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LIQUOR LICENSING AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 June. 

MR BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [12.10 pm]:  I advise the House that in this debate I will be representing the interests 
of the shadow spokesman for racing and gaming, Hon Barry House, who resides in the other Chamber.  I am 
confused about why this Bill has been introduced into the Assembly rather than the Council, given that the 
minister responsible resides in the Council.  Nevertheless, I am happy to move forward with the Bill. 

The Bill picks up a number of points, three of which are worth mentioning at the outset.  The first is the special 
facility licence that is often granted to various establishments in Western Australia; the second is additions and 
alterations to the location of certain licences; and the third involves clarifying the obligations of security staff on 
licensed premises.  Many forces are at work in the liquor industry: for example, the Australian Hotels 
Association, which is a well run organisation that has had the ear of successive Governments; the Restaurant and 
Caterers Association; Clubs Western Australia; and the nightclub people.  The area of liquor licensing could 
aptly be described as fraught with danger when we consider changing the legislation and implementing certain 
regulations.  I see that Mr Barry Sargeant, who is sitting in the Speaker’s gallery, is smiling.  I am sure no-one 
knows that better than Barry.   

This Bill is not really controversial, and I do not expect a heated debate, but the Opposition would like to raise a 
few points.  Special facility licences were introduced in the 1980s and were particularly useful for different 
organisations that were involved in the America’s Cup at the time.  I will explain to members how special 
facility licences worked.  Special facility licences were designed to be given to organisations such as mining 
camps, and sporting and boating clubs, that did not fit under a traditional licence category.  One of the big 
winners with regard to special facility licences were organisations that were involved in the tourism industry, 
because if an organisation could demonstrate that it was a tourist attraction, it would be granted a special facility 
licence.  One of the major advantages of special facility licences was that they gave organisations the option of 
closing at 3.00 am.  The reasoning behind that was quite sound, particularly within the tourism industry, because 
it made sense to allow organisations that were catering for tourists to stay open for extra hours, given that those 
tourists were on holiday and had no work obligations the following day.  The difference with special facility 
licences was that organisations that could prove that they needed a special facility licence were pretty much 
granted that licence and did not need to jump through all of the hurdles that exist when applying for a hotel or 
tavern licence. 

Many hotel owners who want to trade until 3.00 am have been using special facility licences as the vehicle to 
allow them to do that.  The current situation with extended trading permits is that hotels are required to close at 
midnight.  The Act provides that the Director of Liquor Licensing may grant an extension until 1.00 am, and it 
also gives him some discretion to determine whether to grant a further extension of that licence until 3.00 am.  A 
lot of pubs have been granted 1.00 am closing licences, and those licences have been granted over a period.  The 
problem arises when pubs apply for a further extension of that licence until 3.00 am.  Although the Act states 
specifically that the Director of Liquor Licensing has some discretion about this matter, my information, after 
talking to hoteliers and the like, is that the director chooses not to exercise that discretion and issue 3.00 am 
closing licences because he has not been given legislative direction from this Parliament.  There is some debate 
about that issue, and the pubs, and certainly also the Australian Hotels Association, believe that, given that the 
legislation allows the director to grant extended trading permits, he should do so.  However, I can also see the 
flip side of the coin, with the director saying that because he has not been given any clear guidelines about who 
can and cannot be given a 3.00 am closing licence, he will refuse to issue any of those licences. 

This Bill will close down the option that many pub and hotel owners and the like are using in order to stay open 
until 3.00 am.  The Bill provides that a special facility licence can no longer be granted if a licence of another 
class will do.  That means that a hotel or tavern owner with a hotel or tavern licence cannot be issued with a 
special facility licence if the reason behind that application is simply to get a 3.00 am closing time.  This Bill 
provides that if the hotel licence provides that the hotel must close at midnight - and many of those licensees 
have been granted an extension until 1.00 am - those hoteliers have the option of applying to the Director of 
Liquor Licensing to obtain a 3.00 am closing time by way of an extended trading permit.  We all know that, at 
present, the director chooses not to give out those 3.00 am permits.  Therefore, I urge the Deputy Premier to take 
on board the real issue of the 3.00 am closing time.  Pubs have the option of applying for an extended trading 
permit until 3.00 am.  However, in the absence of direction from this Chamber, the director is not issuing those 
permits.  Therefore, that licence, combined with an extended trading permit, is not a substitute for a special 
facility licence. 
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This gives rise to the debate about whether pubs should be allowed to close at 3.00 am.  In the current situation, 
if a group of friends went to a pub for a late dinner and started kicking up their heels at 1.00 am after having had 
a few drinks, they would be thrown out onto the street.  I am not proposing that we legislate in a blanket sense to 
allow pubs across Western Australia to close at 3.00 am.  However, many pubs in built-up commercial and non-
residential areas would clearly benefit from being allowed to stay open until 3.00 am.  There appears to be a 
significant shift in public opinion these days; people are frequenting nightclubs less and less.  Many people are 
loath to bash their head against the speakers at a nightclub these days and have 18 and 19-year-olds jump all over 
them; as a result, they want to stay in pubs for longer. 

Mr Ripper:  Your experiences at nightclubs are obviously different from those of some other people! 

Mr BIRNEY:  Some people would not find that a bad concept, I am sure!  However, I say in all seriousness that 
a lot of people want to stay in pubs for longer and not move on to nightclubs; therefore, to require pubs to close 
their doors at 1.00 am in some instances is unacceptable.  It is worth considering also that in areas such as 
Northbridge and Fremantle, which have a massive array of pubs that all close at 1.00 am, 5 000 or 6 000 people 
may be thrown out onto the street at the same time.  We live in a healthy age these days, in which every time we 
turn on the television or open a newspaper we are subjected to an advertisement that tells us that we should not 
drink too much, and that binge drinking is unacceptable.  If pubs are forced to turn people out at 1.00 am, it may 
lead to binge drinking in that last hour, or perhaps even in the last two hours, because people who are not of a 
mind to go to a nightclub may try to get their money’s worth before they go home.  

Some of the publicans are struggling.  It is no secret that at least half of the pubs in country areas are unofficially 
on the market.  A 3.00 am extended trading permit may be a vehicle to enable those pubs to become more 
profitable, because it will allow those publicans to keep their doors open a little longer.  I am not the only person 
who has that view.  The amount of money that some publicans are spending to secure a special facility licence, 
which in fact will do nothing more than allow them to stay open until 3.00 am, is quite horrendous.  Some 
publicans are spending $30 000 or even $40 000 on legal fees to secure a special facility licence, because they 
believe that if they were allowed to trade until 3.00 am, that money would be returned to them in the form of 
extra profits.  Some pubs in country areas, and certainly pubs that are in residential areas, should not be allowed 
to trade until 3.00 am.  However, this matter should be the focus of a future debate, because if the special facility 
option were removed and pubs could no longer close at 3.00 am, we would effectively bring on a debate about 
extended trading hours and the time at which pubs can close, and I urge the minister to bring on that debate as 
soon as possible.   

This legislation will have a significant impact on restaurants.  Restaurateurs are concerned about two problems.  
First, there is ongoing debate about the fact that some restaurateurs are interested in serving their patrons liquor 
and are not necessarily interested in also serving them a meal at the same time.  We need to be very careful that 
we do not allow restaurants to impinge upon the areas that pubs have traditionally serviced.  I am not advocating 
an open-licence situation in which restaurants can serve alcohol without a meal willy-nilly.  However, having 
said that, a fairly significant case can be put for restaurateurs who believe that some people who wander into 
their establishment may want to have a couple of drinks before they make up their mind about whether to have a 
meal.  The current law provides that people can have a drink in a restaurant only if they first order a meal or at 
least sit down and engage in that process.  A concession has been given to the restaurant industry in the form of 
the 20 per cent rule, which provides that restaurants can allocate 20 per cent of their floor space to people who 
intend to just have a drink.  On the face of it, that sounds like a pretty good option, and I believe the spirit of the 
20 per cent rule is in keeping with what the restaurateurs want.  However, the problem with the 20 per cent rule 
is the implementation.  The law provides that restaurants must cordon off 20 per cent of their tables and that 
people who are interested in having a drink without necessarily ordering a meal cannot stand at the cocktail bar 
but must sit down at a table in that area that has been cordoned off for that express purpose.  I, and I am sure 
other members, have been in a situation in which some friends have gone to a restaurant to have a meal, and it 
has been a bit late and I have not intended to order a meal, but nevertheless I have wanted to front up and enjoy 
the company of my friends and have a couple of drinks with them.  However, under the 20 per cent rule, that 
cannot happen, because my friends may be sitting in the main area and enjoying their meal and a drink, but I am 
required to sit at the back of the restaurant in the area that has been cordoned off.  The 20 per cent rule does not 
go anywhere towards fixing up the problems that restaurateurs face in offering a drink without a meal.   

I fully understand and accept that the Australian Hotels Association has a fairly significant concern about giving 
restaurants an open-slather licence under which they can serve drinks and perhaps not focus on the main game 
for restaurants, which is serving meals.  I am told that about three per cent of alcohol is consumed by restaurant 
patrons.  Therefore, I believe it is fair to say - I am sure members would agree - that only a small amount of 
alcohol is served in restaurants.  However, having said that, I accept that if restaurateurs were given open slather, 
they could turn their restaurants into pubs and compete with pubs without jumping through the hurdles that I 
mentioned earlier.   
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The 20 per cent rule is not working.  Therefore, some restaurateurs may be inclined to apply for a special facility 
licence that will allow them to serve liquor without necessarily serving a meal.  That has been abused in the past.  
I am told that The Good The Bad and The Ugly Mexican Restaurant in Northbridge was one of the restaurants 
that was stretching the rule to the limit by having 1 000 or 1 100 drinkers in its beer garden.  It could easily be 
argued that in that case, the special facility licence was being abused. 

I am trying to find some compromise for those restaurateurs who genuinely want to offer their patrons a drink 
without putting them on the spot by requiring them to have a meal first.  If this legislation were to go through 
today, then the option of granting a special facility licence to those restaurateurs would be removed, and the 
20 per cent option would certainly not be adequate.  I would appreciate a response from the Deputy Premier 
about where that would leave those restaurateurs.  

Mr Ripper:  Does the Opposition support the amendments on special facility licences? 

Mr BIRNEY:  I am happy to put on record that the Opposition supports the Bill.  We are aware that this Bill has 
come from the industry and has been out in the community for some time.  However, in supporting the Bill, we 
say that some concerns need to be raised in the context of this debate.  A number of different organisations are 
interested in this debate, and I accept that it will be difficult to please all of them.  However, some of the points I 
have raised today should be taken on board. 

Clubs also have a problem with the liquor licensing laws.  Currently, club members are permitted to use their 
club’s facilities and to have a drink there on a Friday or Saturday night, as the case may be.  They are also 
permitted to take five visitors to the club.  Clubs have never been open to the general public, probably rightly so.  
However, some clubs wish to use their adequate facilities for functions such as weddings and twenty-first 
birthday parties.  It is no secret that some clubs in Western Australia have magnificent facilities and some of the 
best locations in Perth, overlooking the river or the ocean.  It is a crying shame that those clubs cannot be used 
by the general public for functions. 

Having said that, that is not strictly true because some clubs can apply for a special occasion licence.  A special 
occasion licence allows a club to hold a function on what is termed a “special occasion”.  Clubs must approach 
the Director of Liquor Licensing on each special occasion and request a special permit for each function.  Again 
I return to the point that the problem with that is the Parliament has never set clear guidelines for the Director of 
Liquor Licensing to follow in the issuing of special occasion licences.  The question is: do we allow the Director 
of Liquor Licensing to issue unlimited special occasion licences or to issue two, 10 or 12 a year?  Currently, no 
provision in the Act or regulations gives the director an indication of how many special occasion licences can be 
issued in a year.  However, in the absence of any clear legislative guidelines from this Chamber, I believe the 
director chooses four.  I am unsure of the reason for that.  I suggest to the Treasurer that four is inappropriate.  
Clubs should be given the opportunity to use their facilities for functions on an unlimited basis. 

We must be careful not to allow clubs to compete with pubs.  This legislation is not about allowing non-
members, in the absence of a member, to attend clubs nightly to have a few drinks and then go home again.  
Clearly that would be stepping on the toes of publicans.  However, if clubs are of a mind to, they should be 
permitted to allow non-members to use their facilities for functions only on an unlimited basis.  The spirit of that 
notion should be communicated to the Director of Liquor Licensing so that the onus is removed from the director 
to pluck a figure out of the air.  That is all he can do in the absence of any clear legislative direction. 

Another part of the Bill states that licensed premises “may” sell packaged liquor.  Currently a hotel or tavern 
licensee “must” sell packaged liquor.  This is a minor amendment to the Liquor Licensing Act and it dates back 
to the old days when a horseman galloped up on his horse and pulled up at a tavern.  He may have travelled 
about 100 miles - as it would have been in those days - across country and quite rightly expected to take away 
some packaged liquor when he reached his destination. 

Mr Pendal:  You would still be into that sort of stuff in the bush, wouldn’t you? 

Mr BIRNEY:  Absolutely.  We have only horses in the bush, member for South Perth; and I add that I cannot 
ride them. 

The amendment I am referring to states that a hotel or tavern licensee “may” sell packaged liquor, which 
therefore removes the onus on licensees that they “must” sell packaged liquor.  That is a fair amendment.  Many 
members have run businesses in the past.  The section of the Act which states that the licensee must sell 
packaged liquor is an imposition on a business owner.  If it suits a licensee’s needs to sell packaged liquor all 
day and all night, so be it.  However, if he wishes to close his bottle shop at nine o’clock or 10 o’clock at night, 
he should be given the opportunity to do so. 
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Another part of the Bill relates to the obligations of security staff on licensed premises.  There is a legal 
definition of “authorised persons” to remove somebody from premises, from what I have been told by people in 
the industry.  That job rests fairly and squarely on the shoulders of the security staff, doormen or bouncers - 
whatever they are called.  However, there is a discrepancy in the Act.  One school of thought is that when 
bouncers are employed on contract as subcontractors, they may not in fact be authorised persons for throwing 
people out of pubs.  In fact, if people are thrown out of the front door of a pub for playing up and they sneak 
around and enter the pub by the back door, they have committed an offence if they were removed from the 
premises in the first place by a person who was authorised to do so.  This legislation clarifies the situation for 
security and door staff.  It enshrines in the legislation the fact that a security staff member, whether on contract 
or a full-time employee, is now what is known as an “authorised person” to turf people out of a pub. 

Another part of the legislation, which is the second most important part, relates to the recent practice of major 
supermarket chains in shopping centres using their liquor store licences to create other small satellite liquor 
stores.  There appears to be a loophole in the current legislation.  Let us say, for argument’s sake, that there is a 
liquor store inside a shopping centre and the licensee decides to put another liquor store or drive-in bottle shop 
on the outside of the shopping centre, on the main road or somewhere in that vicinity.  The loophole in the 
legislation allows that liquor store to be opened without the owner applying for and buying another licence.  This 
legislation tightens up that loophole with the word “contiguous”.  It states that additions or alterations to a liquor 
licence must be of a contiguous nature.  That means that those additions or alterations must be next door and 
have a common wall between the stores.  This legislation will close the loophole that permits major supermarket 
chains with one liquor licence to open a series of satellite liquor stores and bottle shops when they have not 
jumped through the hurdles or satisfied the conditions to set up those other liquor stores. 

A bit of relief is granted by this Bill to the owners of a heritage pub.  I am pleased to note that the legislation 
recognises the difficulties involved for people who own heritage properties.  It is difficult for owners to make 
physical alterations, either inside or outside, to heritage-listed properties.  This legislation will permit the owner 
of a heritage-listed pub to set up a liquor store either two doors up the road or across the road from the heritage-
listed property.  That is a fair concession.  

The Opposition supports the Bill, but it harbours a number of concerns which it would appreciate the Treasurer 
addressing.  The first concern is the 3.00 am closing licences for pubs.  I would appreciate the Treasurer’s 
thoughts on whether he believes that 3.00 am closing licences are adequate in some areas.  He might like to 
answer that by way of interjection. 

Mr Ripper:  At the moment there is not a consensus on these matters.  The minister is not proceeding with that 
until he has further consultations with sections of the liquor industry.  The basic premise of the Bill seems to be 
that what can be agreed upon is being progressed and what has not been agreed upon will be discussed further 
with all sections of the industry. 

Mr BIRNEY:  When the option of a special facility licence is removed, it basically gets rid of the option of 
closing at 3.00 am.  I am sure that the Treasurer is aware that the Director of Liquor Licensing chooses not to 
give out 3.00 am licences, even though under the Act he has the discretion to do so.  I understand his position, 
because he has not been given any clear guidelines as to who should be allowed to stay open until 3.00 am and 
who should not.  That is our first concern. 

Our second concern is for restaurateurs.  It has become very clear to us over the past couple of weeks that the 
allocation of 20 per cent of a restaurant’s floor space to people who are not interested in ordering a meal causes 
some clear problems, to which I have alluded earlier.  If people want to have a drink with friends who are eating, 
they must be seated in the area of the 20 per cent allocation. 

Our third concern is for clubs.  I have said before that the magnificent facilities in clubs in Western Australia 
should be utilised more for functions.  In no way does the Opposition support any crossover between what a pub 
or hotel licence allows and what a restaurant or club licence allows.  A very clear line needs to be drawn in the 
sand.  However, having said that, I am sure that the Treasurer has taken on board some of the concerns that we 
have raised.  I will be very interested in his response. 

Mr Kucera:  In respect of Northbridge, from a policing perspective, it is far better to stagger closing times in the 
first instance, which is what this Bill enables.  A good example of the problem with restaurants is the situation at 
The Good The Bad and The Ugly Mexican Restaurant.  That is the kind of thing that the Liquor Licensing Court 
is trying to avoid, where there is an abuse of the process.  This Bill is aimed at that.  It is not aimed at putting 
restrictions on responsible people in the liquor industry, but is aimed at making sure that people who are less 
than responsible take note of what is being done with licensing.  Your concerns are well taken about responsible 
people in the industry, but the Bill seeks to protect the industry and address people who are less than responsible.  
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Mr BIRNEY:  I raised the issue of The Good The Bad and The Ugly in my speech.  It would certainly appear to 
be a stand-out example of a special facility licence being abused.  As I said before, some 1 100 people were 
drinking in the beer garden of what was meant to be a restaurant.  The restaurant copped all sorts of fines and I 
am told that it eventually closed down.  I certainly understand that a special facility licence can be abused.  In no 
way does the Opposition support restaurateurs stepping on the toes of publicans, because we know that publicans 
have had it hard for too long.  However, the approach needs to be softened. The Minister for Health mentioned 
that this Bill allows closing hours to be staggered.  It does not; basically it takes away the option to close at 3.00 
am.  Currently licensees must close their premises at midnight, and if they apply for a 1.00 am licence, they can 
close at 1.00 am.   

Mr Kucera:  It allows the industry to move back into the proper licensing regime which currently exists and will 
be reinforced by the Bill.  Special facility licensing was set up essentially for the America’s Cup, as you quite 
rightly said, but unfortunately it has outlived its usefulness and the legislation needs to be tidied up and brought 
back into the broader regime of the Licensing Act.    

Mr BIRNEY:  If 5 000 or 6 000 people are thrown onto the street at 1.00 am, 3 000 of whom do not want to go 
to a nightclub and 3 000 of whom are trying to get a taxi to get home, all sorts of social problems will be 
encountered because of closing down the options. 

Mr Kucera:  If all of the premises were to close at the same time, I would accept that, but they would not.  We 
are giving people a range of decisions to make.  

Mr Trenorden:  If they live in the city. 

Mr BIRNEY:  We need to address fairly urgently the issue of closing at 3.00 am. 

Mr Kucera:  We are not cutting off all of the options. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The special facility licence specifically cuts off that option. 

MR BOARD (Murdoch) [12.47 pm]:  The Opposition has indicated that it supports the amendments to the 
Liquor Licensing Act because they will give some certainty to the current legislation, and certainty and 
protection for the authorities trying to enforce the legislation.  They will stop what is considered by some in the 
industry to be an abuse of special facility licences.  The legislation will also tidy up some difficulties that owners 
of licensed premises have when dealing with the protection of their premises.  The Bill will also sort out some 
difficulties in heritage areas.  The Bill gives us the opportunity to look at wider issues of liquor licensing in 
Western Australia, including the whole aspect of the consumption of liquor and its history; the protection of 
those who sell and consume liquor; and the way in which we avail ourselves of liquor, where it may be sold and 
how it is packaged and organised for sale in this State.   

We are putting further restrictions on a changing marketplace.  People have been abusing special facility 
licences, seeking to trade until 3.00 am and expanding their premises, to try to meet a different marketplace.  
People who want to be entertained, who are seeking hospitality and who want to consume alcohol or other 
drinks, want different and more flexible arrangements.  I am not proposing that the Government walk away from 
the State’s liquor licensing regime.  However, in the year 2001 we should be entering into a debate in the 
community about what we do with liquor licensing, what we have done historically and how we provide a 
regime for growth in a changing marketplace.  That may require an open community debate. 

Mr Ripper:  Is the member a deregulationist? 

Mr BOARD:  I am to some degree.  I put that on the record.  In this area, I am a deregulationist.  I do not want to 
see people penalised.  I do not want to see people who have invested large sums of money lose any of it.  If a 
move towards a softening of these areas occurs, the Government of the day will need to take up its responsibility 
and protect people’s investments.  In terms of world trends, our changing community, and where we are going as 
a society, we need to look at our attitudes toward alcohol and what is consumed in many of these premises - it is 
not alcohol.  We must look at the way we deliver opportunities for growth in the industry and what we deliver to 
the community, particularly to tourists to the State. 

The regime in our State is based in history.  The Rum Corps of New South Wales traded in rum.  Alcohol was a 
protected substance and a way of controlling the community.  Much of our regime is based on those premises, 
which were established in the late part of the eighteenth century.  In many ways, our attitudes have not changed 
since then.  We are still concerned about the evils of alcohol and we have a protectionist system; we protect 
people at all costs from alcohol.  The regime protects people who have invested their finances in selling alcohol 
so that it is not a free marketplace and it is only for those who have made an investment.  We need to look at 
what we do with alcohol in our community.  We should reflect on other world trends.  We need to support and 
protect those who have made an investment.  I do not want to see anybody penalised or hurt in the process.  We 
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are protecting and supporting what is gradually becoming an antiquated system and we should move to a system 
that is more reflective.   

Young people enjoy late-night trading and use the hotels and restaurants that are open.  Young people are not 
necessarily consuming liquor; they enjoy the social interaction and use it as a way of meeting people and 
entertaining.  Many young people go to late-night establishments that may be trading on special facility licences 
but they drink only water or soft drinks.  They do so for many reasons and they do not consume much alcohol, 
yet we continue to protect the wicked industry that sells alcohol.  In reality, we are restricting the hospitality 
industry, the growth of our tourism and entertainment industries and the opportunity for growth in many other 
areas.  This debate is an opportunity to have a wider discussion in the community about what the establishments 
provide to the community. 

The marketplace is changing, but it is not just young people who are looking for change.  I have seen changes in 
the marketplace during my relatively short lifespan.  The needs of our community, particularly the baby 
boomers, have changed considerably.  The six o’clock swill of the 1960s was replaced by different trends in the 
marketplace.  Clubs in the eastern States are well patronised because of the facilities they offer, particularly the 
restaurant facilities and the subsidised meals.  Some even have gymnasiums.  Western Australia’s tighter 
controls have helped the restaurant industry grow and it now has more restaurants per head of population than 
any other State.  The growth of certain industries has been controlled through licensing controls.  People are 
voting with their feet and the marketplace wants to use the flexibility it sees in the licensing system to meet new 
requirements.  Flexibility is being restricted because people are flouting what is thought to be the law and 
Parliament has the responsibility to stop that.  We should revisit the entire argument.  We should look at why 
these things are restricted, who we are protecting and why we are not allowing growth in certain areas.  Why do 
we not allow the selling of packaged liquor in a different environment?  Why do we consider the selling of beer 
next to soft drinks anathema?  Why do we believe that the greater availability of alcohol will increase its 
consumption, particularly to minors?  Is that backed up by fact or put forward by those who want to protect a 
financial investment in the industry?  I understand their protective attitudes.  If I owned a hotel or bottle shop, I 
would do everything I could to protect my investment.  Most of the arguments on this issue appear to be about 
protection in the industry; it is about planning issues and not liquor licensing, and it is about those who want to 
protect their investment.  It is a fight within the industry for market share.  It is not about what we give to the 
community or who we attract to the community; it is not about growth in the entertainment industry or providing 
opportunities for young bands.  The issue is about protection of those in a limited area who want to control their 
investment.  That has been allowed and supported through legislation.  We have the opportunity to rethink where 
we are going; many countries have.  We need to protect those who have invested and worked within the current 
regime. 

The introduction of breath testing and the limiting of people’s ability to drive when they are affected by alcohol 
has considerably altered the marketplace.  I take my hat off to the police and the Road Safety Council for what 
they have achieved in this State.  Every member of this House knows how the marketplace has been altered.  The 
State’s liquor licensing laws have not changed to reflect that change.  People are now more likely to entertain at 
home and buy packaged liquor at different times.  They consume alcohol in different ways because they do not 
want to drink and drive.  The laws do not reflect the changes brought by Internet shopping and the home delivery 
of alcohol.  New trends are not being reflected by legislation.  The Opposition supports the tightening of this 
legislation because it upholds the current law.  However, I put on notice that we should revisit this issue in a 
public debate.  I am not pressuring the Government to do that because the previous Government had difficulty 
trying to meet the expectations of the industry over the sale of packaged liquor from bottle shops and protecting 
those who have invested in the tourism industry.  Governments have only played around the fringes of this issue.  
We have not got to the core of it.  Until we do that we will protect only certain vested interests in the industry 
and not allow general growth. 

The Opposition supports the amendments.  It is important that we give certainty and protection to those who try 
to enforce the law.  It is important that we allow those who own their premises to evict unruly people in a legal 
way because of the nuisance and danger they cause.  Such people will be able to be removed earlier than 
occurred in the past.   

It is important that we support our heritage buildings by allowing those who occupy them to have special 
opportunities for growth within those buildings.  We support the amendments made by the Bill.  However, I put 
the Treasurer on notice that we invite wider debate on this issue and a movement towards what we see reflected 
in other parts of not only Australia but also the world.  Although some pain will be involved, it is a position that 
we need to move towards if we are to create opportunities for growth within our society.   

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr Kobelke (Leader of the House). 
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