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LIQUOR LICENSING ACT, DEREGULATION 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received a letter from the member for Merredin seeking 
to debate as a matter of public interest the following motion - 

That this House calls on the Gallop Labor Government to honour its own election commitments as 
follows - 

1. Labor opposes the further deregulation of the Liquor Licensing Act 1988; and 

2. Labor opposes Sunday trading by liquor stores. 

Yours sincerely 

Brendon Grylls MLA 
Small Business Spokesperson 
Member for Merredin 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 
[At least five members rose in their places.] 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [3.20 pm]:  I move the motion.  
On 10 June I stood before this House and raised a matter of public interest on the Government’s attempts to 
deregulate retail trading hours.  I was forced to do that because the Government was breaking clear election 
commitments that Labor would not deregulate retail trading hours, that Labor would ensure that it put the public 
interest back into competition policy, and that Labor would consult the Small Business Development 
Corporation.  The Government broke all three of those election promises during the retail trading hours debate.  
Hence, it had to do one of its famous backflips to prevent an electoral backlash.  I am here, five months later, 
raising exactly the same points on the deregulation of liquor trading.  Labor gave a clear election commitment to 
the hotel industry that it would not deregulate the Liquor Licensing Act.  Let us remove any ambiguity from this 
debate.  A letter signed by none other than the Premier, as the then Leader of the Opposition, on 10 January 2001 
and written to the Australian Hotels Association, clarified in writing the ALP’s policy position.  Under the 
heading “Deregulation of the Liquor Licensing Act” it states -   

Labor opposes the further deregulation of the Liquor Licensing Act through either legislation, 
regulations or where it becomes known through Decisions of the Liquor Licensing Court and its 
Superior Courts. 

At no time did the current Premier put a time limit on this binding promise, which was put in writing and which 
clarified, without doubt, the position of the ALP.  Under the heading “Sunday trading - liquor stores” the letter 
states -  

Labor opposes Sunday trading by liquor stores.   

Yet again, no time frame was attached to that position.  It is blatantly clear that Labor opposes Sunday trading by 
liquor stores.  During a keynote address to the Australian Hotels Association hotel industry summit and trade 
show on 11 June 2002 Hon Nick Griffiths stated -   

A prosperous and vibrant hotel and hospitality industry is in all our interests and is crucial for a thriving 
economy.   
As the employer of thousands of West Australians the success of your businesses are vital.   
. . .  
We remain opposed to deregulation of liquor licensing in this State.   

The Gallop Government has shown time and again that it cannot be trusted to keep its election promises.  
Consistent hypocrisy seems to be Labor’s method of governing.  On the one hand, it is trying to deregulate liquor 
trading hours, but, on the other hand, when the hotel and tourism industry wanted to extend trading hours for the 
Rugby World Cup, the Government did not want to know about it.  The Minister for Consumer and Employment 
Protection last week announced that shops will not open on 28 December this year because the majority of 
retailers do not want to trade on that day, yet only a few months ago his Labor cabinet colleagues were 
threatening to deregulate trading hours.  Consistent hypocrisy has been shown.  During the retail trading hours 
debate we heard the excuse that it was all the fault of the federal Government.  That seems to be the excuse we 
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are hearing again on the deregulation of liquor trading.  Fortunately, just to break the monotony of hearing that 
everything is the fault of the federal Government, a new line has been introduced by the Labor spin doctors.   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The member for Eyre will get his chance.  I look forward to hearing his contribution.   

Labor meant to make the promise to the State’s 700 hoteliers only for this election term.  The Premier just forgot 
to type that in all his letters and election policy statements.  It is like saying, “Labor solemnly swears to make a 
promise, but it cannot guarantee that it will not do the opposite after the next election”.  I suggest that if Labor 
keeps up that approach, it will not get the chance to implement these changes after the next election because the 
public will be sick of the betrayal.   

Labor would have us believe that it is being forced, obviously against its will bearing in mind its election policy, 
to undertake deregulation by the National Competition Council.  However, we must question just how hard 
Labor has tried to avoid losing some of the $70 million in competition payments for compliance with national 
competition policy.  I will pause at this point to reinforce the fact that the $70 million is a bonus payment, not a 
penalty, for compliance with NCP.  It is a bonus payment that this Government chose to put in its forward 
estimate.  It would be prudent at this point to challenge the ability of the Treasurer to put together the state 
budget.  The Government has included a bonus payment from an agreement that is yet to be finalised, which is 
not dissimilar to the circumstances surrounding the commonwealth-state health agreement in which the budget 
was predicated on figures that had not yet been agreed to.  How can this Government claim to be a responsible 
financial manager when that is the approach it takes to budgeting?  It is a bit like a person predicating his weekly 
household budget on winning $20 from lotto every week.  Moreover, it took until last week for the Premier to 
get on a plane to go to meet with the federal Treasurer.  We had been hearing about the loss of national 
competition payments for months, yet it took until last week for the Premier to meet with the federal Treasurer. 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I offered to go along. 

Labor’s small business election policy document states -  

As part of Labor’s commitment to Western Australian small business, Labor will: 
. . .  

•  put the public interest back into competition policy and ensure that the SBDC is actively consulted 
on all review of legislation that impacts on small business in the different sectors of the economy; 

I ask the Premier to table the advice of the Small Business Development Corporation on the deregulation of 
liquor trading and the changes proposed in the Government’s package.  I look forward to the Premier’s 
contribution to the debate so that this information can be tabled.  I want the Premier to table the advice on all the 
changes and not just the national competition policy changes.  It needs to be clearly pointed out that few of the 
sweeping changes that have been suggested to the Liquor Licensing Act 1988 are a direct result of national 
competition policy.  The National Competition Council has only two interests - the public needs test and Sunday 
trading - yet this Government, without consultation with industry, has announced a raft of proposed 
amendments.  Labor will claim that it did consult industry, but the only discussion that has occurred over the past 
few years has been general discussion on national competition policy on the two issues raised by the NCC.  The 
Australian Hotels Association, which is the group that represents more than 80 per cent of the State’s hotel 
industry, has not been asked by the minister to specifically discuss the sweeping changes that have been 
proposed.  The Minister for Racing and Gaming has apparently used the excuse that he did not want to consult 
with industry because he thought that it would campaign against him before he could take it to Cabinet.  That 
belief has been borne out.  A strong campaign is running in the community.  I am sure that the member for Eyre 
will be able to relay what the independent hotel operators from his electorate think about the deregulation of 
liquor licensing.   

The proposed amendments, as outlined by the Minister for Racing and Gaming, state that in order to provide 
further guidance to the licensing authority on the matter of public interest and government policy on liquor 
licensing issues, the minister will be given the ability to issue policy guidelines.  Although this might sound good 
in principle, there are two problems with the minister’s proposal.  Firstly, they are to be laid before each House 
of Parliament, which ordinarily provides a good check and balance on such an issue or, as Labor would say, 
openness and accountability.  However, there is little point in laying them on the Table of each House because 
Labor will not provide the ability for a member of Parliament to disallow them.  Secondly, the schedule of 
proposed amendments states -  
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The licensing authority will be required to consider the guidelines where they relate to a particular 
matter to be determined and will be required to specify reasons for acting in accordance with, or 
contrary to, the guidelines.   

It is fair and reasonable to question at this point whether the minister is completely beholden to the director 
general of the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor.  What happened to ministers running their 
departments instead of departmental heads overruling the minister?   

The National Competition Council has made two points that are fundamental to this debate.  It has said that the 
State Government has not provided convincing public interest evidence to show that regulatory restrictions 
deliver a net community benefit.  Labor has not tried to demonstrate a net community benefit.  The existing 
legislation states that the Act is to provide a flexible system with as little formality or technicality as practicable.  
The Act has the clear intention of not being restrictive in its nature.  If Treasury tried to develop an extensive 
public interest argument in favour of retaining the existing regulatory practices, the Government should be able 
to table it today.  I challenge the Premier to table the public interest argument compiled by Treasury that should 
have been sent to the National Competition Council, and the federal Treasurer’s statement on why the liquor 
industry should not be deregulated.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Have you ever met with the National Competition Council?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes, I have.  Secondly, the National Competition Council stated in its national competition 
policy assessment in 2002 - 

Dr G.I. Gallop interjected.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  This is an important debate.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  You said you had met with the National Competition Council.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I met with Graeme Samuel.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  What did he say to you about the national competition policy?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  He said the Government needed to develop a public interest test so that the council could 
consider the options.  That is what I have been calling on the Government to do.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  What did he say about liquor stores on Sundays?  Did you ask him about that?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Yes; he said the Government had to develop a public interest test, something the Opposition 
has been asking it to do and on which the National Party has made a submission.  The Government has not done 
this.   

I quote from the National Competition Council report for 2002 - 

The evidence shows, for example, no clear relationship between the number of outlets selling liquor and 
the level of consumption.  

Obviously, changing trading hours as proposed by Labor will not increase the volume of alcohol sold to 
occasional drinkers.  However, given that it is unlikely there will be an increase in the volume of alcohol sold, 
and we already know that the major liquor chains hold a disproportionate amount of market share, the small 
independent retailers will lose sales.  They will suffer because the National Competition Council’s own 
guidelines show that it does not believe there will be any increase in liquor sales as a result of deregulation.  
Following that line through shows that the independent liquor stores will lose out.  They are the small businesses 
that the National Party has stood up to protect in this debate.  Given that there will be no increase in the volume 
sold, the independent retailers will put forward an argument that they will suffer as a result of national 
competition policy and they will suffer at the hands of the Coles and Woolworths major liquor retailers.  The 
National Party is very concerned that these changes to the Liquor Licensing Act will reduce the number of 
outlets selling alcohol as small business is squeezed out by the majors.  

We need to be aware that alcohol is a drug.  In the course of this debate it should be remembered that we are not 
talking about the ability of people to go out and purchase a carton of milk or a packet of cereal.  We are talking 
about making alcohol available for purchase from liquor stores for an extra 36 hours each week.  For the small 
percentage of the community who are regular excessive consumers of alcohol, the amendments have the 
potential to increase their consumption.  In the past month the local police in Kellerberrin have gone to the 
supermarket - which has liquor available for sale - and asked it to restrict the sale of alcohol before 12 noon 
because of the negative social effects of alcohol sales on the community.  I am sure the police in the electorate of 
the member for Eyre hold the same concerns.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  It can be done now, and it can be done under our laws.  
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Premier is moving to allow and extra 36 trading hours a week.  I am very happy that he 
recognises that to be a problem.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  The Government can develop policies to restrict the sale of liquor and you know it.  Why are 
you misleading the people?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Nobody would deny that there are already significant social problems arising from excessive 
alcohol consumption, and we certainly do not need to fuel this problem in some communities.  I would be 
particularly interested in hearing from the member for Kimberley, who should be trying to work with the public 
in her electorate to reduce the availability of alcohol, not to increase the number of hours in which alcohol can be 
purchased.  I suspect, however, that, as we have seen before in these debates, the members for Kimberley and 
Eyre will not speak, and the concerns of their electorates will not be represented.  The decision by this 
Government to extend trading hours for liquor stores, combined with the removal of the public needs test, 
ignores the safety, health and social consequences of excessive alcohol consumption.  In 2001, alcohol related 
hospital admissions totalled 66 885 bed days of inpatient treatment at a total cost of $32.4 million.  This cost can 
reasonably be expected to increase with any increase in liquor trading hours.  Compare the annual cost of alcohol 
related illnesses with the one-off national competition policy bonus payment being chased by Labor - something 
I hope the Premier will address in his contribution to this debate.  The Government may argue that the public 
interest test ensures that the social consequence of granting additional licences is catered for, but the public 
interest and the public need are intrinsically linked.  It is imperative that an assessment be done on the ability of 
the public to access a product and the need of such a facility.  If a community is already well served by existing 
liquor outlets, why should the Government ignore that fact and grant another licence?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do the lobby groups donate only money to the National Party, or do they also donate speeches?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  It has nothing to do with the lobby group; this has to do with the hotels in my electorate, 
which are extremely concerned about these changes.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Which hotel wrote the speech?   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I have had consultations with all the hotels in my electorate.  Would the member like me to 
list them?  I wish I had time to do so.  

Why does the Government - a self-confessed social conscience Government - want to remove the needs test for 
the granting of liquor licences?  Currently the public needs test prevents the proliferation of liquor outlets in the 
community.  The Government wants to remove this mechanism in this process.  We will be extremely concerned 
if we see a proliferation of liquor outlets, not only in the metropolitan area but also in the regional areas 
represented by members of the National Party.  The Labor Government will not stand up to the NCC, which has 
declared its preferred position to be that people should be able to purchase alcohol from any outlet, including 
newsagents, supermarkets and corner delis.  Anybody who has been to the United States will know that is the 
situation that exists there.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Earlier on you said that that was not the position of the NCC.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  We do not agree with the National Competition Council.  That should not be news to the 
Premier.  We have been saying that throughout the retail trading hours debate, and now through the liquor 
licensing debate.   

Will the Government wait for the social ramifications to become so obvious that licences must be withdrawn 
because it could not see the problem to begin with?  The Government has produced “The Western Australian 
Drug and Alcohol Strategy, 2002-2005” a copy of which I have here.  It states - 

Some of the particular drug issues facing children and young people include problems relating to 
alcohol intoxication . . .  

Drug use and related harm among Indigenous people is a growing and significant concern.  Particular 
drugs of significance include alcohol . . .  

No-one will deny the very dramatic and negative effect that excessive alcohol consumption has on the 
communities of every member in this House.  If the Government had a real social conscience, this matter of 
public interest would not be necessary, because the Government would stand up to the National Competition 
Council and say it will not allow alcohol to be available in every convenience store.  The Government would 
also stand up to the NCC on behalf of small businesses, which will undoubtedly suffer the most once the public 
needs test is removed.  It is idealistic to believe that the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission will 
save the small independents from anti-competitive behaviour.   
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The National Party provided several examples during the trading hours debate of the large chain supermarket 
stores preying - that is not a word I use lightly - on small independents.  The entire concept of what was 
happening in the trading hours debate can be transferred to the liquor licensing debate in Parliament today.  If the 
ACCC defends the small operators, the majors have legal teams with the ability to tie up cases in courts for 
years.  That is exactly what major retailers do.   

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you think they should be allowed to do that? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  No.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No.  Therefore, shouldn’t we change the means test - isn’t that what it allows? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I agree with that totally.   

How can Labor have us believe that the National Competition Council will step in and stop the majors 
dominating the liquor sector?  The small independents have little power against the majors.  They can try to fight 
the price wars, which, as we already know, the majors have probably already cut to the bone.  The small 
operators can try to increase efficiencies, but it is impossible to meet the economies of scale achieved by the 
majors.  When the majors buy many pallet-loads of beer, the small independents in my electorate buy one pallet.  
How can they be expected to compete?  

Mr B.K. Masters:  Often they get free transport with the big loads.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is exactly right.  How can the small independents possibly compete on price?  I look 
forward to the Minister for Small Business making his contribution to the debate and speaking in support of the 
small business sector.   

The last option available to the small independent liquor outlet is to specialise.  It is hard to ask a hotel in 
Merredin to stock a range of expensive red wines and put in place a specialist shop assistant to assist in those 
wine sales when the major sales in Merredin are cartons of beer.   

Mr B.K. Masters:  That’s knowing the drinking habits of your constituents.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  That is right.  It is difficult to get small businesses to specialise in the high-yielding fields 
when the market will not bear that specialisation.   

The hospital and tourism industry generates $3.8 billion for the State’s economy every year. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is the hospitality and tourism industry.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The hospitality industry generates a lot more than hospitals.  The hospitality and tourism 
industry generates $3.8 billion for the State’s economy every year, generating 80 000 jobs.  More importantly, 
this relates to the livelihood of the country publican who has children at the local school, who hosts the local 
footy club wind-up, who gives the town’s New Year’s Eve party and who plays an important role in the social 
fabric of the small country community.  This publican will be forced out of business by changes to the Liquor 
Licensing Act.  It is the publicans and owners of small business who the National Party will continually stand up 
for and support throughout this process.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.43 pm]:  The core issue, yet again, is that 
the Premier has broken another clear election promise; it is set out clearly for the public to see.  Halfway through 
his term, the Premier is doing backflip after backflip.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Will the people of Western Australia have a chance to vote on our position on this matter?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  They had that chance, and the Premier promised them -   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  There’s an election coming up.  Will they have a chance to vote on it? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The people have already voted.  The Premier promised a position, which he is now 
changing.  It is broken promise after broken promise.   

National competition policy, getting to the core argument, is about two things only: the public needs test and 
Sunday trading.  However, the Government has brought in an extra raft of measures saying, as usual, that these 
are required under national competition policy.  It is just not true.  The Premier is misleading the people of 
Western Australia again.  The small independent operators for whom we have batted for all these years will pay 
the price.  In government, the coalition tried to cap expansion by current majors.  I still support that position.  
The problem is that competition is about the number of people in the market.  That is what Mr Samuel and others 
forget in this debate.  Competition, not price, drives circumstances.   

The Labor Party wants to reduce competition in this State by putting pressure on the independent operators.  The 
National Party opposes that position, and has successfully debated that position in this House on a number of 
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occasions.  That occurred a few months ago with retail trading hours, when members saw another broken 
promise and, yet again, another backflip by the Government of the day.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Do you remember the gold tax?  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I remember the gold tax well.  When did the Premier revoke it?  I do not remember 
that happening, Madam Deputy Speaker - although “Madam Speaker” will do for me. 

The Premier claims he is keeping his election promise because Labor will not make the changes until after the 
next election.  The member for Victoria Park is a Premier with a use-by date.  In his own words a few moments 
ago, he said that the people of Western Australia will have a chance in some months to vote on the matter.  The 
Premier has a use-by date stamped very clearly on his papers.  The people of Western Australia will be very 
pleased to put him in the bin.   

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.47 pm]:  The Government of Western Australia has dealt with 
all issues associated with competition policy in a proper way.  When we came to government, a range of issues 
needed to be addressed in competition policy.  The Government has addressed these matters by being conscious 
of the commitments given in the election campaign.  If any change whatsoever was to be made on the position 
put during the last election campaign, we ensured an election would take place between the change announced 
and the implementation of the policy.  Why was that done?  It was so people would have a chance to vote on the 
matter.   

Commentators, including The West Australian, who reflected on the way the Government has structured its 
position on retail trading hours said it was the right and ethical thing to do.  That is exactly what has been done.   

Concerning liquor, the Government has indicated that it will not implement any changes until after the next 
election.  As with the trading hours issues, the Government will fulfil the commitment given at the last election 
campaign, and the people of Western Australia will have a chance to vote on the subject at the next election.   

To summarise our position on competition policy, we are in favour of reform, but we will temper our reform 
with a public interest consideration.  That consideration will be brought to bear on the way reform is 
implemented and its timetable.  That is the right and proper way to carry out the agreement that the State entered 
into with the Commonwealth back in 1995 - obviously, by the previous State Government.  The Government has 
taken a public interest test to these issues, and has provided support for the commitments given in the election 
process.  When the Labor Party has deviated from its position at the last election, it has ensured the people will 
have a right to judge that matter at a future election.  That is a proper and democratic approach to these matters.   

The Opposition has locked itself into the rejection of all reform, be it trading hours or liquor licensing and liquor 
laws.  The Opposition will vote against electricity reform, and it is in total opposition to other matters before 
Parliament.  The people of Western Australia want change in these areas.  They want more choice and 
flexibility; they want the ability to shop during hours that are more to their choosing.  There is no doubt, with 
modern families and work, that weeknight trading is absolutely necessary in Western Australia.  The Opposition 
will be put to the test on this.  I do not agree with Sunday trading.  I told Peter Costello that he must modify 
economic rationalism with a concern for family and leisure and put a bit of distance between radical economic 
rationalism and family and community life.  I told him that if he wants a quotation to back up that position, he 
should speak to his brother, Reverend Tim Costello.  Peter Costello and I had an excellent discussion on this, but 
he disagrees.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Who is the Premier of this State - Peter Costello or you? 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Who was it who entered into this agreement, Treasurer? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It was Richard Court. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Did the Leader of the Opposition oppose the agreement? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The Premier looked a fool in Canberra queuing outside his office.  The Premier was the 
laughing stock of Canberra. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  Was I?  I thought it was an excellent meeting with the federal Treasurer.  There was good 
dialogue but I am disappointed that he does not see the merits of our argument. 

We need change.  There will be midweek trading but we will temper that by allowing some breathing space on 
Sundays.  The Government is looking at how it will timetable the question of liquor stores in relationship with 
the community and local government.  As members know, the Government is engaged in that process at the 
moment.  Change has to come and we will ensure there is legislation in this Parliament to bring about change. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 
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Dr G.I. GALLOP:  They do not have to and they will not have to.   

Several members interjected. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  I think we should rename the National-Liberal coalition in Western Australia the reactionary 
party; it opposes everything! 

I will summarise before I hand over to the Treasurer to outline some of the issues.  When we came to 
government we had certain commitments.  We will honour those commitments in this term of government.  If 
any change is to come about, it will come about after the next election.  That has been universally accepted as the 
democratic and proper way to deal with this issue.  Secondly, we will advocate change, as against the 
reactionaries opposite who will oppose midweek night trading.  What a ridiculous position.  They will deny 
women and families the chance to shop during the week when their work commitments are such that they cannot 
currently do so.  The Government will offer them that freedom.  The Opposition will be judged on that at the 
next election. 

The Government had a very close look at this question.  How can the Opposition justify that some people can 
sell liquor on Sundays and others cannot?  Yes, we must have a tough public interest test concerning the sale of 
liquor.  Our policies will allow the Liquor Licensing Court to exercise proper control when needed.  Our position 
will allow the Government to have policies on this matter so that there can be proper control.  That is the answer 
to the member for Merredin’s point about alcohol in our community.  On the question of whether some people 
should have privileges over others, we do not agree with that.  The Government will introduce laws into this 
Parliament that will come into effect after the next election to change that situation.  The Opposition will have its 
chance to vote on that and it will be judged at the next election.  It will be judged on whether it is allowing 
people to have freedom on weeknights and whether liquor stores can open on Sundays.  The Government will 
also be judged on that.  The Labor Party is adopting sensible reform but the Liberal and National Parties are 
reactionary parties on these issues.  We are happy to be judged on this and introduce changes that will not come 
into effect until after the next election.  We are happy to allow the people to vote on this matter because we know 
that the people want sensible change.  The people on this side of the Parliament know the meaning of the word 
“sensible”.   

The Government is happy to engage with the National Party on this and to go to the next election on this.  We 
will let the people decide whether they want the community to move forward and have more choice, flexibility 
and fairness tempered by the public interest or whether they want to stay in the Dark Ages inhabited by the 
National and Liberal Parties.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Premier) [3.55 pm]:  The motion should certainly not be agreed to.  In 
fact, it should be amended. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I move - 

To delete all words after “House” and substitute the following - 

notes that the Gallop Labor Government is honouring its election commitments for this term of 
government on liquor licensing and Sunday trading by liquor stores and calls on all members 
of Parliament to work together to support appropriate reform to secure national competition 
payments for all Western Australians. 

Point of Order 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The amendment is a direct negative of the motion. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I would like to make a contribution to the Deputy Speaker’s consideration of the point of 
order.  The motion, as moved by the member for Merredin, calls on the Gallop Government to honour its own 
election commitments.  The amendment means that the Gallop Government is honouring the commitments; it is 
simply a change of tense.  There is no way it could be construed as being a direct negative.  The Leader of the 
National Party is seeking to have the Deputy Speaker consider a standing order to the effect that an amendment 
cannot be a direct negative of a motion.  This House has decades of experience in allowing amendments that 
change the entire thrust of a motion.  That has occurred on numerous occasions.  It is only when an amendment 
is a direct negative of a motion that it is disallowed.  There is no way that the amendment moved by the Deputy 
Premier comes anywhere near being a direct negative of the motion. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I rule that the amendment is in order.  The motion calls on the Government to honour 
its own election commitments and the amendment also speaks in those terms.  It is not a direct negative. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I accept the ruling. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Thank you, Leader of the National Party - generous as always. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am also very happy to accept the ruling. 

I will address the party that moved this matter of public interest rather than the Liberal Opposition.  The member 
for Merredin began with the question of election promises.  In dealing with the question he perpetrated a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the situation.  In fact, his motion requires amendment because it is based on an 
untruth.  The Government has honoured, and is honouring, its election commitments on liquor licensing.  In fact, 
what happens is this: a Government takes a program to an election. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Too tricky by half. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is how it always works.  That program is there for the term of the Parliament to which 
the election relates.  Then there is a new election.  A new program is taken to that election, and a new mandate is 
sought.  Let me ask the National Party, and the Liberal Party too, a few questions.  In 1993, the Liberal Party 
campaigned on a promise to abolish payroll tax.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, we did not. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is that still operative?  No, it is not still operative.  In 1996, the National Party campaigned 
against a gold tax.  Now I ask the National Party: is that promise still operative?  If the National Party comes into 
government after the next election, will it abolish the gold royalty? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  When did we campaign for that - 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The National Party has no intention of honouring that promise if it is successful in the 2005 
election.  That promise was made before the 1996 election.  From the National Party’s point of view, that is two 
elections ago; it will not apply to the term of Parliament for which it will contest the next election.   

It is quite clear how these things work.  Every four years there is a contract with the people in the election 
campaign, and the people have an opportunity to vote on the Government’s record.  They have an opportunity to 
compare the contracts put forward by the Government and the alternative Government - I do not quite know 
where they put the National Party in all of that - for the subsequent four-year term.  If the contention of the 
member for Merredin and the Leader of the National Party applied, we could expect to hold the Liberals and the 
Nationals, if they were successful at the next election, accountable for a promise to abolish payroll tax, to abolish 
the gold royalty and to retain, restore and refurbish the Midland railway workshops.  We could hold them 
accountable for all those things.  However, that is not the case, of course.  A new contract is put to the people in 
each election period. 

The second point that the member for Merredin raised was the question of budgets.  He portrayed his relative 
inexperience as a member of Parliament by asking why the competition policy payment amount was put into the 
budget when there was a risk.  The Government was not going to invite the Commonwealth to penalise Western 
Australia by writing a compliant and subservient penalty into its budget papers.  The Government’s position is 
that Western Australia should get the full payment.  Therefore, the Government put that in its budget papers.  It 
put in its budget papers a statement of risk.  Budget paper No 3 - I have checked it - contains a statement of risk, 
which states that this payment may not come through if the Commonwealth does not agree with the 
Government’s policies on national competition matters.  The statement of risk goes on to detail those matters on 
which there might be difficulties.   

Going back to the 2000-01 budget brought down by Richard Court in the term of the previous Liberal-National 
Party Government, the full competition policy payments are included, together with a statement of risk outlining 
what would happen if no agreement was reached with the Commonwealth.  That is how it was done in 2000.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition said that the coalition did not lose a dollar from national 
competition policy.  Do members know what the coalition did?  It put it all off.  It swept it all under the carpet 
and put it off until after the 2001 election.  It left it for the incoming Government to clean up its mess on 
competition policy.  The coalition knew that it was at risk on electricity reform, retail trading hours, liquor 
licensing and potato marketing.  I know that its Cabinet considered these matters, and it put them all off until 
after the election.  It said, “Let’s get through the election before we have to tackle these difficult issues, and 
maybe the Labor Party will have to deal with them.”   
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There is a second reason that the Government put the competition policy payments in its budget papers.  They 
are in the Commonwealth’s budget papers as a payment to this State; therefore, one would expect them to be in 
the Government’s budget papers.  There is no problem with budgeting.  However, there is a problem with the 
way in which the National Party approaches competition policy and with the way in which the National 
Competition Council approaches the public interest test. 

Now let us come to the question of the public interest.  The member for Merredin is clearly living on another 
planet if he thinks it is possible to convince the National Competition Council that there is a public interest in 
allowing one seller of packaged liquor to sell liquor on a Sunday and not allowing another seller of packaged 
liquor to do so.  That proposition will never win the support of the National Competition Council, and that is 
very clear from reading the documents it has put out.  I will quote from its 2002 assessment of national 
competition policy compliance.  This document has been tabled in the House.  It is tabled paper No 1534.  I hope 
members opposite have read it.  It states - 

Licensing laws that prescribe accepted community standards relating to alcohol consumption - such as a 
minimum age for legal consumption, requirements that liquor retailers be suitable persons with 
adequate knowledge of the relevant Act, and measures to prevent the sale of alcohol to intoxicated 
persons - do not raise NCP compliance issues.   

We are perfectly capable of making rules about those matters without raising compliance issues.  A little further 
down it goes on to say - 

On the other hand, licensing laws that do not allow responsible sellers to enter the industry, that 
discriminate between responsible sellers of similar products/services and that impose arbitrary 
restrictions on sellers’ behaviour do little to achieve harm minimisation objectives.  The evidence 
shows, for example, no clear relationship between the number of outlets selling liquor and the level of 
consumption.  Australia’s more recent experience suggests that misuse of alcohol is often better 
addressed via better drinking environments and more direct targeting of problems such as drink-driving 
and under-age drinking.   

That statement is in the national competition policy compliance document.  Following those general comments, 
the National Competition Council goes on to make an assessment of liquor licensing provisions in each State.  
Then it comes to Western Australia.   

Curiously, the Liberal-National Government commissioned a review of liquor licensing in 1998.  It did not 
release it.  It put it off until after the next election.  It was left to the incoming Government to release it in March 
2001.  Do members know what that review commissioned by the Liberals and the Nationals recommended?  It is 
quoted in the National Competition Council’s document.  It stated - 

•  The granting of a licence should depend on the licensing authority being satisfied that the licence is 
in the public interest. 

Further on it recommended - 

•  Both hotels and liquor stores should be permitted to trade on Sundays between 10 a.m. and 10 p.m.; 
that is Sunday trading hours for hotels and liquor stores should be the same. 

That was the review that the coalition Government commissioned and hid until after the election but which was 
released by the incoming Government.   

There is no public interest in allowing one seller of packaged liquor to trade during certain hours and not 
allowing another seller of packaged liquor to trade during those hours.  There is no public interest in allowing a 
hotel to sell packaged liquor on Sunday and not allowing a liquor store to do so.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So you support deregulation?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I support the legislation that this Government will be bringing - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I support the legislation - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  This is the secret deregulation agenda at last.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Deputy Speaker, it is a bit hard to speak when the member constantly interrupts.   
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I remind members that we are in a House of Parliament, not at a football match.  It a 
little difficult to hear above the roar that is coming from one side of the Chamber.  If members seek to make an 
interjection, they should do so in an orderly manner, otherwise they will not be recognised.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Now that I have a chance to express my argument, I support the legislation that this 
Government will bring to the Parliament.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We would not make a decision that was not in the public interest.  We are a Government that 
is about the public interest.  Legislation that we bring to this House will be reflective of our views of the public 
interest.  I say quite clearly that the member for Merredin has demonstrated no public interest in discriminating 
between the sellers of packaged liquor.  Not only must we think about the needs of various interest groups, but 
also we must represent the great mass of the Western Australian population.  We are here principally to represent 
consumers - not producers - because they are the mass of the population.  The National Competition Council 
states this about the size of the issue -   

Western Australia’s restrictions on liquor licensing constitute a significant competition issue given the 
size of the market.  Annual household expenditure on liquor in Western Australia in excess of 
$800 million, based on ABS household expenditure data . . .   

We have an enormous amount of consumer expenditure and we must take account of the interests of those 
people in getting a fair deal.  How can they get a fair deal when one seller is allowed to sell on a Sunday and 
another seller, who might have a better price, is not allowed to sell on that day?   

The National Party has made a lot of song and dance about small business.  I say to National Party members that 
they have ignored two important categories of small business in their advocacy before the House today.  For 
example, they appear to oppose the lifting of certain restrictions on restaurants.  Restaurants would have to be 
one of the most common, typical small business operations in this State.  There must be thousands and thousands 
of restaurants in this State.  The National Party does not give a fig about their economic interests.  It wants to 
maintain restrictions on all those small businesses that are restaurants.  It does not care about those small 
businesses.  It cares about slightly larger businesses but not the small businesses that constitute restaurants.  
What about independent liquor stores?  The National Party does not appear to care about the economic interests 
of independent liquor stores.  As far as the National Party is concerned, those businesses can go hang.  Those 
small businesses will never be represented.  The National Party is saying that it will go into bat for a restriction 
on competition that advantages one category of small business, as opposed to the other two categories of small 
business, because it does not care about those other two categories of small business.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course we agree that the legislation we bring to this House is in the public interest.  The 
member for Merredin has a peculiar view of the public interest.  He confuses the public interest with the interests 
of some businesspeople.  He does not think about the general interest.  He does not think about the rights of 
consumers.  He does not even think about the rights of other groups of businesspeople who also might have an 
interest and a right to engage in economic activity.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You have put your foot in it today.  You have given away your agenda - total 
deregulation.   

The SPEAKER:  Order, Deputy Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We would not even be dealing with this issue were it not for national competition policy.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That is not what you have just been saying.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We would not be dealing with this issue, because we gave commitments - 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am very happy to stand by every word I have said.  We gave commitments prior to the last 
election not to change the liquor licensing laws, and we intend to honour those commitments for this term of 
government.  We would not be dealing with this issue were it not for the agreement on national competition 
policy signed up to by the National and Liberal Parties.  We have had a conflict between our election promises 
on the one hand and, on the other, an agreement signed up to by Richard Court that required these changes.  The 
Liberal and National Parties signed up to an agreement requiring these changes, but when the changes come 
before the Parliament, they oppose them and say that we are subservient to Canberra.  Who signed the 
agreement?  Richard Court signed the agreement and I bet the Leader of the Opposition did not oppose him.  I 
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bet the National Party was so weak in government - as it usually is - that it just rolled over and let it happen, 
unless the Leader of the National Party can tell me that the National Party opposed national competition policy 
in government.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Am I allowed to answer?  Did Coles and Woolworths donate to the Labor Party 
campaign?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He cannot answer the question.  In government the National Party was weak.  It signed up to 
national competition policy.  It signed up to these very things and now it seeks to oppose them.  Members of the 
National Party have been very weak on national competition policy.  They posture in opposition, but when in 
government they took the national competition policy cudgels to the dairy farmers.  They deregulated the dairy 
industry with no worries at all, because they were acting in accordance with national competition policy.  They 
were quite happy to do it to the dairy farmers and, having done it to the dairy farmers - 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.   

The SPEAKER:  I am sure the member for Merredin has already made his contribution to the debate.  This is not 
an opportunity to make a second contribution.  Because he moved the motion he is allowed limited interjections, 
but not a continual flow of abuse.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have not had an opportunity to check, but I would dearly love to check the National Party’s 
agricultural policy prior to the 1996 election.  I bet it did not go to the 1996 election promising to deregulate 
dairy farming, yet it applied national competition policy in a very vigorous fashion to its own constituency.  
There is no answer from National Party members on that point because I know they would not have had the 
courage to tell their own constituency before the election that they would deregulate dairy farming, yet that is 
exactly what they did.  Why did they do it?  They did it because they signed up to national competition policy in 
1995, which required them to undertake measures like that, just as the policy that they signed up to in 1995 
requires us to conduct a review of the Liquor Licensing Act and to remove restrictions on competition that are 
not in the public interest.   

It may be in the public interest to restrict sales of packaged liquor within a locality, so long as that restriction 
applies to all sellers of packaged liquor.  If it applies to hotels and liquor stores, it is perfectly appropriate and is 
compliant with national competition policy, and in certain instances it would be supported by this Government.  
When there is an alcohol abuse problem in a particular town, this Government is more than happy to support 
restrictions on the sale of packaged liquor, provided they apply to everyone selling the packaged liquor and do 
not discriminate between one business and another.  However, there is no argument that can support 
discrimination between businesses being in the public interest.  There is certainly no argument - even if people in 
this Parliament thought there was one - that would be accepted by the National Competition Council.  Members 
opposite might think there is an argument, but a clear reading of the National Competition Council documents 
and the outcome of a meeting with NCC staff show that no argument put up by anyone could apply.  If the 
motion moved by the National Party is saying that there should be discrimination between one business and 
another, it should be thrown out, because it is based on a false premise.  The amendment I moved is the best 
description of the situation and should be endorsed by the House. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [4.20 pm]:  I note in the Treasurer’s amendment that the Government is 
honouring its election commitments on liquor licensing and Sunday trading.  I may be cynical, but I wonder 
whether that is because of lobbying by the Australian Hotels Association.  It is a very effective organisation, 
which is probably why this issue has been put on the backburner for a while.  I say that because the Government 
does not appear to be interested in occupational health and safety.  Due to lobbying by the AHA, the 
Government has refused to move in the way it promised to move on smoking legislation.  The Government does 
not protect workers in the hospitality industry, who continue to be exposed to passive smoking.  Passive smoking 
affects the general public and employees in pubs and hotels and I would like to see fewer people visiting those 
places. 

I was interested to hear the Government’s reference to working together on reform to secure national 
competition payments.  I would like to see the Government’s submission on reform.  Most people would agree 
that any deregulation is a win for big business and a loss for small business; more money goes into big 
businesses and small businesses close.  In reference to a fair go for small business, I remind the Government of 
its direction statement on small business, which states under the heading “Retail Trading Hours” -  

Based on this experience, Labor remains firmly opposed to the further deregulation of trading hours.  
This is in contrast to the Government position which only rules out an extension of hours until after the 
next election. 
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When members move from one side of the House to the other, things change very much between the promises 
they make to the community and the promises they keep to the community.  I am interested to see just what 
reform the Government is considering.  I ask the Treasurer whether he will table the document on the public 
interest test that he took to Canberra.  I have heard a lot about this matter and I am interested to see what is 
contained in the proposal. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Information was either tabled or it is on the Department of Treasury and Finance’s web site; it 
is all therefore publicly available.  I cannot table a verbatim tape of all the meetings that occurred between public 
service officers, politicians and the NCC, because there is none. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I thank the Treasurer for that information; I will look at the web site.   

The member for Merredin was concerned that if a liquor store in Northam had extended trading hours, a liquor 
store in Midland would be forced to extend its hours.  That is not only a problem in outer metropolitan areas.  I 
have had discussions with people in my electorate on the extension of liquor licensing hours.  Currently big 
business has 50 per cent of the liquor store market and 70 per cent of revenue.  If big businesses are allowed to 
extend their opening hours, other liquor retailing agents will be forced to open, or lose their customers to those 
stores.  It is therefore a concern in the community.  I hope that when we work together on the reform, the 
Government will recall its promise to small business in its policy document titled “small business - the way 
ahead”, which states -  

retain existing retail trading hours outside the Perth metropolitan area except where the local authority 
and a majority of the local community and retailers request an extension of trading hours. 

I hope the reform package will be developed in consultation with the community in metropolitan and outer 
metropolitan areas. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.25 pm]:  The Government 
would have us believe that it will introduce deregulation to the liquor industry as a result of pressure from the 
National Competition Agreement. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s true. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer confirmed it earlier today and he keeps saying that it is true.  
On 1 September the Minister for Racing and Gaming, Hon Nick Griffiths, said -  

The changes are necessary to comply with the National Competition Agreement . . .  

In other words, the Government does not really want to comply with the agreement, but is being forced into it; 
yet earlier the Treasurer put up every argument under the sun for the deregulation of liquor licensing.  We heard 
earlier an exposé of this Labor Government’s hidden deregulation agenda.  I take members back to January 
2001, when the Labor Party released its small business policy, which, in part, stated -  

Labor will ensure the often forgotten public interest test is applied to any changes recommended by the 
national competition processes  . . .  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We have applied the public interest test and our conclusions are in accord with the public 
interest. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us see whether the Government has applied the public interest test; the 
Treasurer keeps saying it has.  The Treasurer told the House last week that he had applied the test to trading 
hours.  When the member for Warren-Blackwood asked the Treasurer whether he had embarked on a process 
approving the public benefit test on all these issues, the Treasurer said that the Government had followed the 
process and argued long and hard for every one of its positions. 
Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly. 
When asked whether the Gallop Government had argued strongly enough, the Treasurer replied - 

We prosecuted the case with great vigour  . . .  

The public interest guidelines for legislation review, issued by the Government of Western Australia at the time 
of this Labor Government in November 2001 - that is, the Treasurer’s own competition policy unit in the 
Department of Treasury and Finance - set out a very clear process and state -  

decisions are made on the basis of the public interest test; by making government agencies transparently 
weigh public interest criteria in considering the benefits and costs of particular actions; 
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The guidelines then set out a process to be followed.  Part of that process is that a review will be conducted, 
which will consider a range of criteria, assess and balance the costs and benefits of restrictions, analyse the likely 
effects of restrictions and consider adjustment assistance.  It will be interesting to see whether the Government 
conducts a review in the case of hoteliers who are affected.  The guidelines further stated that a report would be 
drafted and considered by Treasury and the Treasurer would finalise a report.  Last week we badgered the 
Treasurer a number of times on trading hours and eventually he agreed to provide the Government’s submission 
to the National Competition Council.  He said -  

Consistent with the rules governing these matters, I am prepared to do that.  There are certain processes 
that require confidentiality but I am happy to do that within those processes. 

Give him his due: he said he would table the submission and he tabled it.  However, the submission comprises 
three pages, including half a page that did not remotely touch on public interest reasoning and a document that 
argued for total deregulation of trading hours.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  And another document. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes, another document: an options paper that did not say anything at all.  The 
only argument from the Government was for total deregulation.  The Treasurer said today that he tabled the 
submission to the NCC and that it is on the Internet.  The only document on the Internet in that regard is the June 
report of the WA Government to the NCC.  Will the Treasurer therefore go on record - as he did last week and 
has no reason not to today - and say that he will table tomorrow all the documents sent to the NCC by way of 
submission on liquor licensing?  Yes or no? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You attacked us for tabling the retail trading hours document. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, I have just said well done.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  You have been out in the media attacking us.  You said it was a mistake to table it. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  All right, Treasurer, well done.  I thank him for tabling the documents last 
week.  Will the Treasurer table his submission to the NCC? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Will you agree not to say it is a trick if we table it? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Will you table the NCC submission by the WA Government on liquor 
licensing? 

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Life is actually a lot simpler than you make it.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I take it the Treasurer said yes.  Is the Treasurer going to table it?   

Dr G.I. Gallop interjected.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the Premier going to table it?  I will tell him why he will not: he did not 
make a public interest case; he has nothing to table.  His submission on trading hours and liquor licensing is a 
blank piece of paper.  He has provided absolutely no submission whatsoever.  If he had done so, he would have 
the guts to table it.  

Amendment (words to be deleted) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (18) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.N. Sweetman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr A.D. Marshall 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr W.J. McNee 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr M.G. House 

Amendment thus passed. 

Amendment (words to be inserted) put and division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (18) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.N. Sweetman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr A.D. Marshall 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr W.J. McNee 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr M.G. House 
Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (18) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr P.D. Omodei Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.N. Sweetman  

            

Pairs 

 Mr A.P. O'Gorman Mr A.D. Marshall 
 Mr J.N. Hyde Mr W.J. McNee 
 Mrs C.A. Martin Ms K. Hodson-Thomas 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr M.G. House 
Question thus passed. 
 


