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RETAIL TRADING HOURS AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Legislation — Motion 

Resumed from 6 September on the following motion moved by Hon Kate Doust — 
(1) That the Retail Trading Hours Amendment Bill 2015 be discharged and referred to the 

Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report by no later than Friday, 
11 November 2016. 

(2) The committee has the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 
HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [5.24 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to resume my 
remarks because I was cut down by the effluxion of time last night when I was just warming up on this very 
important motion of Hon Kate Doust that we are considering today. I stress right from the outset, as I did last 
night, that I will be speaking on the motion and not on the bill and that I reserve my right to make some 
comments on the bill at an appropriate time in the future. The notion in this referral motion without notice that 
somehow we have not had enough time to consider the implications of this bill in the period that it has been in 
the public arena and we require a standing committee of this house to look into the implications of the bill and to 
have the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill is in my mind verging on the fanciful. 
As I stated in my brief contribution last night, this bill is a small bill that makes only extremely incremental 
changes to the existing retail trading hours framework in our state. Most of those changes, as indicated by 
Hon Kate Doust’s own contribution to the debate, appear uncontroversial and seem to have been supported. I do 
not want to put words in the mouth of Hon Kate Doust, but the changes seem to have been supported by her as 
lead speaker for the opposition. These changes include removing the silly distinction between the types of filling 
stations. This seemed to be uncontroversial, and the member raised no major issues there. The changes include 
the abolition of the concept of holiday resort, and the member gave no real indication that there was anything 
controversial in that. Also, the change to exclude retail shops located in short-term markets from the application 
of the act to cut red tape to allow occasional stallholders at markets—people who perhaps have a good idea and 
want to test it out or people who perhaps want to earn a few extra dollars from their crafts or their hobbies to go 
about their business without being caught up in red tape—seemed to be uncontroversial. But somehow or other if 
this bill is not sent to a committee to consider the small extension of general retail trading hours the sky will fall 
in. To me that appears fanciful. It does not pass the test of logic or sensibility whatsoever. Why would we tie up 
a standing committee of this Parliament for hours or days on end, and why would we drag people who want to 
have their say to the committee into this place ad infinitum when what we are doing is extending the ability of 
traders to trade on weekdays, Monday to Friday, for the grand total of one hour in each of those days, the hour 
between seven and eight in the morning, and on Saturdays, two hours from 7.00 am to 8.00 am, and then again 
from 5.00 pm to 6.00 pm, with no change on Sundays or public holidays? This is a tiny incremental change that 
levels the playing field a bit among various retailers; it is a change that will help remove confusion and a change 
that seems to be uncontroversial. Those changes were mooted by the government last year.  
The public have had about 12 months to inform themselves of the contents of the Retail Trading Hours 
Amendment Bill 2015; to contact members of Parliament and the opposition, if they so wish; to participate in 
public debate; and to agitate, lobby and, in any other way, try to shape the outcome of this bill. I, as a member of 
Parliament, have certainly not been inundated by requests from anyone who wants to slow the passage of this 
bill. No-one has said to me, “Hey, hang on; this bill really needs to be looked at! We need to have an inquiry into 
it and we need a legislation committee to look into it.” No-one has come to me and said that—nobody. I have not 
seen any media about it, and I have not seen any online or paper petitions or the like to suggest that this bill 
really, really needs to be looked at because it will change the fundamental structure of our society. There is 
a good reason for that. The bill does not do that. It does not change the fundamental structure of our society. It 
does not revolutionise retail trading hours in this state. It does not do what we did earlier this week with the 
Marketing of Potatoes Amendment and Repeal Bill 2016 and confine the legislation to the dustbin of history. 
Some people would like retail trading hours to be given a proper revolutionary shake-up in this state to bring us 
into the twenty-first century, but this bill does not do that. This bill adds a grand total of seven hours a week—an 
average of one hour a day—to the time that general retail stores, if they so wish, can be open for the convenience 
of the public of Western Australia. The bill does not contain any compulsion; it does not force anyone to do 
anything. It allows retailers to choose to be open for one extra hour a day on Monday to Friday if they so wish, 
and for two hours on a Saturday. 
Why is there all this fuss and bother about this bill? Why is this motion before the house? It took me a while; 
I thought, “Hang on; there’s got to be more tied to this!” I am glad I had 24 hours or however long it has been; 
I think it has been a bit less than 24 hours since this motion was first moved yesterday. It has probably been 
about 20 hours. It gave me the opportunity to contemplate what I was missing. I listened to 
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Hon Martin Aldridge’s contribution on Hon Kate Doust’s motion; he is currently away on urgent parliamentary 
business. Hon Martin Aldridge raised some issues about longstanding competition policy concerns in general 
retail trade. These issues have been very well canvassed in public debate. They were raised by the Harper review 
into competition policy, as Hon Martin Aldridge pointed out in his contribution. We read about these issues all 
the time—most recently here in Western Australia, and across Australia, about the supply of milk to major 
retailers and major supermarket chains. 
I agree that these are legitimate issues for public debate—the concentration of power and the ability of certain 
large retailers to force suppliers into agreements that suppliers may not necessarily find attractive. These are 
legitimate areas for public debate; these areas are not covered by this bill, which is the subject of the motion 
before the house. These areas cannot be legitimately canvassed in a committee inquiry, no matter how broadly 
one tries to interpret the policy of this bill, as contained in the second paragraph of the motion. They are issues 
for another place and another day. I submit that perhaps these issues may be of strong concern to all members in 
this place, but we may not have a lot of power over them because those powers have consistently been found to 
lie with the commonwealth Parliament. It would be beyond our constitutional powers to make laws about those 
sorts of issues, even if we so wished. Clearly, despite Hon Martin Aldridge’s obvious good intentions in this 
regard, it is not the broader issues of competition policy that require us to stop considering this bill right now to 
send it off to a legislation committee and to let it look into all sorts of things that might relate to the impact of the 
bill—any unforeseen consequences and the like. 
What is it, then? In the absence of a reason to defer the bill and pass it on to a committee, members in this place 
would make a decision on whether they support the bill. For those of us who believe in markets and competition, 
in the twenty-first century, consumers should be free to choose when they shop. Those consumer choices should 
influence when retailers open their shops and when goods are available to the public, rather than the heavy hand 
of government telling retailers when they are allowed to open their shops and when they are not, and forcing 
consumers to shop at times that may be inconvenient or impossible. For people who believe that—members of 
the Liberal Party; my colleagues here and in the other place—we would put up our hands and say, “Good idea; 
it’s only a very, very small change, but it’s one step in the right direction.” We would make that choice and vote 
on the bill. Those people who see things differently could likewise make the choice; if they do not like it, they 
can vote against it. That is what we do in this place all the time. We come in here and consider the bill before us. 
Like this bill, by the time they come here, bills have usually been ventilated pretty well in the other place. They 
have been in the public arena and lots and lots of people have had the opportunity to make submissions. Based 
on all that information and our own philosophical positioning on where we should be in these matters, we make 
up our own minds. 
Why should we delay the passage of this bill? Why should we delay the consideration of this bill? Why do we 
not come in here, have a good debate, put the issues on the table, let every member who wants to, speak on the 
bill, and then vote on it? Why is there this attempt to delay the passage of the bill? Why is there this attempt to 
frustrate retailers and consumers who have been waiting for this change? As my colleague Hon Phil Edman has 
pointed out on occasions, if people go to the stores in his local shopping precinct in Rockingham 10 or 
15 minutes before 8.00 am on any day from Monday to Saturday or 11.00 am on a Sunday, they will see queues 
of people waiting outside some of the retail stores. That happens in my area too. I go to the stores on 
Sunday morning and Saturday morning. I was down at my local stores in Flinders Avenue and there were queues 
out the door. The other thing we find is that in a lot of these shopping precincts there are restaurants and cafes, 
usually on the outside of the precinct. Do members know what? At 7.45 am they are open already. There are 
retail workers working in those cafes. There are bakeries and they are open, servicing the public. 
Hon Phil Edman interjected. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I do not think there is a restriction on a bakery opening at any time, because 
they open when they think it is the right time for them to maximise their profit, which is the time most 
convenient to their consumers. These are pretty simple concepts—concepts that some people try to obfuscate in 
all this other muck. When we put the logic of the proposition before us to the test of what the public and 
consumers want, we know they are queueing up for it and we can see it. If members do not believe me, before 
they come to this place tomorrow morning, they can go down to one of the local shopping malls and see the 
queue outside the supermarket; at ten to eight there are already people waiting to shop. Anyone who has a local 
IGA that opens a bit earlier should find out the opening time and go there 10 or 15 minutes beforehand. Whether 
it is IGA, Coles, Farmer Jack’s or whatever it is, at most of these stores 10 or 15 minutes before opening time 
there are people already out the front waiting to spend a dollar. Perhaps those people are on their way to work, or 
their way from work if they are shift workers. Perhaps they are mothers who are trying to get school lunches 
together and for some reason were not able or forgot to go to the stores before they closed the night before. The 
Saturdays are even funnier, because anyone who goes to a supermarket at about 4.30 pm will see that people are 
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falling over themselves to shop before the lock comes down at five o’clock. It is crazy times. Forget about 
finding a parking spot; you will be run over by shopping trolleys. It is like we are living in this dark age of the 
nineteenth century when shopping was a chore and people had to walk miles and miles, or kilometres if you like, 
to go the store, bring the food back and cook it. Today, the retail trading environment is very different and 
people are crying out for these changes. 
Mr Acting President, I am always very careful to be speaking on the motion. People are crying out for these 
changes and other people come to this place and try to delay them. I wondered why, and after a while I realised 
why. It did not take that long. As always, when something is put before us by the Labor Party, we go back to the 
fundamentals. We go back to who owns and operates the Labor Party. Who owns and operates the Labor Party? 
The trade union movement. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Let us not get too carried away, Hon Alyssa Hayden, about whether they are 
against retail trading hours or not; let me expand. Which trade union is responsible for this area? The Shop, 
Distributive and Allied Employees’ Association. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon Sue Ellery: We’re only trying to help! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: I appreciate that members are trying to help, but the fact of the matter is that one 
member has the call and he should not be distracted from the question, which is about the referral of this bill to 
a standing committee, and I am sure he will not be. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President, for your protection. 
I often welcome assistance from my colleagues, but most of my colleagues who know me know that once I get on 
to the topic of trade union influence over the Labor Party and the sometimes very detrimental impacts that trade 
union activity can have on Australians, I do not need that much help at all. I thought that the SDA was supposedly 
opposed to these changes. It does not want an extra hour of shopping on Monday to Friday and it does not want an 
extra two hours of shopping on Monday to Friday. Why does it not want that? I would have thought that more 
hours leads to more employment and more employment leads to more potential union members. Theoretically, the 
union puts the forms before the employees and says, “Here you are. We’re a union; we can represent you. Sign up 
and we’ll do a good job for you”, and if the union is doing a good job for its supposed constituency, it will get a big 
tick. I do a bit of reading and trade unions are a pet topic of mine. I remembered the recent furore from investigation 
by Fairfax Media into the collusion between the shop, distributive and allied trade union and the big supermarket 
chains. Let us talk about that; let us talk about the trade unions. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: What about the banks? Why won’t you support a royal commission into the banks? 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Hon Stephen Dawson can try to obfuscate. It is amazing I can speak for hours 
in this place and have silence, but once I talk about a union rort, all of a sudden we come in with the red herrings. 
Members opposite can keep their red herrings and they can enjoy them for dinner, lunch or breakfast if they like. 
This was a recent investigation by Fairfax Media, not some sort of right-wing media organisation — 

Point of Order 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I raise the question of relevance to the motion, Mr Acting President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): On the point of order, I have been listening closely to the 
remarks of Hon Peter Katsambanis, who understands that this is a relatively narrow debate and although he is not 
straying beyond those parameters, I am sure he will be explaining how his current discourse is relevant to the 
bill, and I will make sure that he does. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Of course, as I continue to say in this contribution, I am speaking to the motion 
before the house and pointing out why it appears to me that the opposition has moved this motion to delay and 
frustrate the passage of this bill—because it is doing the bidding of the SDA. I read on 30 August this year, only 
a few days ago, an exclusive article in The Sydney Morning Herald, but it appeared across all of the Fairfax titles 
including WAtoday. It was entitled “Sold out: quarter of a million workers underpaid in union deals”—union 
deals between large retailers and the SDA. They were discovered in a landmark Fair Work Commission ruling in 
May, and it was found out that it was a deal between Coles and the SDA. It was found out that workers were 
being underpaid because the deal that the SDA signed those workers up to failed the better-off-overall test. 
A workplace law expert Professor Andrew Stewart described that particular finding on the agreement between 
Coles and the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association as being the tip of the iceberg. I do not have 
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the time today, but I wish I had hours to talk about how insidious this relationship between big corporations and 
big unions is and how it destroys little retailers. I will try my best in the time available to me. That is why 
members of the opposition want to frustrate and delay this bill. If members think that this stuff happens only in 
the eastern states, the article I am quoting from of 30 August, written by Ben Schneiders, Nick Toscano and 
Royce Millar, who are quite good investigative journalists, cites several people who have been hurt, including 
Western Australian single mother of three Tara McKenna, aged 42 years. She was working nightshift at Coles, 
but was being paid tiny penalties because of the deal between Coles and the SDA. She was finding things tough. 
The SDA strikes these deals with large corporations and have a sweetheart agreement that those companies 
effectively enforce a compulsory unionism provision on their employees. Why does it do that? It does that 
because the more members it has, the more power it has. 

Point of Order 
Hon KATE DOUST: My point of order is on relevance and that the member is misleading the house by 
insinuating that the organisation has practices that do not in fact exist. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Members, the previous member in this chair reminded the 
honourable member of the question. I will read the question so that he can direct his comments to the question. 
Hon Kate Doust’s motion reads — 

(1) That the Retail Trading Hours Amendment Bill 2015 be discharged and referred to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report by no later than Friday, 
11 November 2016. 

(2) The committee has the power to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill. 

I am sure the member realises that it is a narrow debate, and I give the honourable member the call. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President. Obviously, I am looking for reasons why the 
opposition is trying to delay the consideration of this bill with the motion before us. 

Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: If I was allowed to finish my comments without the constant interjections from 
members representing the SDA in this place, Mr Acting President would find out exactly how relevant they are. 
They are relevant because the SDA is happy to enter into these agreements with big business that reduce the 
rights and entitlements of workers. What happens when there is an attempt to negotiate a non-union agreement? 
I am told by people in my electorate who own smaller retail concerns — 

Point of Order 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Point of order — 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: You hate this, don’t you? This is getting to your soft underbelly! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The motion we are debating at the moment is that the bill be discharged and referred 
to the Standing Committee on Legislation for consideration and report by no later than Friday, 11 November 2016. 
It does not say anything about the SDA. This member is obviously talking about the main bill, because he is 
certainly not talking about the referral to committee. I seek your guidance on that, Mr Acting President. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! There is no point of order, but as I directed the member before, 
the debate is narrow, and I am sure he is about to explain how he ties that into his argument. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President. My point is very, very simple, but I will not 
be allowed to get to it if the defenders of the bad guys in this place continue to interject—but that is what they 
do. They do not want consideration of this bill, so they move a motion. When someone tries to expose what is 
behind their obfuscation and their delaying tactics, they do not want to have a debate; they do not even want to 
have it on the record because they want to continue to do their dirty deals behind closed doors. Retailers 
impacted by these changes to trading hours continually say to me that they do not care about the changes to the 
hours at all; they care about a level playing field in industrial relations. They do not have that level playing field 
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because the SDA is quite happy to trade away workers’ rights with big employers to ensure that they sign up lots 
of members so that it can have lots of power in the Australian Labor Party and have members preselected to this 
place, as they have. 

Here we go again! 

Point of Order 

Hon ADELE FARINA: Can I make it very clear that the point of order is relevance. The scope for debate on 
a referral motion is very, very narrow. When we debate a referral motion on this side of the house, we are 
required to stick to the letter of the standing orders in relation to a very narrow debate. This has nothing to do 
with why the bill should not be referred to a committee, and that is the only thing the member should refer to on 
a referral motion. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! The restriction that applies around the debate applies to both 
sides of the house. I ask the member to address the question and indicate how his argument relates to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President. My argument certainly relates to the motion 
because it relates to the reason this motion has been brought on in the first place. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Should it go to a committee or not—tell us! 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: If members let me tell them, I might; but if they continue to interject, I have no 
chance of telling them whatsoever. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Reply through the Chair, please. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Mr Acting President, if people on the other side of the chamber continue to 
interject, interrupt and take irrelevant points of order, I can tell you that I have absolutely no chance of continuing 
with this contribution to the debate. I fear that that is the opposition’s exact intention, because opposition members 
do not like it when a spotlight is shone on them. They come in here and for hours and hours and we have to sit 
listen to their diatribe. You know what? I am relevant to this bill and this is the reason they want to delay the 
passage of this bill and it has exposed them once more. As I was saying before I was interrupted by the last 
irrelevant point of order, small retailers affected by the change to hours say to me that they want a level playing 
field in industrial relations. Do they have one? No. What does the SDA do when a non-union agreement is lodged 
with similar terms and conditions to the ones that it has agreed to with Coles and Woolworths? 

Here we go! 

Point of Order 

Hon KATE DOUST: The member is not talking about the reasons this bill should be referred to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation. He is talking about a series of other matters that do not pertain to this bill. I ask 
you, Mr Acting President, to pull him back in and restrict him to the scope of the debate we are meant to have. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Peter Katsambanis has the call, but I indicate to him that the motives of the 
opposition are irrelevant to the motion to refer the bill to the committee, and he will address his remarks to 
the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President. It is impossible to round off an argument if 
your argument is interrupted halfway through. If members on the other side really wish, I can start making my 
argument again or I can continue to round it off. It is their choice. 

The fact is that we do not need to veer too far away from the last few days to find out why retailers are not given 
that level playing field. Again, I stress that this is the reason that we do not need to refer this Retail Trading 
Hours Amendment Bill to a committee. We need to pass this legislation and address the other issues in the 
appropriate forums. We have seen with non-union agreements that the SDA will object on technicalities to 
agreements that are written in the exactly the same format as the ones that they have agreed to with its preferred 
employers. On 26 August 2016, very recently, The Australian Financial Review published an article headlined 

 [5] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 7 September 2016] 

 p5527c-5534a 
Hon Peter Katsambanis; Hon Kate Doust; Acting President; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Adele Farina; Hon 

Martin Pritchard; Hon Liz Behjat 

“SDA seeks to torpedo Aldi non-union agreements”. I will not bore people by reading the entire article, but 
effectively the point is made that the international retailer ALDI was trying to get some non-union agreements 
with pretty similar terms to the ones that the SDA agreed to with Coles and Woolworths. 

Point of Order 
Hon KATE DOUST: We have now asked on a number of occasions for you to draw the member back to talking 
about why this bill about the extension of trading hours should be referred to the Standing Committee on 
Legislation. He continues to ignore your direction and he continues to go off on frolics of his own about matters 
that have nothing to do with the issues canvassed in this bill. I ask you one more time to pull him back into line 
regarding the nature of the referral motion in front of us. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I am listening to this debate with great interest because it will determine for me 
whether I will vote to send the bill to a committee or not. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I think I am hearing a very cogent argument about why it should not be sent to 
a committee. I need to hear the rest of that argument before I make up my mind. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members! A point of order was called. I listened to that point of order and I have 
directed the member. I did hear him mention the word “motion” in his last few comments, and I hope that he 
intends to stay on that track. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I am sticking to the motion, but of course 
there is extreme sensitivity whenever I talk about this motion, because clearly the motives of this motion are not 
honourable. They are not the motives that have been laid before the house, which were revealed when I got up to 
speak the truth about this. It is interesting that Hon Helen Morton made a strong point about her consideration of 
the motion before the house, and it led to scoffs from the other side that somehow or other she was not able to 
form her own mind on this motion. Let me remind people on the other side of the house before they scoff at 
these suggestions that every single member of the Liberal Party comes into this place and makes up their own 
mind on every motion, every issue, every bill and every division before this house. There is absolutely no 
restriction on any member of the Liberal Party by some party room or caucus deliberations. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Peter Katsambanis is the only member who has the call. 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I welcome these conversations. It is great to bring people together to have 
these conversations, but I am pointing out that on this motion, I make up my own mind on which way I vote. 
Hon Helen Morton makes up her own mind. Every member of the government makes up their own mind. That is 
the complete converse to what Labor Party members are used to with these sorts of caucus deliberations. They 
make their decisions in smoke-filled rooms. Perhaps there are faceless men and faceless women—lots of faceless 
people—in those rooms. Eventually they come to a decision, and then come in here and exercise a block vote. 
They have absolutely no freedom of choice on which way they vote. When motions like this come before us, it 
exposes the differences between the Liberal Party and the Labor Party. It is a bit like the part of the bill that this 
motion is trying to delay and obfuscate—the very, very slight extension of retail trading hours. I was trying to 
work out what issues would require this bill to go to a legislation committee. 
I pointed out that the issues raised by Hon Martin Aldridge, as relevant as they may be to the public discourse of 
public debate, are not issues that are part of the policy of this bill. The legitimate issues that I have raised today 
about the lack of competition or the lack of a level playing field in industrial relations for Western Australian 
retailers because of the inconsistent and selective exercise of their dominance by the trade union that controls 
retail shop assistants, is probably a legitimate issue but not part of the policy of this bill. It is still a very 
legitimate issue and a debate that we should have, but it is a debate that quite clearly members opposite do not 
want to have. It is a debate about allowing non-union agreements to be properly considered by the Fair Work 
Commission without the interference of a trade union that has no role to play because it has no members in that 
enterprise. That is a legitimate concern that is not one for this bill, but it goes to the heart of what this bill does. If 
members opposite are considering objections, people are not objecting to the hours. No-one is objecting to the 
hours. They are objecting to not being able to pay their employees the same amount as the big retailers can. Why 
can the big retailers get a free kick? It is because they have done a sweetheart deal with the SDA. The opposition 
tries to comes in here with smoke and mirrors and tell us that adding one hour of retail trade to a Monday, Tuesday, 
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Wednesday, Thursday and Friday morning, and another hour of retail trade to Saturday morning and a Saturday 
afternoon will destroy the fabric of our society. It is such a fundamental change that we need to send this bill off to 
a committee for a full-blown inquiry. No stakeholder groups have called for that inquiry—not to me anyway. I have 
not received much correspondence from the SDA recently. Occasionally it sends me some stuff, and some of it is 
interesting. I have not received any correspondence from other stakeholders. I do not get pulled up in the streets and 
asked why we are putting this bill through, but I tell members what: if I am down at my local shops at a quarter to 
eight on a Saturday morning, I get asked why people have to wait that extra 15 or 20 minutes to buy their bottle of 
milk or their loaf of bread at their local shop or why do they have to go out of their way and drive to some shop 
miles away when there is a shop around the corner. That is what I get told. The motion before us is designed solely 
to delay the passage of the bill to satisfy the ideological concerns of the Australian Labor Party and to satisfy its 
paymasters in the trade union movement who want to continue to get away with sweetheart deals between big 
unions and big government at the expense of small retailers and consumers. Let us see this motion for exactly what 
it is: it is the members of the Australian Labor Party doing the bidding of their union masters to harm the best 
interests of retailers, consumers and the economy of Western Australia. For those reasons, I urge the house to defeat 
this motion so we can get on to considering and passing the bill. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [6.11 pm]: I am not going to respond to the previous 
speaker’s questioning of my whole life with his comments, given that I have given my whole life to the retail 
industry. I am not going to talk about that, because it was our intention to have the vote in a timely manner, so 
I am going to make a very short contribution and raise one small thing that influences me in my views on this 
matter. As I said, I am not going to talk about the rubbish we heard before. 
I have worked in shops for many years, including supermarkets and department stores, but particularly 
supermarkets. Most of the senior people in stores are full-time employees; the core employees are full time, so 
they basically work eight hours a day. At the moment in a typical supermarket an employee would start at eight 
o’clock in the morning, work through, have an hour for lunch, and finish at five o’clock. With the extension of 
retail trading hours, the stores bring in students; obviously they are paid a little bit less and — 
Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Because this matters to him. 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: It does, so I will — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Brian Ellis): Order, members! Hon Martin Pritchard is the only one with 
the call. 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: I asked for two minutes’ indulgence. I honestly feel that this is one of the core 
reasons why I believe this bill should be referred. If I feel a bit upset and do not use the correct words about 
referring it all the time, I ask members’ indulgence. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected. 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: Mr Acting President, I ask you to name one time I have interjected on any 
person in this house. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Martin Pritchard has a legitimate argument. We do not 
want conversations going on across the chamber from either side while he has the call. 
Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I suggest that if anyone can name one time 
I have interjected on anybody’s contribution during my time here, I would be very interested to hear it. 
A person starts at eight o’clock in the morning and works through to five o’clock. With the nine o’clock finish 
they get the students in because they are obviously cheaper and they finish off the rest of the day. This small 
change—it is a small change—that the stores will open at seven o’clock in the morning is not in the interests of 
parents. All the parents of young kids will have to go back and start at seven o’clock in the morning and work 
through to four o’clock, and then they will have the students filling in the end of the day. They are not going to 
bring anybody in between seven and eight o’clock in the morning, so it means that every permanent employee—
most of them in supermarkets—will start at seven o’clock in the morning. For a parent, particularly with young 
kids, that is going to cause havoc trying to get a place in child care at six o’clock or 6.30 in the morning. It is 
going to create havoc if they have kids who are of school age. I come from a broken family and my father was 
a bricklayer. He was a single parent and would go off to work very early in the morning, when bricklayers 
usually start work, and I would see myself off to school. I was 11 years of age. Hopefully I did not go off the 
track too much, but it was quite a distance to school, and I can say that there was a period when I took quite a lot 
of time off school because I was left to my own devices. 
This is the concern I have. I know that the motion is to refer the whole bill over, but there are parts of the bill that 
I agree with, and I think people will probably know which parts they are. I do not even have a major problem 
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with the extension of hours at the end of the day on Saturday, but bringing the start time for people in general 
retail shops back to seven o’clock in the morning is going to create a lot of heartache for parents. It will have an 
impact on other people as well, but my concern is for the parents of young kids. We have situations now in 
which kids are dropped off at school at ridiculous times in the morning, before the school opens, and we are 
going to push that problem back by an hour. I can say that I worry, and that is why I want the bill to be referred, 
so that that part gets a little more inquiry and people understand the impacts it might have. Extra hours at the end 
of the day cause problems as well, but my concern is about moving the start time back to seven o’clock in 
general retail shops. When we get back to the proper debate I will explain why I do not think there is much call 
for it, but that is the reason I would like to have the bill referred. 
HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [6.17 pm]: It is probably quite unusual for me to rise to say that 
something should not be sent to a committee, seeing as I spent a lot of time earlier today talking about the 
importance of the committee system, but it is important that we use the committees for their proper purposes, 
which is to inquire into things that are of importance and of great interest, and into matters that really 
need inquiry. 
It is interesting that the bill we are being asked to refer to the Standing Committee on Legislation is the 
Retail Trading Hours Amendment Bill 2015, because I think the mover of the motion has been doing a bit of 
shopping herself—that is, shopping the bill around. Late last year a petition was tabled in this place calling for an 
inquiry into this bill, and the petition automatically went to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. I am sure you are aware, Mr Acting President (Hon Brian Ellis), that the way the Standing Committee 
on Environment and Public Affairs works—although I am obviously not privy to any discussion that might have 
taken place surrounding the petition—is that every petition that goes to that committee is looked at very closely 
and it decides whether or not the petition requires an inquiry. I did not see that the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs conducted an inquiry into the petition asking for an inquiry into the 
Retail Trading Hours Amendment Bill, so it was obviously deemed unnecessary for that committee to conduct 
an inquiry. That shop door was closed against the mover of the motion. 
There was then a period between the tabling of that petition and now, when we have come to debate this bill, and 
there is now another motion to send the bill off, this time to the Standing Committee on Legislation. That was 
the second choice; the Labor Party did not get the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs to 
take up the petition and do an inquiry that way, so it has tried the Standing Committee on Legislation. Fair 
enough; we have to shop around. We have to get the best deal available on the day, and that is what the mover of 
the motion is doing. She is shopping around, trying to find someone who is going to — 
Hon Kate Doust interjected. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: No, I will not take an interjection because my time — 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Hansard has no opportunity at all of picking up any interjections, whether or not they 
are constructive, if there is banter right across the chamber all the time, so one member speaks at a time.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: We come to the fact that members want the bill to go to the Legislation Committee for it to 
look at it. I see the time. It is probably going to beat me today, but I will, hopefully, get to continue my remarks 
on this matter at some stage. The interesting thing is that when we look at the reports done by the 
Standing Committee on Legislation in most recent times, we see that that committee required an extension of 
time to deal with the Pilbara Port Assets (Disposal) Bill. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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