 
The Burswood precinct is rather unique. With the exception of the Camfield and Optus Stadium, all licensed premises 
are within the Crown Resorts complex. The casino licensee has the ability to issue an individual with a notice revoking 
a licence to enter or remain on premises, which rescinds the consent of the person to enter Crown Perth property. 
If a notice is issued to a person and they breach it, they are considered to be trespassing and an offence takes place 
under section 70A of the Criminal Code. Although those premises are already catered for in legislation, that does 
not prevent us from addressing the matter, but at this stage it does not appear that we need to because legislative 
instruments are already in place. 

I turn to the issue of union defences. The member read out the list of defences in the bill. If a person has been 
issued with a mandatory exclusion order, they will have to show that the defence is necessary to enter a precinct. 
They are very narrow and targeted. A member of a trade union is obviously connected with lawful occupation. The 
member can at least concede that, right? For a person to be a member of a union, it has to be related to their lawful 
occupation, trade or profession. The member would agree that it may be necessary to enter a precinct for employment 
purposes. Does the member see that as a problem? 

Mr P.J. Rundle: No. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The member may not join a union and he may hate unions, but it is considered to be a legitimate 
form of membership connected to a person’s employment. It may be necessary for a person to engage in a union 
activity that is involved in a precinct, but they will still need to show that it is necessary. A person will not have 
open-slather access to a precinct just because they are a member of a union. I must say that I do not understand 
the member for Roe’s hatred. It is also arguable that that right is protected under the Australian Constitution. As 
the member would know, the Australian Constitution guarantees an implied freedom of political expression and 
peaceful assembly. Arguably, that would include lawful trade union activity. Does the member want us to breach 
the Australian Constitution? 

Mr P.J. Rundle: So you’re happy with some thug who has been excluded from that area to just turn up into the 
precinct for a union meeting? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I said it will not be open-slather access. The trade union activity will have to be connected to 
their lawful employment and it will have to be necessary for them to be in that area for the union activity. They 
will not be able to just go and do what they want in that precinct. I am not citing a High Court case here, but, as 
the member would know from the Katanning constitutional law library, there is an implied constitutional guarantee 
of freedom of political expression and peaceful assembly. Arguably, a lawful union activity would be caught by 
that guarantee.  

In any case, member, it is unlikely that union activity will happen in some of these precincts, but a person may 
actually work in the entertainment industry in one of these precincts. An employer is unlikely to employ a thug who 
is engaged in activity like this, but if they are employed, they have rights attached to that employment. Anyway, 
we will leave that and continue our discussion about the member’s hatred of unions another time. The defence of 
union activity is also found and allowed for in the anti-consorting legislation. It is pretty hard to see why we would 
not allow it in this bill that is before the house. 

The member raised a legitimate concern about privacy. This bill will allow for similar arrangements to those for 
barring notices. Details of short-term exclusion orders will be published on a secure website. As we know, we live 
an age of possible cybersecurity threats. The same goes for our laptops, but it does not mean that we do not use the 
technology that is available. Important guarantees will be made and, as the member would know, under the act, 
important obligations will have to be complied with and no unauthorised disclosure of information or photographs 
contained on the secure webpage will be allowed. If a person accesses that information, it will be an offence. That 
provision already protects people who are subject to barring notices, and will apply to short-term exclusion orders. 
With regard to extended exclusion orders, the director may publish limited personal particulars on the Department 
of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries website. This is consistent with the current arrangements for 
prohibition orders. It is really no different from what we have now for barring notices and prohibition orders. 
Limited personal particulars will be collected, including the person’s name, suburb and photograph. The webpage 
will contain only the level of detail required so that an individual can be properly identified as someone who is 
subject to an exclusion order. Although the bill will allow for the disclosure of data to persons or organisations 
involved in the creation or provision of IT scanning technology, the minister will be required to make regulations 
to prescribe who those people and organisations are. That process will involve a probity assessment by the director 
of Liquor Licensing and satisfaction of relevant data security and privacy considerations, including compliance 
with the Privacy Act and the Australian Privacy Principles. 
The member was concerned about how people’s privacy will be protected if licensees are provided with the name, 
address and date of birth of those people who are subject to a short-term exclusion order, and this also applies to 
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barring notices. Access to the secure website will be limited to the licensees of licensed premises and the information 
should be further disclosed only to those staff who assist licensees in complying with their obligations under the 
act. There is always a chance that a privacy breach will occur, but that is the same for everything today, member. 
We believe that the bill will cover off the necessary protections and that technology is available to ensure that websites 
and information are secure. 
The member asked whether the Commissioner of Police’s guidelines will be made available to the public. Proposed 
section 152NI will require the Commissioner of Police to issue guidelines for officers on the relevant considerations, 
circumstances and requirements for exclusion orders, but the guidelines will not be subsidiary legislation for the 
purposes of the Interpretation Act. The guidelines will still be within the police manual and available for use only 
by members of the Western Australia Police Force. They will not be available for general public access or subject 
to application under freedom of information legislation, because they will be in an operational document. 
I hope that addresses some of the member’s concerns. I note that the member said that he is supportive of the 
legislation. With regard to Karl O’Callaghan, I never criticised his character. When the member brought it up, 
I said that he had previously supported similar legislation. I think I will leave it at that. I thank the member for his 
contribution, and the members for Scarborough and Hillarys for their contributions. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Firstly, I welcome the advisers and thank the minister for giving us some explanations and 
clearing up a couple of things for me. Obviously, I will have other questions along the way. I have a few questions 
on the short title of the Liquor Control Amendment (Protected Entertainment Precincts) Bill 2022 and then I will 
go to other specific areas in the legislation. My first question is: what is the time line for the review of this amendment 
legislation and how will the effectiveness of the bill be captured? 
Dr A.D. BUTI: The statutory review will be after three years. 
Mr P.J. Rundle: Does the minister think there will be — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Member, would you like to wait for me to give you the call? I know 
there are lots of competing people in here. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. Does the minister think there will be a capacity not to reduce 
that particular time line, but to give some feedback on how the legislation is going and what the results are, whether 
crime has been reduced or the situation has improved, in those five precincts prior to that three-year review? 
Dr A.D. BUTI: As I said, it will be possible to alter the precincts at any time because they will come under the 
regulations; that will remain possible. It will be up to the minister to determine whether information should be 
provided to the public or to Parliament on how the operation of the law is panning out, but we will need to give it 
some time before making a determination. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I know there will be a three-year report. How will the actual effectiveness of the legislation 
be captured in that report? 
Dr A.D. BUTI: I assume the member means the three-year report by the state Ombudsman. Is that what he is 
talking about? 

Mr P.J. Rundle: Yes; that is right. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The Ombudsman will provide a report that will emphasise how successful the legislation is and 
whether any particular groups have been disproportionately affected by it. That is difficult to know, is it not? We 
do not have a control group and a non-control group like we would have in a scientific laboratory, with legislation 
taking place there and not taking place there. I think the police and other stakeholders will have a good idea of 
whether the legislation is successful. Part of that will be determining how vibrant and safe the precinct is. This 
legislation on its own will not be a panacea for issues in these areas, but it will be a very strong instrument to help 
police control these areas. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I might have missed it, but does the minister have a time line to finalise the regulations? 
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Dr A.D. BUTI: We want the legislation to be operational for summer, so the intention is that the regulations will 
be gazetted by Christmas. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The minister has said that his ministerial office or the Department of Local Government, Sport 
and Cultural Industries was consulting with other jurisdictions. Could he provide a little bit more detail about who 
has been consulted and whether the likes of the Queensland and New South Wales governments or their police 
forces have been consulted on the legislation and asked how effective their results have been? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I can assure the member that the department has had considerable consultation with the liquor 
commission of Queensland and the deputy director general of the relevant department, and has reviewed academic 
reports on the operation of the Queensland legislation. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Roe, before you comment, I have been reminded by the Clerk that the 
short title does not permit members to range far and wide. You might want to restrict your questions to those related 
to the short title. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am on my last question. Thanks, Madam Acting Speaker, I will take that on board. Could 
the minister provide a list of all non-government stakeholders that he consulted, and table that at some stage along 
the line? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I will not give any guarantee that I will table a list of the people who have been consulted. I mentioned 
in my second reading response some of the groups that have been consulted and that there will be further consultation 
on the regulations. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 and 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Long title replaced — 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Why was the Liquor Control Act 1988 identified as the most appropriate legislation for 
these amendments? Could a separate, standalone piece of legislation have been created to properly acknowledge 
Giuseppe Raco, and might that have been more appropriate? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is an interesting question. We are dealing with licensed premises, which come under the 
Liquor Control Act. We already have barring notices and prohibition notices that come under the Liquor Control Act. 
It therefore seems that this is the most appropriate place for these amendments. We have honoured Giuseppe Raco in 
creating this bill. The member mentioned that he was colloquially known as “Pep”, which will be acknowledged in 
the naming of the protected entertainment precincts. This is the most appropriate place for these amendments to lie. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 3 amended — 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: My question relates to the public authority. I am wondering whether the definition of 
“public authority” aligns with other legislation. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Generally, yes, it aligns with most legislation. There might be some differences in some pieces of 
legislation, but overall, yes. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Proposed section 3(1)(c) refers to — 

a body, whether incorporated or not, or the holder of an office, post or position, that is established or 
continued for a public purpose under a written law; 

Could the minister give me a bit more clarity about what other bodies that will cover? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: It is like a statutory authority. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Is the minister saying a statutory authority similar to the Water Corporation? I am trying to 
get to which public authorities will be affected by this legislation. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: It could be bodies like the Gaming and Wagering Commission or the Liquor Commission; they 
are statutory authorities that might be relevant. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 6 and 7 put and passed. 

Clause 8: Section 25 amended — 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am curious about reviewable decisions. What educational materials will be given to people 
subject to a reviewable decision, and will they be given materials in hard copy? 
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Dr A.D. BUTI: Is the member talking about the person who has been issued with the order? 

Mr P.J. Rundle: That’s right. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: The order will set out that they have a reviewable decision, and what needs to be done. That will 
be contained in the actual order itself. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I find that quite interesting. Could the minister outline to me what package, if you like, an 
offender might receive when they have an exclusion order? Will it be in hard copy? Will it refer to legal representation 
et cetera? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: It is quite a lengthy process. They will receive a copy of the application, they will be entitled to 
ask questions, there will be a response, and then, in the actual order, they will receive details of what needs to be 
done if they are going to seek a review. It will be a detailed response. The website will contain information on this 
bill and the different exclusion orders. It will be no different from a restraining order or any other order. Education 
is provided on websites that look after those as well. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: In some of the materials and articles that I have read on this legislation, Dennis Eggington 
and Peter Collins of the Aboriginal Legal Service have expressed very strong concerns about members of the 
Aboriginal community who might be part of this situation. They are very worried about educational materials and 
assistance, and how Aboriginal people will move to the next phase after an exclusion order has been issued. They 
have expressed a lot of concerns. The minister says, “Oh, they can just go to the website.” I do not think that will 
really cut it for members of the community who may not have those skills or access to the internet. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I did not say, “Just go to the website”; I said that that is part of it. In the issuing of the order, it 
will be laid out in detail what they are entitled to and what the review process is. That will be included in the issuing 
of the order that they receive. It will be no different from being issued with a restraining order or a move-on notice. 
This is not revolutionary legislation. With regard to the Aboriginal Legal Service, I am sure Peter Collins, whom 
I have great respect for, will ensure that there is an education process for the people the service represents, but 
their rights and reviewable options will be set out in detail in the issuing of the order. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The temporary exclusion orders present a unique situation; a police officer will have to contact 
an inspector to grant approval for an exclusion order. Will there be a holding process while this happens? Can the 
minister explain to me how it will work with time frames and the mechanics of it? Will the person who is being 
apprehended have to stand out on the street with the police for an hour while the order is dealt with, or will there 
be a shorter or longer process? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: They will be dealing with a substantial offence, so they will be in custody. There will be a period 
during which the process will take place. It will not be issued immediately; there will be a process. As the member 
rightly pointed out, it will have to go to a police officer of the rank of inspector or above. There will be a period during 
which that process will take place. People will know their rights because, as I have stated repeatedly, the order that 
will be issued will set out their rights and their review options. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Does the minister foresee that the perpetrator will be dealt with at a police station? Could the 
exclusion order process be done within an hour or two, or are we looking at a longer period?  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I assume the member is talking about the short-term exclusion order. 

Mr P.J. Rundle: Yes. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: It will depend. As I said, if it is an offence for which they are placed in custody and sent back to 
the police station, that will take a longer time, but there is a possibility that they could be verbally issued with the 
order on the spot, after it has been explained and they are given details of the process going forward. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5431.] 
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