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HEALTH (SMOKING IN ENCLOSED PUBLIC PLACES) REGULATIONS 2003 
Motion for Disallowance 

Pursuant to Standing Order No 152(b), the following motion by Hon Giz Watson was moved pro forma on 10 
March -  

That the Health (Smoking in Enclosed Public Places) Regulations 2003 published in the Gazette on 14 
November 2003 and tabled in the Legislative Council on 18 November 2003 under the Health Act 
1911, be and are hereby disallowed.  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [7.50 pm]:  The Greens (WA) seek to disallow these regulations 
because, fundamentally, they contain no advance on the 1999 regulations they are intended to replace.  In 
seeking to disallow them, the Greens want the Government to redraft regulations to provide a firm end to all 
smoking in all enclosed public places by 31 December 2005; that is, in all hotels, clubs and the casino.   

Why are the Greens seeking to disallow this regulation?  It is important to remind members in this debate about 
the health impacts of environmental tobacco smoke.  I will quote from a list of recommendations entitled 
“Recommendations For Strengthening the Tobacco Control Act 1990”, prepared by the Heart Foundation, the 
Cancer Foundation of Western Australia, the Australian Council on Smoking and Health, the Australian Medical 
Association and the Asthma Foundation of Western Australia.  In the introduction segment of that document, the 
organisations say the following - 

Cigarette smoking remains the major cause of preventable death and disease in Australia.  Tobacco is a 
major risk factor for several cancers, cardiovascular disease, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, 
respiratory disease, asthma, low birthweight babies and sudden infant death syndrome.  Tobacco-caused 
diseases lead to the premature death of over 1,500 Western Australians each year, and smoking 
accounts for more than 20% of all cancer deaths in this State.  It is estimated that in 1992, the direct and 
indirect cost of tobacco use to the Western Australian community were over $1 billion.  
There has been a general downward trend in the prevalence of smoking among adults (18 years and 
over) in Western Australia, with a significant change occurring between 1984 and 1991.  During this 
period the prevalence of smoking in the population decreased by 20%, from 32% in 1984 to 25% in 
1991.  Since this time, however, the overall prevalence of smoking has remained stable, with the most 
recent Western Australian population survey on drug use showing that approximately 25% of adults in 
the State are regular smokers.  
. . .  
During the 1980s and the early 1990s, Western Australia was an exemplar to other states and countries 
with the establishment of the Quit Campaign which had an initial budget of $2 million per annum; the 
introduction of the Tobacco Control Act 1990; establishment of the Health Promotion Foundation of 
Western Australia (Healthway); introduction of policies restricting smoking in enclosed public places 
and workplaces; significant increases in State taxes on tobacco products; a leadership role in national 
tobacco control initiatives, such as health warnings on tobacco packaging, and participation in national 
campaigns; and development of strategic partnerships among key NGOs and government health 
agencies on tobacco control. 
. . .  
While it is well recognised that Western Australia has a strong record of achievement, with many 
important developments during this earlier period, it has become apparent in recent years that tobacco 
control in this State has lost some momentum.  

It is very pertinent to this debate this evening -  
Rates of decline in the prevalence of smoking among adults and young people have stalled in recent 
years, and prevalence of smoking remains high for some sub-populations, such as Aboriginal people 
(48%), 18 to 24 year old men and women (35% and 30% respectively), the unemployed (51%), people 
of lower socio-economic status, pregnant women and the mentally ill.  Youth access to cigarettes is still 
high, tobacco products continue to be widely promoted, and some sections of the community are less 
protected from exposure to ETS than others. 

Again, that is a vital point in this disallowance motion.  It continues - 

Reasons for the loss of momentum and support in more recent times are complex, but are largely 
attributable to the influence of the tobacco industry (both political and through its marketing and 
promotion of tobacco products), which continues to undermine and confuse public health messages on 
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tobacco . . . equivocal political support for changes to public health policy and legislation on tobacco; 
complacency in some sectors and a belief that “we have already done as much as we can”; the influence 
of the media on public perceptions of the importance of tobacco within the drug debate; 

They are all factors in the slowing of the momentum in removing tobacco smoke, particularly from public 
places.  It continues -   

In order to reinvigorate Western Australian tobacco control and to achieve real reductions in smoking 
prevalence, it is essential for the government and public health sector to demonstrate a unified and 
renewed commitment to tobacco control issues . . .  

The Cancer Foundation of Western Australia . . . the National Heart Foundation . . . the Australian 
Council on Smoking and Health . . . the Australian Medical Association . . . and the Asthma Foundation 
of Western Australia . . . view the strengthening of state tobacco control legislation as fundamental to a 
comprehensive and multi-faceted approach to reducing exposure to tobacco in all its forms. 

I believe that sets the context for the disallowance motion that I have moved.  It is because, in our view, the 
Government’s commitment to tobacco control is faltering and weak that we are moving this motion for the 
disallowance of these regulations to require the Government to draft regulations that will stipulate a specific end 
date for smoking in all enclosed public places. 

Another article that is worth raising in this debate deals with exposure to environmental tobacco smoke; that is, 
not the effect of tobacco smoke on the smokers themselves but the effect of tobacco smoke on those who are in 
the same space.  I refer to an article dated 27 April 2004 by Jeremy Laurance, who is the health editor of The 
Independent.  He states - 

People at risk of heart disease should avoid buildings where smoking is permitted, the federal agency 
for public health in the United States said yesterday in the starkest warning yet about the dangers of 
tobacco. 

Even 30 minutes of exposure to other people’s smoke, while eating in a restaurant or sitting in an office, 
might be enough to trigger a fatal heart attack for those at risk, the Centres for Disease Control and 
Prevention . . . in Atlanta said. 

It is the first time the US government agency in charge of protecting the nation’s health has told non-
smokers that they should not enter buildings or enclosed spaces where other people are smoking.  The 
warning comes in the wake of growing evidence that, in addition to the well-known long-term effects of 
smoking in causing heart disease and cancer, toxins in tobacco smoke also have rapid short-term effects 
in causing the blood to clot. 

 . .  

The CDC’s stronger warning is contained in a commentary, published in the British Medical Journal, 
accompanying a study of Helena, a small town in Montana, which banned smoking in public in June 
2002 only to have the ban rescinded six months later by opponents of the law. 

During the ban, when smoking was outlawed in offices, factories, restaurants, bars and all public 
enclosed spaces, heart attack admissions to the local hospital fell by 40 per cent.  After the ban was 
lifted, the heart attack rate increased to its former level. 

They are quite startling figures.  Again, this is relatively new information on the public health impact of smoking 
in enclosed spaces. 

The objection that the Greens (WA) raise about these regulations and the Government’s attitude to smoking is 
that the phasing-in approach that has been adopted is seriously problematic.  In our opinion, it just buys more 
time for the opponents of smoking control.  I acknowledge - I mentioned this to one of our country members - 
that the issue in some country hotels is particularly problematic because of the spaces in hotels.  However, it is 
inevitable that if we acknowledge, as we should, that there is no safe level of environmental tobacco smoke, it is 
not acceptable to expose any non-smoking members of the public, and in particular employees, to environmental 
tobacco smoke.  We are seeking a clear commitment to an end point for exposure to tobacco smoke in those 
public places. 

On the phasing-in approach, I will quote from an open letter that I believe the Australian Council on Smoking 
and Health provided to all state politicians in Western Australia.  It is dated 18 December 2003 and states - 

i. While talking about a “phased-in approach”, the WA Government gives no end point at which 
all licensed premises will be smoke free.  The Minister subsequently advised the Parliament 
that this crucial issue will not be re-considered until after June 2007. 
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ii. Since the WA Government’s announcement there have been significant developments in other 
jurisdictions.  The Australian Capital Territory (19.11.03) passed comprehensive smoke-free 
laws for the hospitality industry and South Australia (27.11.03) has announced its intention to 
pass smoke-free laws for the hospitality industry, including its casino.  Both have end points 
for smoking in licensed premises: October 2006 (ACT) and December 2007 (SA).  These will 
follow New Zealand, which earlier this month (3.12.03), passed smoke-free laws for pubs, 
clubs and casinos that will come into effect within twelve months.  Given this level of progress 
in other jurisdictions it is clearly inappropriate that it will be late 2007 before WA again 
considers smoke-free legislation. 

iii. There has been considerable discussion about the different treatment for nightclub and cabaret 
proprietors compared with that of hotels, taverns and Special Facilities Licenses.  No rationale 
has been given for this decision except in an interview with the Premier on 6PR (28.10.03).  
While the Cabaret Owners Association has raised the debate about this inconsistency, it is not 
a primary concern of ACOSH.  Nevertheless, ACOSH is critically concerned about the mixed 
messages that are being sent to young people in the various venues that make up the WA 
hospitality sector.  Clearly, in places like Northbridge hotels, bars and special facilities licences 
operate with late licences.  This will create the bizarre situation where similar businesses, with 
extended hours of operation - some side by side - targeting largely the same or similar markets 
have different rules in regard to smoking. 

iv. As part of its response to the review, the Government instructed Worksafe to develop a Code 
of Conduct to protect the health and safety of employees.  Since then (Oct. 2003), the National 
Occupational Health and Safety Commission has ratified the Guidance Note On The 
Elimination Of Environmental Tobacco Smoke In The Workplace . . . The WA Government 
was a part of the ratification process . . . Clearly, the instruction to Worksafe to develop a 
“Code of Conduct” places Worksafe in situation that is inappropriate and unworkable. 

 ACOSH believes that the Government’s position on passive smoking and enclosed 
environments is ineffective. 

Indeed, it is with the support of ACOSH that the Greens move this disallowance motion.   

The regulations that I am seeking the support of the House to disallow were part of a review of the operations 
and effectiveness of part IXB of the Health Act 1911 and the Health (Smoking in Enclosed Public Places) 
Regulations 1999.  The changes set out in these regulations do not reflect the key recommendations of the report 
by the Department of Health.  That review was tabled in this place in June 2003.  The first recommendation from 
that review stated that all exemptions under the current legislation that allow smoking to occur in certain 
enclosed public places be removed.  The regulations, by failing to specify an end date for smoking in enclosed 
public places, fails to implement that recommendation. 

I want to mention exposure to environmental tobacco smoke and workers in the Casino.  I have received a 
representation from those workers concerning the intolerable conditions under which they are required to work, 
specifically in the international room where smoking is still allowed.  There are significant problems about 
rostering to try to alleviate the exposure to environmental tobacco smoke.  It is deeply disturbing that this 
Government continues to allow workers in the hospitality industry to be exposed to environmental tobacco 
smoke.  We understand that nobody is debating the health impacts of environmental tobacco smoke.  When will 
the Government realise that it is leaving itself open to questions of liability and compensation by ignoring the 
clear evidence, which is that there is no safe level of exposure to environmental tobacco smoke?  The mechanical 
and design changes that can be made to reduce the concentration of environmental tobacco smoke do not remove 
the risks entirely, and in fact are largely ineffective.  I have not heard the Government say that it does not accept 
the argument that there are no safe levels of environmental tobacco smoke, so why do these regulations not 
require a specific end point?  This debate has been in the community for a long time now, and it is understood 
that it is inevitable that there will be an end to allowing smoking in enclosed public places.  I must question why 
the Government has not adopted a full response to that recommendation.  The recommendation states that all 
exemptions under the current legislation that allow smoking to occur in certain public places be removed.  I do 
not accept that more time is needed.  This debate has been well and truly had, and the Government is leaving 
itself wide open to liability and compensation claims.  How does the Government reconcile its obligations under 
occupational health and safety?  How does the Government reconcile the conflict between the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act and these regulations?  Which Act will prevail - the Occupational Safety and Health Act 
or the Health Act - if there is a question of law?   
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I believe I am limited in speaking to the regulation as a whole rather than to the other disallowance motion on the 
amendment, which is even more unpalatable and outrageous.  Assuming that that debate will happen next, they 
are the reasons the Greens (WA) are seeking support for disallowance of these regulations.  We want the 
Government to come back to the Parliament with regulations that provide certainty and that ensure the protection 
of all people employed in the hospitality industry.  I am particularly aware that a lot of young people are 
employed in this sector of the industry who have perhaps limited choices in terms of workplace and availability 
of jobs.  By not being firm on this issue and saying, as other jurisdictions have said, that it will set an end point, 
the industry is on notice, and it accepts its responsibilities in terms of occupational health and safety to protect all 
workers and all members of the public who at the moment are being exposed to environmental tobacco smoke, it 
is not taking its duty seriously.  We simply ask the Government to redraft these regulations, put an end to this 
matter, and then WA can again promote health and lead the field in protecting those people who choose not to 
smoke from the health impacts of environmental tobacco smoke.  Remember, we are talking about what happens 
in enclosed public places.  It is vital, given the knowledge that we have, that we act quickly to end smoking in 
enclosed public places.  We are suggesting a deadline of 31 December 2005.  That still gives approximately 18 
months for the industry to deal with the issue, but the outcome that we see is better health protection for those 
working in the hospitality industry and for those who choose to use those public places - be they pubs, clubs, 
casinos or bars - and that those places should be treated even-handedly.  The whole issue of differential treatment 
has to be questioned, including the power that various lobby groups have and whose ears they are able to bend to 
stretch out this phasing-in period.  It is certainly clear to me that there has been plenty of ear bending if not 
pocket-stretching in this area of the regulations. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Could you be a bit more specific and suggest who might be getting their pockets stretched 
and how much they are getting? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I cannot suggest pockets are being stretched, but I - 

Hon Norman Moore:  That was not a very nice thing to say.  If you have evidence that people are taking bribes, 
you should say so. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Perhaps that was too liberal a use of the term. 

Hon Norman Moore:  Small-l liberal, you mean? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Of course.  The concern I am expressing is that there are powerful players involved, a lot 
of money is involved in this industry and I do not wish to see those considerations being put above the health and 
wellbeing of those who work in the industry or those who use these facilities and are not smokers themselves.  
Those groups have a fair influence.  We must ask why the Government does not take a position and say it will 
end this now, when this debate has been going on forever and a day.  I suggest that a fair amount of lobbying 
goes on.  All members are subject to lobbying on this issue.  I encourage the Government - 

Hon Barry House:  Bodies like the Conservation Council do not lobby, do they? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  It does not put on free drinks, for example.   

I encourage the support of the Opposition for this disallowance motion.  I make it clear that the Greens (WA) 
want to see regulations applied to smoking in enclosed public places.  We could resolve this issue positively in a 
relatively short period by insisting that the Government redraft these regulations with a specific end point 
included for such smoking. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.21 pm]:  I am not the lead speaker on 
this matter for the Government, and I comment briefly in tonight’s debate.  Before the House rose for the last 
recess, I accepted and tabled by way of presentation to the Clerk a petition from many workers at the Burswood 
International Resort Casino.  The petition was processed today if members wish to read it.  The workers asked 
the Legislative Council to look at the regulations in respect of the exemption applying to the Burswood 
international room.  As well as taking the petition, I met a number of workers.  It was disappointing that when 
the employers found out that workers were going to present the petition, they made some threats to the workers 
about what they could and could not do.  They certainly did not say that the workers could not present the 
petition, but their actions did not help the debate and the relationship between the employers and employees over 
this matter.  I think that smoking will eventually be outlawed in the Burswood International Resort Casino, and 
anywhere else with enclosed places.  Whether that is done by way of government regulations, insurance 
companies or the employers themselves, it will be the end result.  I remember the situation 30 years ago.  I recall 
that smoking in the workplace was one of the most contentious issues when I was a union delegate at customs.  
Half the union members say they would resign from the union if it did anything to ban smoking in the 
workplace, and the other half said they would resign if the union did nothing about smoking. 
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Hon Simon O’Brien:  So you sat on the fence and everyone resigned! 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  No, the membership continued to grow, Hon Simon O’Brien.   

Times change.  Realistically, smoking in enclosed places will undoubtedly come to a conclusion.  Having spoken 
to the workers and heard their impassioned pleas, it is important to put my views on the record and to convey the 
views expressed to me about the difficulties workers face in that international room.   

The best way to resolve this matter would be for the management of Burswood to sit down with workers, not in a 
hostile environment, to work out when smoking will be brought to a conclusion in the international room.  It is 
unfortunate that this Chamber constantly must make decisions that could be made if a decent employer wanted to 
work with employees and not create hostility.  Clearly, the debate has created hostility between employers and 
employees.  I make a plea to the Burswood management not to go down that path.  Sit down with the workers 
and work out the end point and seek a compromise.  Do not wait for Governments to pass regulations.  A decent 
employer would sit down with employees.   

I remember going with Hon Sue Ellery to meet the Burswood management after the last election, and it said it 
was seeking to maintain improved relationships with its employees and unions.  I do not enjoy making this 
speech as I had a very good relationship with Burswood in my time as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
for Tourism.  However, the way it has treated its employees leaves a lot to be desired.  On this issue, employers 
need to sit down and deal with an end date for smoking in the international room.  Do not leave it to the 
Government to act.  For the Burswood to act in that way would be to its advantage.  I place on the record my 
congratulations to the casino for introducing a smoking ban in the main gaming room off their own bat without 
government involvement.  In spite of many of the concerns expressed prior to that ban about a negative impact 
on revenues, the casino’s revenue has increased following that ban.  It is possible to market and implement a 
similar approach with the international room.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Have you had a look at the international room, and considered the effect a ban on smoking 
would have on that part of the business?  

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The same argument was used about the main gaming floor.   

Hon Norman Moore:  Why do you think they are so adamant about it?  Other casinos are all the same. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  One can look at the history in South East Asia.  When the Burswood International Resort 
Casino was built, it was one of few in the South East Asian market.  Now there are many.  This change presents 
an opportunity to build a niche market.  The workers I spoke to at Burswood say that many people who go into 
the international room do not like the fact that people smoke in there.  That is the view of the people I met.  
Regardless of whether it does or does not have an economic impact, I understand the concern:  

Hon Norman Moore:  It would have an impact on the employees; that’s the point. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  It is a concern the employees share.  One cannot get away from asking what prices we 
place on the health of the workers.  That is the balancing equation.   

Hon Norman Moore:  If a decision were made to ban smoking in the international room, and its adjacent rooms, 
you may find there would be fewer employees.  Have you done a study to see the end result?  There may be 
fewer employees. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The employees I met understand those concerns.  That is why the best place for the 
issues to be sorted out is not in this Chamber.  Employees and employers at Burswood share the same goal in 
that respect.  They understand the concern raised by Hon Norman Moore.  That is why they need to work 
together to find a solution to the problem.  Whether this change is made by the employers and employees sitting 
down, by WorkSafe legislation or by insurers stating that they will not cover the casino because it allows 
workers to be exposed to cigarette smoke and the casino is no longer able to afford the premiums, this place 
should not have to debate the matter.  I place on the public record that the way to resolve this issue is for people 
to sit down and consider it.  These people share the concerns expressed by Hon Norman Moore regarding jobs.  
Therefore, these are the best people to resolve the issue.  The employers should not make threats to employees 
when they present a petition.  They should meet representatives and work out the end date for smoking in the 
international room.  It will happen, whether that is today, tomorrow or some other time into the future.  It would 
be best for it to happen as a result of concern by the employer.  In that case, I think they would have a positive 
reaction from employees and they will enhance the business significantly.  Instead of employees being grumpy 
about the way they are being treated, there would be a very positive response from them.  I support the 
regulations as they stand.  However, I urge the management of Burswood International Resort Casino to sit down 
and find a solution to its employees’ exposure to cigarette smoke in the international gaming room.   
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HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.30 pm]:  I will not support the disallowance motion.  A great deal 
of work has been put into these regulations.  I believe the Government has worked with some organisations, 
including the Australian Hotels Association.  There are some 700 hoteliers in Western Australia.  I speak on 
behalf of those people in the country who will come under some stress unless their businesses are allowed some 
time to absorb the impact of the closing down of smoking in these areas, rather than it occurring immediately.  
From that view, it is reasonable to expect that some time be given to them.  The disallowance of the regulations 
would maintain the status quo and the industry would not know what to expect in the future.  By supporting the 
regulations, the industry will receive a clear message that in the future it can expect further restrictions.  Nobody 
loathes smoking more than I do; I just cannot stand it.  However, time must be given to hoteliers to comply with 
the regulations.  I understand that the regulations will not satisfy the objectives of the Australian Council on 
Smoking and Health; however, it would not be constructive to oppose them.  As I said, this legislation will give a 
clear indication into the future that we are moving away from allowing smoking in enclosed public places.  In 
my view, I would be more than happy if that were to happen tomorrow.  However, I have said many times in this 
place that I speak on behalf of businesses in the country, and their view is that they need time to adjust.  Hotels 
in those regions are under enormous pressure and they should have a reasonable opportunity to get their 
businesses in place and to readjust.  In my view that is reasonable.  That is all I want to say.  I have had 
discussions with these people and I quite deliberately made a decision to not support the disallowance motion. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health) [8.32 pm]:  The 
Government opposes the disallowance motion.  The Government has responded to the review that has been 
referred to by endorsing the majority of the report’s recommendations, and it announced a range of measures that 
will without any shadow of doubt have the effect of further restricting smoking in enclosed public places. 

We have heard debate tonight on whether the restrictions go far enough.  That is a legitimate debate for the 
House to have; indeed, it is a debate that has been carried out in workplaces, in industry and in the community 
generally.  It is a debateable point: have we gone far enough?  However, the question that these regulations will 
have the effect of further restricting smoking in enclosed public places is not debatable.  If we do not allow these 
regulations to proceed, our actions will halt those further restrictions.  That is what members must understand 
when they make up their mind about the disallowance motion tonight.   
I do not accept the proposition that these regulations do not advance towards a reduction in smoking and its 
effects on people.  I do not take any issue - the Government does not take any issue and the report on the review 
reflected this view - with the evidence about the effects of smoking on individuals and on the community 
through the costs that are borne by all of us for the treatment of individuals whose health is affected by smoking.  
These regulations represent incremental changes.  The changes will be progressive and targeted and will be 
introduced through a phased-in approach towards ultimately achieving the aim of smoke-free enclosed public 
places.  A number of comments by members have reflected the view that the Minister for Health has made on 
several occasions that inevitably there will be a complete ban on smoking in enclosed public places.  The 
approach taken by this Government is consistent with the approach that has been taken in Western Australia to 
date; that is, incremental change.  The history of the movement towards reducing the effects of smoking has been 
incremental.   

The amendments required to implement these phased-in measures arise from the first recommendation in the 
review.  They refer to the removal of exemptions in all but one bar or room per venue in hotels, taverns and other 
licensed venues, sporting and social clubs by 31 December 2006; an increase in the restrictions from 50 per cent 
of floor space in nightclubs to 80 per cent of floor space in nightclubs and cabarets by 30 June - that is, a matter 
of weeks away; smoke-free nightclubs and cabarets by 31 December 2006; and the removal of the current 
exemptions for the Burswood International Resort Casino except, as we have just discussed, the international 
gaming room. 

There are also some specific tidying-up elements of this set of regulations that the House ought to be aware of 
that refer to a number of definitions.  For example, regulation 3 changes the definition of “Bingo Centre”, which 
was initially subject to exemption; however, as there is no longer an exemption for “Bingo Centre”, all reference 
to it has been removed.  We just heard about the Burswood Casino.  Paragraph (b) of the definition identifies 
certain areas of the Burswood Casino.  One of the phased-in measures is the removal of the current exemptions 
for the casino, except for the international gaming room.  We therefore no longer need to identify the other 
gaming areas of the casino.  The effect of the disallowance, despite whatever voluntary actions Burswood Casino 
might have taken itself, is that there will be no legal framework to require the casino to maintain that exemption.  
That is a pretty significant thing for members to consider when they make up their mind about whether to undo 
the regulations by supporting the disallowance. 
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The regulations also go on to reflect the phased-in measure that requires the removal of all the exemptions in all 
but one bar or room per venue by 31 December 2006 and that nightclubs and cabarets are to be smoke-free by 31 
December 2006.  Regulation 12 - the provision we are debating now will also be the subject of debate in the next 
disallowance motion - requires occupiers to take reasonable steps to stop people who are smoking in areas in 
which they are restricted from smoking.  That is an important change for us to make because it goes, in part, to 
providing occupiers with the tools and the authority needed to change the culture.  It is an important step to 
require occupiers of premises to take responsibility for what happens in their premises.  That will cease if we 
proceed with the disallowance. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  What are those responsibilities?   

Hon SUE ELLERY:  The regulations in the next disallowance motion that we will be debating, which I am not 
supposed to be talking about now, set out a series of steps, so perhaps I will be able to answer that question 
better when we deal with that motion.   

One of the issues raised by Hon Giz Watson was the effect of smoking on young people.  Hon Giz Watson 
talked about the take-up rates by young people, and about how young people as a sub-population have not 
responded to the efforts by public policy makers to encourage them to lower their take-up rates, and to restrict 
their access to tobacco products.  It is important that we bear that in mind when we are thinking about that 
element of the regulations that is proposed to come into effect in a couple of weeks.  I do not accept the 
proposition that the industry is not getting a clear message as to the direction in which public policy is heading.  I 
do think, from what I said earlier about the remarks of the minister, and from the message that the continual 
incremental change in one direction is sending to the industry, that the industry is on notice.   

One of the incremental elements of the Government’s response to the review of the smoking regulations is 
proposed to be implemented in a matter of weeks.  That is the increase in the smoke-free floor space in 
nightclubs and cabarets.  However, this disallowance motion, if adopted by the House, would halt that.  We need 
to think very carefully about the message that we would be sending if we proceed down that path.  It would 
mean also that we would return to a situation in which there would be no legal restrictions on smoking in the 
gaming areas of the Burswood International Resort Casino.  Improvements have been made in public policy in 
this area.  However, if the House rejects the arguments that I am putting and accepts the disallowance motion, 
we will stall those improvements and will have to go back to the drawing board.  To the extent that this 
disallowance debate maintains the pressure on industry and maintains the debate in the community, that is a 
good thing.  I believe we should be having a debate about how we can progress towards a completely smoke-free 
environment in enclosed public places.  To that extent, I applaud the fact that we are having that debate.  
However, to disallow the regulations will halt the incremental changes that are included in the regulations.  I ask 
members to consider the message that they will be sending if they support the disallowance motion.  We should 
be taking steps to continually move the public policy closer to a situation in which smoking in enclosed public 
places is completely banned.  For these reasons, the Government opposes the disallowance motion.   

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [8.43 pm]:  We are considering the disallowance, or otherwise, 
of the Health (Smoking in Enclosed Public Places) Regulations 2003.  It has been said during this debate that if 
nothing else comes out of this debate, at the very least we have been debating these issues.  I do not think 
anything else has come out of this debate.  There has certainly not been much action.  There have just been a few 
words flapped around from time to time.  In terms of taking strides, or even steps, to phase out smoking in 
enclosed public places, the Government certainly does not have its seven-league boots on.  I am sure I was not 
the only member who was completely underwhelmed when, on 25 June 2003, Hon Bob Kucera, the then 
Minister for Health, put out a media statement headed “WA Government moves to increase smoking 
restrictions”.  It commences with the words -  

The State Government has announced plans to substantially tighten smoking regulations for enclosed 
public places and in particular hospitality venues.   

These regulations are a wimp-out.  They are the sort of thing that a Government comes up with when it has a 
too-hard issue or a political hot potato that it does not know what to do with.  Another example of this is the 
swimming pool fencing regulations, which will come into effect in a couple of years from now but which we 
have been talking about for the past year, or more.  We have the same situation with these regulations.  These 
regulations are proposed to come into effect on 31 December 2006.  However, they were announced on 25 June 
2003.  These regulations are symptomatic of a Government that does not know what to do, so it puts things off 
rather than deal with them.  The only symptom that the Government has not shown to indicate that it does not 
know what to do is that it has not proposed to have a smoking summit.  Whether it be taxes, drugs, immigration 
or Iraq, the Government generally proposes a summit when it does not know what to do.   
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In January 2003 a report was presented entitled “Review of the Operation and Effectiveness of Part IXB of the 
Health Act 1911 and the Health (Smoking in Enclosed Public Places) Regulations 1999”; that is, the 
predecessors to the regulations that we are currently considering.  The recommendations that were published at 
that time numbered about 10.  The 2003 regulations that we are now considering are meant to be addressing the 
recommendations that flowed from that review.  However, I do not see much example of that, because the sum 
total of these regulations is to do the following things.  The minister claims in that media statement that the 
Government is responding with a phased-in approach with the aim of achieving smoke-free enclosed public 
places.  However, it is not making much progress, because under the former regulations, up to two bar or lounge 
areas in which meals are not served can be exempted in hotels, taverns and other licensed venues.  Many venues, 
unless they are particularly large, do not even have two rooms now.  The media statement states also that the 
Government is proposing to remove the exemptions in all but one bar or room per venue in hotels, taverns and 
other licensed venues by 31 December 2006.  I am not surprised that the Australian Hotels Association is 
prepared to live with this and not lobby against it, because many of its members have only one bar or room now, 
I am told, so it will not make a bit of difference even when this does come into effect, which will be years down 
the track.  Some phased-in approach or substantial tightening that is!  I think not.  The regulations also propose 
to increase the restrictions - this is mind-boggling - to 80 per cent of floor space in nightclubs and cabarets by 30 
June 2004 - the end of next month - which is up from the current restriction of 50 per cent of floor space in 
nightclubs and cabarets.  Perhaps there are some very clever people who will be able to work out how it will be 
possible to provide a 50 per cent, or a 20 per cent, smoking area in venues that are likely be one large, open, 
contiguous space, but apparently the Government seems to think it can be done.  Perhaps in some nightclubs it 
would be a relatively convenient task to allocate a fifth or even less of the floor space on a mezzanine level, well 
away from the rest of the floor space, to provide adequate ventilation.  I cannot imagine a great, big, old, 
darkened cavern, which is the sort of establishment in which many nightclubs begin, having an imaginary line 
drawn down the middle so that people on one side can smoke and those on the other side cannot.  I have never 
understood how that can work.  Apparently, the people who draft these regulations think it can work.  
This Government’s idea of a phased-in approach is that from the month after next, the floor space available for 
smoking will be reduced from 50 per cent to 20 per cent in nightclubs and cabaret venues.  The one other big 
difference in nightclubs and cabarets is that they are to be completely smoke free by 31 December 2006.  That is 
a distinction reserved only for nightclubs and cabarets.  I will come back to that in a moment.  
The exemption from smoking regulations afforded the Burswood Casino has been removed, except in the 
international gaming room.  We have just heard from Hon Ken Travers how the Burswood Casino should 
consult with its staff about the smoke in the international gaming room.  We have also heard that the Burswood 
Casino had already decided, through its internal processes, to ban smoking in its massive gaming room without 
regulations.  I understand that only after it had taken that action has its exemption been removed via these 
regulations.  Perhaps it is a pity that the Government did not take a leaf out of Hon Ken Travers’ book and apply 
that same spirit of consultation and desire to work through problems to the cabaret owners.  They are not happy.  

Finally, the Government’s latest plan to substantially tighten smoking regulations and to have a phased-in 
approach is to continue the current exemption for licensed restaurants to have a separately enclosed and 
ventilated room where no meals are served.  There will be no change for them at all.  In the first instance, after 
detailed examination of these regulations, despite the Government’s rhetoric, they do not show anything like 
substantial progress, as many people expected, towards non-smoking in enclosed public spaces.  

We have also heard some debate about the evils of smoking.  I do not think anyone disagrees with any of it.  
With respect, that is not purely what this is about today.  The ill effects of smoking have been established.  It 
supports the arguments Hon Giz Watson raised, but it is not the central point at issue.  Similarly, it is not about 
purely protecting young people from smoking.  Hon Giz Watson might have referred to the fact that the people 
who frequent cabarets and nightclubs are typically young people.  I am sure that is the case.  I am far too old to 
go there and find out.  

Hon John Fischer interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Does Hon John Fischer get in for half price?  Does he have a pension card? 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  A Seniors Card.  

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes.  It must also be realised that many people who go to pubs, especially in large 
numbers, are young people.  Indeed, many of the smokers are young people who have not woken up to the 
potential problems that smoking can cause and have not got around to quitting, as most of us do at some stage.  It 
is not an easy thing to do.  

All that is by the by.  The Liberal Party examined these regulations from two points of view, particularly once 
the disallowance motion had been moved.  On the one hand, the Government’s argument to allow the regulations 
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to stand can be easily supported.  As I have just pointed out, these regulations do very little, as Hon Giz Watson 
will agree, in any realistic time frame.  If the Government wants to do something, it should get on and do it.  On 
the other hand, what will the regulations achieve and how can we countenance and defend that?  The only 
substantial thing they do is crack down on cabarets and nightclubs.  Cabarets and nightclubs must be totally 
smoke free by 1 January 2007.  It will come around soon enough but it is still some years away.  I can just see it: 
New Year’s Eve 2006-07.  Everyone is in the nightclub.  Hon Frank Hough and I are both there having gained 
concessional entry on a busy night with our Seniors Cards!  
Hon Giz Watson:  Bopping away.   

 Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  :  Yes.  As midnight draws near, we do the countdown together while wondering 
whether we can remember the second verse of Auld Lang Syne but it does not matter because no-one else can.  
Suddenly it is midnight and just as we are saying happy new year to everybody bouncers come around and rip 
the fags out of our mouths and say, “Sorry, no smoking”.  
Hon Frank Hough interjected.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am referring to cigarettes, thank you, Hon Frank Hough!  

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I have made a couple of determined attempts to give up smoking, and I will have given 
up well before then.  

Hon Ed Dermer:  I am pleased.  
HON SIMON O’BRIEN:  In that case, I will find comfort in the fact that there are more and more smoke-free 
venues.  That is the way we are heading.  Despite the Government’s rhetoric, these regulations do not do 
anything except cause concern to cabaret and nightclub owners.  I am sure cabaret and nightclub owners have 
made representations to the Government, as they have done to the Liberal Party.  They are asking why on earth 
we do not have a level playing field and why, as at midnight on 31 December 2006, they must become smoke-
free while other licensed venues can still have smoking rooms.  They want a level playing field.  They do not 
care where; they just want some equity.  Hotels should be willing to set aside some areas where smoke does not 
impact on others and where people can have a cigarette with their beer if they really want to.  I do not disagree 
with that in principle even though I would like to see everyone give up smoking.  I do not want to see workers, 
patrons or children who are taken to hotels exposed to environmental tobacco smoke.  We have all seen that 
many times over the years.  It is appalling.  The only matter of substance that the Opposition could find when it 
considered the disallowance motion for these regulations was not contained in the highlights of Bob Kucera’s 
media statement of June 2003.  It is the question of equity between various parties competing in the same field; 
and they do compete.  Cabaret owners or nightclub managers will tell members that it will not be very workable.  
The predominantly young people to whom I referred earlier will go out for a night with all their friends to a hotel 
where they can drink, obviously, and smoke if they wish.   
When it is time for the pub to close, what do they do?  They kick on to a nightclub.  When they get to the 
nightclub, they are meant to kick on, but they cannot smoke.  There is nowhere for people to go to smoke.  They 
are the sorts of anomalies that are produced.  That will lead to confrontation and aggravation for cabaret and 
nightclub proprietors, their employees and their patrons.   

On that basis, the Opposition is therefore inclined to support the disallowance, but for different reasons from 
those mentioned by Hon Giz Watson.  However, I am sure that does not concern her.  Having delivered that 
news and having regard to the numbers in this House, the ball is now to some extent in the Government’s court.  
As this is the day before this matter must be voted on, I do not know whether the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Health is in a position to go away for 24 hours or less and consider a further regulation that will get 
rid of that inequity.  The cabaret and nightclub proprietors have been asking the Government to do that, and so 
far it has turned a deaf ear, I believe.  The Opposition might then be prepared to consider that regulation.  
However, as things stand at the moment, our party room decision is that we will support the disallowance. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [9.01 pm]:  This is one of those 
occasions on which we are dealing with regulations when it would be helpful if we could amend them.  
However, it is either all or nothing.  I have looked through the regulations.  In general, I believe they are a 
sensible compromise in the situation in which we find ourselves.  There have been changes to smoking in public 
places over a number of years.  The situation in hotels now is that if there are two rooms in which no food is 
being served, smoking is permitted.  Similarly, in 50 per cent of nightclubs smoking is permitted.  The 
Government is moving slowly down the path of changing that.  These regulations propose that after 31 
December 2006 only one bar or one room in hotels will be available for smokers.  That will continue beyond 31 
December 2006.  In nightclubs and cabarets, the proposal is that, as of June this year, the 50 per cent will 
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become 80 per cent; in other words, 80 per cent of the floor area will not be available for smokers.  However, it 
also provides that on 31 December 2006 there will be a complete ban on smoking in nightclubs and cabarets. 

I find myself in basic agreement with the regulations, with one exception; that is, the question of equity.  As far 
as I am concerned, the debate and the question of whether the regulations are allowed or disallowed relate to the 
fundamental and simple issue of equity.  Why do the regulations treat hotels differently from nightclubs and 
cabarets?  They provide that at 31 December 2006 hotels can continue to have one room available for smoking, 
and I support that.  However, smoking in cabarets and nightclubs is banned completely.   

I happen to have a view, which is contrary to that of a lot of people, that places of entertainment such as hotels, 
nightclubs and cabarets should provide for those patrons who want to smoke.  It might be a room out the back in 
which they do not get rained on and in which there are no employees, but to which they can take their can or 
middy of beer and have a smoke out the back.  However, it is an environment in which they will not be out in the 
cold or rained upon, which has some reasonable comfort and which does not affect the employees.  I also believe 
that in a cabaret or a nightclub perhaps the same sort of facility should be available as well.  I do not go to hotels 
or nightclubs very often, but I know that lots of people who go there smoke.  It is a part of going to hotels and 
nightclubs that people drink and smoke.  People choose to do that.  If those people who do not like smoking in 
public places think that people should not smoke at all, why do they not come forward and say, “Let’s ban 
tobacco altogether.  Let’s ban its sale.  Let’s get rid of it altogether”?  However, nobody is prepared to do that. 

If we allow people to smoke, we cannot legislate to stop them killing themselves, just as we cannot legislate to 
stop people jumping in front of motor cars and killing themselves.  We cannot legislate for some things.  
However, in this case we are trying to bring in rules about people’s lifestyles when they go out for entertainment.  
I believe the Government has done the right thing in what it regards as a phasing-out process by saying that we 
should make some incremental changes as we go along, but we should allow hotels to have a room in which 
people can smoke.  If part of that is that no workers go into that room, that is fine.  However, the opportunity for 
those who want it should be provided. 

I must say that I hate cigarettes and I hate going into hotels in which people are smoking, because when I come 
out my hair and clothes stink and I cannot get rid of the smell for days.  I would not go to a hotel in which people 
smoke unless I had no choice.  Sometimes when a member is trying to get votes in the front bar, he has to put up 
with that, Mr Deputy President (Hon Jon Ford), as you would know. 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson interjected.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do, and I did the other night.  I got covered in smoke, and I hated the smell of 
myself the next day.  However, the people in there were having a wonderful time.  I believe they should be 
entitled to continue to have that wonderful time, but we should also take into account the situation of other 
people; that is, employees in hotels and other patrons.  There should be places to which they can go where they 
do not have to put up with cigarette smoke.  We should provide for both, and we can.  Airconditioning systems 
remove virtually all the cigarette smoke in some of the casinos.  The Crown Casino in Melbourne has a very 
sophisticated extraction system that removes virtually all the smoke.  However, that is not enough for some 
people.   

I say to the parliamentary secretary that if we could amend these regulations, I would move to amend them so 
that the requirement that smoking be banned in nightclubs and cabarets by 31 December 2006 is removed and 
that the 20 per cent that will be allowed with the other part of the change continue beyond 2006 in the same way 
as that will be allowed for hotels.  I would move that amendment, but that cannot be done.   

My view is simply that what the Government is seeking to do, with that exception, is better than the current 
arrangement.  I would not support what the Greens want.  It is beyond what I believe is fair.  I have some 
sympathy for the Government’s position, and I understand why it has reached that position.  However, in equity, 
why is one section of the hospitality industry being treated differently from another?  Nobody has put an 
argument to me to convince me that they should be treated differently.  As Hon Simon O’Brien said, this does 
not need to be dealt with until tomorrow, if the parliamentary secretary wants to take some time to consider it.  I 
could keep talking until 10 o’clock, and she will have to consider it tomorrow.  I do not want to be threatening in 
any way.  However, I am trying to put to the parliamentary secretary that this issue could result in these 
regulations being defeated, which I am sure she does not want to happen, whereas in 24 hours we may come to a 
resolution about this question of equity.  Taking a little bit of extra time would not be a bad thing.  As an aside, 
one of the problems is that we often debate regulations or the disallowance of regulations at nine o’clock on the 
night on which they expire.  There is never an opportunity for somebody to sit down and try to find a 
compromise.  Sometimes we have had a situation in which disallowances have not proceeded because the 
Government has given an assurance that certain things will happen to regulations if they are allowed, and then 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 4 May 2004] 

 p2111b-2122a 
Hon Giz Watson; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Norman 

Moore; Hon Kim Chance 

 [11] 

they might be amended in the future or some other course of action might be taken.  On this occasion I have not 
heard an argument - maybe somebody other than the parliamentary secretary can argue this - on why nightclubs 
and cabarets should be treated differently from hotels.  The parliamentary secretary has mentioned to me before 
that it is a lot to do with young people and that a lot of young people go to nightclubs and cabarets.  A lot of 
young people go to hotels too, and a lot of old people go to nightclubs and cabarets.  A broad cross-section of the 
demographics of our society go to hotels and nightclubs.  There are some hotels to which the only people who go 
are very old people who put their elbows on the bar, sit there all afternoon and smoke a packet of cigarettes and 
drink about 10 schooners.  In Kalgoorlie there are three or four hotels like that.  There are other hotels that are 
trendy.  The Subiaco Hotel is a trendy place to which lots and lots of young people go.  It is like a nightclub.  
There are lots of differences.  The Subiaco Hotel has an extended licence.  I think it opens till 2.00 am or 
something.  A lot of hotels have extended hours, so they are competing directly with nightclubs and cabarets.  As 
Hon Simon O’Brien said, after 2006 there will be this ludicrous situation of a person who leaves a hotel at one 
o’clock in the morning when the extended trading permit is finished, having smoked his head off all night, going 
to the nightclub next door and being told that he cannot smoke there.  He will then go to another hotel with a 
further extended licence so he can smoke.  People actually smoke because they want to and we cannot stop them.  
The reason I am arguing for equity is two lots of businesses are in the same business - hotels and cabarets and 
nightclubs are all basically in the hospitality and entertainment business.  They have overlapping hours, but 
fundamentally one follows the other.  People go from one venue to another as part of their entertainment 
activities. 

I put to the parliamentary secretary that, in all seriousness, we may be able to resolve this issue if one thing 
happens: the Government should be prepared to entertain an amendment to the regulations.  It can gazette them 
the moment they are drafted and agreed to by government.  That can be done in a matter of days.  An 
amendment would be prepared which provides for equity.  The way to do that is to simply allow the situation 
that the Government will bring into force in respect of nightclubs and cabarets as of 30 June this year to continue 
beyond 30 December 2006, so that they have 20 per cent of their floor space for smoking, in the same way as the 
Government will allow hotels to have one room.  If the Government wants to make it 10 per cent of floor space 
for smoking, I would look at that, too, but the Government might find an amendment that takes into account this 
equity issue.  That is one suggestion.  The alternative is for the parliamentary secretary to go away and come 
back tomorrow and convince me and my colleagues that there is a significant difference between nightclubs and 
cabarets and hotels, which necessitates having different rules.  I would then be happy to listen to the argument, 
because I have not heard it yet.  There may well be such a compelling argument.  The parliamentary secretary 
shook her head a while ago that that was not something she would contemplate.   

Hon Sue Ellery:  I am not open to it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  To what? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  To contemplate that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  In the sense that you cannot delay this until tomorrow? 

Hon Sue Ellery:  Yes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why is that?  As I said, I can require the parliamentary secretary to do that by just 
talking until 10 o’clock. 

Hon Sue Ellery:  You can, but - 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not want to do that.  This is in the spirit of some cooperation, which occasionally 
occurs in this place.  Here is a problem, with two parts of an industry being treated differently.  If the Leader of 
the House can tell me why they should be treated differently, I will listen to him.  We do not have to finish this 
matter at 10 o’clock, because this disallowance does not have to be finished until tomorrow.  If the leader can 
give me some indication that he will at least contemplate what I am arguing, we might be able to come to some 
agreement, in which case we would support the Government and the regulations could go through.  If we cannot 
come to some agreement, we will simply vote with the Greens and, depending on how the numbers pan out, the 
Government may have its regulations disallowed, which is not what it wants, and which is 99 per cent of what I 
do not want either.   

Hon Kim Chance:  The best reason I can give at this stage is only administrative, and that is if such a 
compromise were possible it would not be achieved overnight.  It is something which is in the hands of 
government to amend or otherwise gazette regulations that might have the desired effect.  I will not make any 
commitment that we can do that in the period necessary.  Regulations do not require the outcome of this 
disallowance motion to be changed by the Government in the future.  I think we would need a longer time span 
than overnight to achieve that.   
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Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am not suggesting that between now and tomorrow afternoon the Government 
drafts amendments.  What I am suggesting is that if the leader were to give me a commitment that he would seek 
to draft amendments, that he acknowledges the equity issue, then that would satisfy me. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I do not think we can quite do that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  But the Government could do that between now and tomorrow, without drafting up 
anything.  The leader could get from his minister one of two things: he could get from him a recognition that this 
is an equity issue and he will deal with it sometime down the track, because we are not talking about something 
immediate, apart from the June 2004 issue.  We do not have a problem with that.  The Leader of the House can 
get some commitment from the responsible minister that he will deal with the equity matter, and I will take it on 
face value that he will deal with it.  Alternatively, the Government can come up with a regulation - an 
amendment - that would be even better.  Thirdly, the Government could come up with an argument that says this 
is not an equity issue, that they are so different one from the other that hotels and nightclubs should be treated 
differently.  I cannot for the life of me see how they can be treated differently, but maybe I am missing 
something. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think the best we can do tonight in terms of an assurance of that nature is to consider the 
arguments that have been put forward with a view to trying to resolve those questions. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the leader saying that he will put off a vote on this until tomorrow? 

Hon Kim Chance:  No, I would rather not. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I can assure the leader that that is what he would have to do.  It is not just me, but 
everybody else can talk until 10 o’clock, and the Government will not be able to have a vote because the matter 
does not have to be put.  One matter does, but the other one does not. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  The substantive one does not. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  Can we not, as grown adults, legislators, sensible folk trying to reach a 
reasonable conclusion to what is in my view a difficult issue, simply put the vote off until six o’clock tomorrow 
night?  That is not even 24 hours away.  I know the Government does not want to waste time dealing with this 
issue day after day, because it wants to deal with government legislation.  I will sit down now if the Government 
adjourns this matter and it can get on with other government business for the next 45 minutes, and we can come 
back to this issue tomorrow.  It is a simple proposition.  We can sort it out amongst ourselves. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I believe we can do that.  I think we can adjourn this one and deal with order of the day No 
310, which I think we do need to deal with because that vote will be taken anyway.  I am happy, if the 
parliamentary secretary is happy, to support an adjournment. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is very encouraging, Mr Leader - it is a sensible approach.  The other motion 
must be put today.  I understand that is an amendment to the regulations being debated.  I am happy to say that 
the Liberal Opposition will support the passage of those amendments today by not supporting the disallowance.  
Those amendments will then become part of the substantive regulations to be dealt with tomorrow.  If we do not 
support retaining the regulations tomorrow, the whole lot will be thrown out anyway.  That is logical.  Is that 
okay?  Does it work out logistically? 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  Yes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If members are happy, I will sit down on the Leader of the House’s undertaking that 
somebody will move that this debate be adjourned until tomorrow:  Do I have that assurance? 

Hon Kim Chance:  I will move it.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I thank the Leader of the House. 

Adjournment of Debate 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [9.22 pm]:  It is my intention to move the 
adjournment of this matter.  If Hon John Fischer wants to speak prior to the adjournment - 

Hon John Fischer:  I will speak on it tomorrow.  Equity is not an issue.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The member will have an opportunity tomorrow.  I move -  

That debate be adjourned.   

Question put and passed. 

Debate thus adjourned. 
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