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TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Committee 

Resumed from 10 April. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Laurie Graham) in the chair; Hon Alanna Clohesy 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, we are on clause 1 of the Tobacco Products Control Amendment Bill 2017, 
and I point out that there is a supplementary notice paper, issue No. 1, dated 10 April. The question is that clause 
1 stand as printed. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yesterday, I undertook to provide some additional information, which I now do. It 
is appropriate to provide it now, particularly as we are debating clause 1, although some of this information relates 
to other clauses. The first issue is correspondence identified by the Department of Health about the 2016 bill. The 
Department of Health identified four pieces of correspondence from October to December 2016. Two of those 
pieces of correspondence were from peak health bodies in support of the bill. The Minister for Health at that time, 
Hon John Day, responded to thank the health bodies for their correspondence. The other two pieces of 
correspondence raised concerns about the sale of tobacco by minors. The first was from a retailer, and the second 
was from the member for Vasse on behalf of a constituent. Minister Day responded to both letters to explain the 
government’s reasons for introducing this amendment. He explained that because it was against the law to sell 
tobacco products to children, it was reasonable that children not be put in a position of selling tobacco products. 
The current government has captured concerns raised about the sale of tobacco to minors in the 2017 bill by 
changing the commencement date to 24 months after the act receives royal assent. This will allow more time for 
retailers to adjust to the change. 

For the end of December 2016 to September 2017, the Department of Health was unable to identify any 
correspondence on this matter. After the 2017 bill was introduced, which was post September 2017, there were 
seven pieces of correspondence to March 2018. The first was from Hon Michael Mischin in his role as Chair of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. The response was that the policy rationale 
for the committee found that proposed section 77(4) does not erode sovereignty. The honourable member outlined 
the committee’s findings on that issue, so I do not need to go into further detail about that. 

Two letters were received raising concerns about the provision to prevent tobacco sales at events. Minister Day 
responded to explain that the licensing of sales of cigarettes at temporary premises, such as music festivals, was 
an issue of concern for many respondents to the legislative review conducted by the Department of Health in 2011. 
The minister noted that a high proportion of these events appealed to young audiences and, therefore, this measure 
is consistent with other policies focusing on reducing the availability of tobacco to young people and 
de-normalising smoking. Three letters were received from peak health bodies expressing support to remove the 
exemption that permits the display of tobacco products by specialist retailers. The minister responded, thanking 
them for their correspondence. One letter was received from a specialist retailer employee expressing concerns 
about the removal of the specialist retailer exemption. The concern contained in that has been captured by the 
proposed replacement of section 6, which, as members know, is on the supplementary notice paper. Further to that, 
the minister’s office has identified approximately 50 pieces of correspondence from members of the public, public 
health organisations and retailers expressing various opinions about the bill. I note that many of those were the 
ones the honourable member mentioned yesterday when a number of MPs were cc’d into the correspondence. 

In relation to the exact policy commitment on this bill, the Western Australian Labor Party has a policy on this 
matter, and I quote — 

WA Labor is committed to introducing Tobacco Law Reform to strengthen laws and policing relating to 
sale, supply and marketing of tobacco products and exposure to second-hand smoke. 

WA Labor is committed to ensuring that Western Australia returns to its status as a world leader in 
tobacco legislation and programs. 

The protection of children from access to tobacco products remains a priority … WA Labor is committed 
to looking at ways we can reduce the serious impact … 

The minister when he was in opposition made a strong commitment to tightening tobacco licensing and 
enforcement provisions, most particularly at the public health forum held on 14 February 2017, facilitated by the 
Public Health Advocacy Institute of WA. I note that Hon Alison Xamon was also a speaker at that event. The 
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minister also made statements on 31 May and 16 September regarding the legislation. I will not go into the detail 
of those statements because the policy content is contained in the bill. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you. I appreciate the parliamentary secretary having found out this 
information overnight and presenting it to us; it has been very useful. I will need to take a few minutes to absorb 
it. The commitment, then, as I understand it, of the Labor Party in February 2017, which is referred to in the second 
reading speech, is in general terms rather than specific to this bill; is that correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I do not have the speech with me so I could not tell the member that, other than the 
statement I have made and the policy that I quoted from. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The reason I ask is that the second reading speech states that the bill fulfils an 
election commitment made to the people of Western Australia in February last year and forms part of the 
government’s commitment to undertake tobacco law reform to tighten the policing of tobacco laws. What the 
member read out does not mention specifically this legislation or even the salient points of it, and although it does 
refer to retail in general terms and tightening tobacco laws and protecting children, it does not relate to this bill in 
any specificity. Would that be correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The member is correct to point to the second reading speech, which states that the 
bill forms part of the government’s commitment to undertake tobacco law reform. I again refer the member to 
Labor’s policy on alcohol, tobacco and other drug use. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: They are pretty generic statements: we are going to reform tobacco laws in order to 
make them the best in the country; we are going to protect this and protect that and stop other things. There is 
nothing about any of those that can pin the government down to any specific proposals. In respect of the election 
commitment referred to in the second reading speech, it is really picking up on what I understand to be legacy 
legislation that was already proposed by the previous government. I think that is what the member has been telling 
us. Would that be right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There will also be a statutory review later in the year. This bill, as I mentioned, has 
some similarities to the 2016 bill, which was informed by the statutory review reported on in 2011. The report was 
tabled in this Parliament. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What not so much troubles me but puzzles me is that this has been put up as a bill 
that fulfils an election commitment—part of the government’s commitment for undertaking tobacco law reform. 
We are told that it is based on, or at least draws from, the 2016 bill, which itself was drawn from the 2011 review, 
but because the policy outcomes did not change, it was thought that there was no need for any general consultation. 
That could be right only if it is simply reflecting the earlier bill. If it is going further than that in some material 
respect, the policy outcomes of controlling tobacco may be the same, but there ought to have been, should there 
not, some consultation more broadly to ensure that the consequences of what the government is proposing would 
be realised, but also that it would not cause any undesirable consequences? However, the parliamentary secretary 
has told us that there has not been any widespread consultation. Is it still the position that there has been no 
widespread consultation regarding this and that the government has simply reacted to what has been provided to 
it as a result of the 2016 bill?  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I can only reiterate what I have said a number of times: that there was extensive 
consultation. More than 169 submissions were received to the 2011 review and that informed the development of 
both the 2016 and 2017 bills. The policy settings were drawn from the outcomes of that review and, in part, 
informed WA Labor policy in relation to tobacco sales, licensing and policing. All that information—it was 
extensive—has been taken into account to inform the bill we currently have in front of us, which amends the act 
that has been in place since 2006. Suffice it to say that, broadly speaking, the policy terms have not changed. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Would it be fair to say, then, that there is nothing much new in this bill that was not 
done by the previous government? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I spent a significant amount of time during my reply to the second reading debate 
and in Committee of the Whole yesterday discussing what the key changes were. I think we also talked quite 
extensively about where there were areas of similarity. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps I did not make what I was driving at clear enough, but it is fair to say that 
the 2017 bill that we are dealing with now is pretty much the product of work that was done on the 2016 draft 
legislation by the previous government. There is nothing much new in it. It is a piece of legacy work that has been 
picked up and passed now. 

Point of Order 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The member has made his point numerous times. We had this debate yesterday. The 
parliamentary secretary pointed out yesterday the similarities and differences between the bills. I really do not 
think the chamber needs to continue down this track. The member can make different points, but the parliamentary 
secretary has indicated that she answered the question previously. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Laurie Graham): The decision on whether to answer this line of questioning is for 
the parliamentary secretary to determine, so I will leave the call to the parliamentary secretary. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have pointed out, there are similarities between the previous and current bills. 
Work done by public officers with the Department of Health on the development of the previous bill certainly 
informed the development of the 2017 bill, including—we talked about this yesterday—the continued thinking 
around how to improve or build on the proposals that were contained in the 2011 review and also how to strengthen 
the legislation. The member will note that I talked about some of the drafting changes that had been made. 
Yesterday I also talked about how that was done by Department of Health officers reflecting on whether there was 
a different way, particularly with regard to the work of restricted licensing officers, and whether that would 
strengthen the 2017 bill. As the 2016 bill was not put to the Parliament—it was tabled in the Parliament—
technically it was not a bill. The 2017 bill is the bill that we are considering. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That brings me to the next issue, which is that of the similarities and differences. 
I went through the comparative table that the parliamentary secretary was good enough to table yesterday. 
Hon Nick Goiran had his particular views on it; I am more interested in whether it is a complete document because 
there are pages missing from it and, as I said yesterday, there may be good reasons for that, but perhaps the 
parliamentary secretary can explain to us, firstly, whether it is a complete document and what is missing from it. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I was trying to provide the member with what he asked for, which was a comparative 
table of the 2016 and 2017 bills. I found the table quite useful, in fact. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It may very well be useful; I am keeping an open mind on that. We will go through 
it in a minute, but I was querying the missing pages. As I pointed out, going by the numbering, there are no pages 
2, 5, 8, 9, 11 and so forth. I am wondering why they are missing. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Are there any clauses missing from the table? What I was asked to provide, and what 
I did provide, was a comparative table of the two bills. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not know. It appears to cover all the clauses, but the fact that the page 
numbering is not consecutive suggests that there is something missing. As I left it open yesterday, there may be 
a good, clear, simple explanation for that. All I am asking for is the explanation. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There were notes associated with it—I do not have a copy with me—that were my 
notes. They were not intended for distribution and they were not intended to assist individual members in their 
understanding of the bill. They were intended for me to aid my memory of different clauses of the bill. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the parliamentary secretary; that is all I wanted to know. I was obliged to 
speculate. It may very well have been that there was confidential information on the pages that are missing and 
that the parliamentary secretary has provided the comparative information that we asked for, but that is all I was 
asking for; it was not hard. I just wanted an explanation for it to know I was not missing out on anything necessary. 
When we end up with a document that has more or less every second page missing at random, it gets us wondering. 
That is all I was after. As I pointed out, there may be a very simple explanation for all this. The parliamentary 
secretary could have told me this at the start. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: You could’ve asked for it at the start. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I did point it out at the start and I am happy to go to the Hansard to point out where 
I raised this right at the beginning, shortly after the parliamentary secretary presented the document.  

Point of Order 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Chair, can you remind members that debate on clause 1, the short title, does no more 
than give members the opportunity to range over the clauses of the bill, foreshadow amendments and indicate, 
consistent with the policy of the bill, how its form or content might be improved. It is not a vehicle for continuing 
the debate on the policy of the bill, which has been decided at the second reading stage. A considerable amount of 
time has been spent discussing the differences between the 2016 bill and the 2017 bill. The only bill before this 
house at this point in time is the 2017 bill. Discussions about the 2016 bill are irrelevant. We have also spent 
a considerable amount of time debating a table that provides a comparison of those two bills, which was provided 
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to aid members opposite to understand the bill. Again, that table is not a question before the house. It was provided 
to aid members. The issue before the house is the consideration of clause 1 of the bill. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order! A point of order is being raised. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: If members are using those documents to suggest that some aspect in the 2016 bill that 
has been omitted from the 2017 bill would improve the 2017 bill, let them make that argument. So far, they have 
not. We have spent hours just doing a comparison between the 2016 bill and the 2017 bill. The only question 
before the house is clause 1 of the 2017 bill, and that is the only matter that we should be considering, not whatever 
was in the 2016 bill, which is not before the house. 

The CHAIR: The question is whether the debate as it is proceeding is consistent with a clause 1 debate. My ruling 
is that it is. We therefore continue to contemplate the question that clause 1 do stand as printed. In the course of 
doing so, members will be cognisant, I am sure, of what a clause 1 debate is all about. My observation is that so 
far it is a debate that is consistent with prior rulings. It is not a debate about the policy of the bill; it is a debate 
about the content of the bill, and what has informed that content. The question is that clause 1 do stand as printed. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have just one point to raise. I appreciate Hon Adele Farina’s contribution. If she 
recalls, this debate arose because, very early in the piece, we were talking about the comparison between the 
sections ranging over the bill. Hon Nick Goiran was seeking some clarification of how this bill differed from the 
earlier one, and we got onto that because of the question of consultation, which we were not able to be assisted 
with at that stage. I will consider the document that has been provided, and we will go through that comparison in 
due course. 

Point of Order 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not doing this to be painful to people, but we had a debate yesterday, and we 
are having the same debate again. I draw the attention of members to standing order 48, which is about irrelevant 
or repetitious debate, and I seek your guidance, Mr Chair, because we should not be having the debate that we had 
yesterday again today. 

The CHAIR: Members, the Minister for Environment has raised the question with me about irrelevant or 
repetitious debate, and has made reference to standing order 48 in the course of so doing. May I advise the minister, 
and the house generally, that the application of standing order 48 is at the discretion and judgement of the presiding 
member, and is not an instrument available to members generally to seek an intervention by the Chair to get the 
member who has been speaking a lot to shut up. 

Hon Adele Farina: We would just like him to move on. 

The CHAIR: Or, indeed, to move on—however you want to characterise it. I am sorry if I am being a bit 
colloquial, but I know what you all mean. I assure you that I, like other presiding members from time to time, am 
cognisant of standing order 48, and if a member does persist in making irrelevant or repetitious arguments, I will 
sit them down. In the first instance, I would direct them, and then if they persisted, I would sit them down. That is 
not the case that exists at the moment, and there is no other form of relevance. I think in past years, the terrible 
truth has sometimes been brought home to members of this place from the Chair of the day that, even though you 
do not want to hear what people have got to say, unfortunately you do have to sit here while they say it. That brings 
us back to the contemplation of the question that clause 1 do stand as printed. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: To round that off, I can now hopefully get to the point that I was trying to get to 
yesterday if we had only got some information. To what extent have any of the submissions or contributions from 
the public, retailers, members of Parliament or public health organisations altered the form of this bill that we have 
before us in any material sense from that of the 2016 bill that was put out for public information and discussion? 
Having received the 50 letters, the two letters, the letters from health bodies and the like, to what extent have they 
influenced the drafting of this bill, and how does this bill depart from that previous version? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I went through each of the groups of correspondence in my initial statement today, 
and I discussed the outcome of each of those grouped pieces of correspondence. For example, I talked about the 
correspondence that was received from peak health bodies, and I said that the government captured the concerns 
raised in the 2017 bill about the sale of tobacco by minors by changing the commencement date to 24 months after 
the act receives royal assent. That is one example of the detail I have already provided about the way the 
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correspondence has been taken into account, or the outcome, in relation to the Tobacco Products Control 
Amendment Bill 2017. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise for the first time today to contribute to the consideration of clause 1. I indicated last 
night that I had no further questions at that point because a couple of matters arose that the parliamentary secretary 
was going to look into overnight. One of those matters has been addressed by the parliamentary secretary today, 
and I thank her for doing that. I found the response provided today very comprehensive and very useful. I note that 
last night we were told that there were approximately two pieces of correspondence. We now know with 
certainty—now that the investigation has been done—that there were four pieces of correspondence 
between October and December 2016. Thereafter, nothing else was able to be identified in 2017 in respect of the 
2016 bill. With respect to the 2017 bill and the period between September 2017 and March 2018, seven pieces of 
correspondence were identified. The parliamentary secretary helpfully took us through them and grouped them 
into their various components. Interestingly, the parliamentary secretary then finished by saying that there were 
approximately 50 various opinions on the bill. It is not abundantly clear to me why that would be a different 
category of correspondence from the seven itemised by the parliamentary secretary, but it really does not matter. 
We are all the better informed for the work undertaken by the parliamentary secretary overnight, and I thank her 
for that. 

That takes me to the other two matters that arose after debate on clause 1 yesterday. I refer to page 37 of the pink 
uncorrected Hansard from yesterday, which reads — 

… I think I heard the parliamentary secretary say that section 82 is the same in each bill. Is that right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We are talking about clause 15. In fact, I did not say that. I referred to it 
when I talked about restricted investigators, so I did not say that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Unless I am gravely mistaken, I recall the parliamentary secretary raising section 
82 and saying that there was no difference between the versions of the bill. That is in accordance with my 
recollection of events only minutes ago, so to be told now that it was not said seems odd. I guess the only 
way of verifying that would be at a subsequent time when we review the Hansard. Be that as it may, can 
the parliamentary secretary clarify for us whether there is any difference in how this bill deals with section 
82 and how the draft bill dealt with section 82? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: In the second reading reply I said that it was an additional clause; I did not 
say that there was no change. 

That was early in the consideration of clause 1. My learned friend Hon Michael Mischin then rose and helpfully 
identified for us all that the parliamentary secretary might have been referring to a document that seemed to be, as 
he said, “a comparative table of some sort”. Then we had the whole debacle that unfolded after that, when it took 
half an hour to get that document tabled. Then we found out it was a false document anyway, and I threw my copy 
in the bin. It is very important for members to note that just a few paragraphs above on page 37 of the pink 
uncorrected proof from yesterday, there is this quote from none other than the hardworking parliamentary 
secretary, Hon Alanna Clohesy, who said, according to the uncorrected proof Hansard—is the parliamentary 
secretary ready for this? — 

There are no changes to section 82 in this bill when compared with the 2016 bill. 

So I do not know how much confidence we can have in any of the answers or documents that are provided because 
we are only on clause 1. Something is said by the parliamentary secretary, I ask a question on that and I say, 
“I think I heard you say that”, and the answer is, “No, no, I never said that. I didn’t say that.” I say, “I think you 
did say it”, and the answer is, “No, I definitely didn’t.” So we have to wait 24 hours until I can get a copy of this 
Hansard to show that actually the parliamentary secretary did say it. That was the verbal evidence given by the 
parliamentary secretary on clause 1. But it gets better, of course, because when she tables some documentary 
evidence for the benefit of the chamber, we find out that that is false as well. So I am not sure what confidence 
I can have in answers or verbal or documentary evidence provided, whether on clause 1 or any other clause today, 
Mr Chair, but I do not think you will be able to help me with that, because we are at the mercy of the parliamentary 
secretary and from time to time she will tell us things accurately and at other times they will not be accurate. The 
relevance of that is that we have just had the parliamentary secretary advise us at length that there were four pieces 
of correspondence between October and December 2016. I do not know whether there were four. We were told 
there were four, but yesterday I was told, “No, I never mentioned anything about section 82 being different.” Yes, 
she did. Then a document was tabled that was false. So I am just going to assume for the purposes of this debate 
that when the parliamentary secretary tells us that there were four pieces of correspondence between October and 
December 2016, that is true, because I have no other option. And when the parliamentary secretary tells us there 
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were seven pieces of correspondence between September 2017 and March 2018, I have to assume that is true. 
Apparently, one of those pieces of correspondence was from the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review. I do not know. I am not on that committee. Nothing has been tabled to verify that is the case, but 
that is fine. I do not propose that we spend any more time on that. I said earlier that I do not want to ever hear 
about that document that was tabled yesterday—that despicable document that was not worth the ink, a moment 
of time or one cent of taxpayers’ money to pay for the paper that was wasted. Hon Diane Evers would be outraged 
about the trees that were killed because of that outrageous document. 

We need to get back to the matters that arose on clause 1 yesterday. There is one matter that the parliamentary 
secretary, for reasons known only to her, has not addressed at this point. Yesterday, the parliamentary secretary 
indicated to the chamber that she had asked the minister who were the interested stakeholders that he consulted 
with that caused the government to seek to amend clause 6 to partially implement option 9 of the 2011 review. 
I ask the parliamentary secretary whether she has done that. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am aware that officers spoke to Mr Devlin of Devlin’s cigar bar. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. So, yesterday, parliamentary secretary — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: And I apologise: I forgot that question in my general response. I apologise for that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine. The point I want to take, though, is that yesterday the parliamentary secretary 
said that the minister consulted with interested stakeholders. When the parliamentary secretary uses the plural, 
I assume it is more than one, but now it is just one—the gentleman from Devlin’s. So the minister consulted with 
one interested stakeholder, and that is what caused the government to seek to amend clause 6 in such a fashion that 
instead of fully implementing option 9 of the 2011 review, we are now partially implementing option 9 of the 2011 
review. Is that right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Is the question whether we are fully or partially implementing section — 

Hon Nick Goiran: We already know that. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: — or why is — 

Hon Nick Goiran: I will ask again. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Hon Nick Goiran went on to talk about who was consulted and then he asked: is that 
why we are doing it? Is that what the member said? 

Hon Nick Goiran: No. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The question went on for a while. I might have lost track of what he was actually 
asking because there were a number of issues in there. I was trying to write them down, but I am not sure. If the 
member could be clear about the information he is seeking, I could probably provide him with the accurate 
information. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will try to be crystal clear for the parliamentary secretary. There is only one matter that 
is of relevance at this time. The parliamentary secretary indicated yesterday that the minister consulted interested 
stakeholders—plural. What she has advised the chamber today is that he consulted with a Mr Devlin—singular. 
My question to the parliamentary secretary was: is it the case that on the basis of consultation with that one 
individual, one interested stakeholder—not multiple interested stakeholders—that the government has now 
decided to amend clause 6 in such a fashion that instead of fully implementing option 9 of the 2011 review, it is 
partially implementing option 9 of the 2011 review? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said yesterday, the issue that informed the decision to move the proposed 
amendment to the clause was also raised in briefings about the bill with members of Parliament. That also informed 
the proposed amendment that we have before us. I said that yesterday and that may have been where the member 
considered that I said “stakeholders”. That is probably why I used the plural. I am aware that Mr Devlin had also 
engaged a lobbyist or a consultant, which means that there was more than one. There were members of Parliament, 
a lobbyist and Mr Devlin. At this stage, I am not aware of any other stakeholders who were consulted. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: In briefings that I was provided by the Department of Health, it was intimated to 
me that clause 6 may impact Devlin’s cigar shop, but it also may impact Smokemart tobacco retailers. Given that 
is the case, why was Smokemart not consulted as a stakeholder when consultation was done in the drafting of the 
amendment to clause 6? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am advised that the minister did not make the approach to Mr Devlin, so the 
approach came from Mr Devlin to the minister. 
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Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: If I have this right, because Smokemart made no representations to the minister, 
the minister did not engage with Smokemart; is that correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I could not say for sure. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Chair, I will hold my remarks at this point until we reach clause 6. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It might be convenient to get it out of the way at this point. When did the minister 
either first receive representations from Mr Devlin or consult Mr Devlin in response to those representations? If 
the parliamentary secretary is not able to provide the answer at this point, we can wait until clause 6 comes up, but 
I am just flagging it as something that I would be interested in knowing having regard to the debate about the 
extent of the effect on his business. If the parliamentary secretary cannot answer it now, I will be happy to take the 
answer when we get to clause 6. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I look forward to discussing clause 6. I do not have that information with me. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Between the 2016 and 2017 bills, has the government made any changes to clause 2? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I did mention this in my reply to the second reading and in a number of responses 
yesterday. I also mentioned it today in relation to the issues that have been raised. The commencement date for 
section 4 was added. Section 4 will commence 24 months after royal assent. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could outline why it is that proposed 
section 4 of the bill has a period of 24 months from the date of assent rather than six months like the other 
provisions in the bill. As part of that explanation, perhaps she could outline the thinking upon which the 
government based its decision to use six months and 24 months as opposed to any other time. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The minister requested that that time be provided in order to allow industry retailers 
to transition to the new arrangements. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Was that based on a particular submission that had been received by the government 
saying, “We’re going to need at least, say, 18 months to two years to accommodate the change brought about by 
clause 4 of the bill”, or was it just considered a round enough figure that ought to enable any businesses to transition? 
The CHAIR: Parliamentary secretary, if you could be brief, I am about to interrupt debate. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It was the minister’s understanding that that would be a reasonable period of time. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders.  
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