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LIQUOR AND GAMING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2006 
Third Reading 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [8.02 pm]:  I 
move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

The government accepts the amendments made by this house to the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2006.  However, in accepting the amendments to the regulation-making power for small bars and packaged 
liquor trading hours, it should be noted that the government will not now be able to reduce the size of small bars 
or reduce the hours in which packaged liquor may be sold if there is strong evidence to demonstrate that such 
regulation is needed and is in the public interest.  Therefore, I hope that this is not a decision that members will 
regret.  However, having said that, I thank members for their contribution to the debate and support for this bill.   
HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [8.05 pm]:  To reflect the National Party’s view I will not support 
the third reading of the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  The provision to allow Sunday 
trading for liquor stores and the result of the 2005 referendum on retail trading hours are further reasons that I 
will vote against the third reading of this bill.  I take this action in recognition of the policy that I have been 
espousing throughout the debate on this bill.   
HON BARRY HOUSE (South West) [8.06 pm]:  The opposition will support the third reading of the Liquor 
and Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill 2006, but I cannot let this opportunity pass without commenting on the 
words uttered by the Minister for Education and Training.  She commenced with words that indicated that now 
there will not be the ability to limit the numbers applying to small bars.  That is absolute and utter nonsense.  The 
amendment applying to the capacity of small bars will retain the first part of the relevant clause which clearly 
states that small bars can operate with up to a maximum of 120 persons.  Therefore, that implies flexibility 
downwards from 120.  The words removed by amendment in effect take away the meaning attached to a number.  
By moving its amendment the opposition has included in the bill the words that reflect the minister’s second 
reading speech and the words the government used to promote the legislation; that is, the new category of small 
bars would apply up to a maximum of 120.  For the minister to tell us otherwise is bewildering and, 
unfortunately, it reflects that she has not read her own bill, which is disappointing.   
In general, the opposition supports the third reading.  It supports the basic four tenets of the legislation and, as I 
said in the second reading debate, it reached that decision after lengthy discussions in Liberal Party forums, 
which did not always result in unanimous agreement.  It was a majority decision but we agreed on the bases of 
liberalising consumers’ access to the enjoyment of alcohol under a regime of responsible service of alcohol and 
that the legislation would create a more level playing field, as far as is possible, for all the stakeholders in the 
liquor industry.  During the committee stage the opposition found that the provisions in the bill did not always 
reflect the second reading speech.  I hope I have made that point clear about the limit on the capacity of small 
bars.  There were some major inconsistencies in the bill for stakeholders.  Some of those remain.   
In agreeing to the bill the opposition has some concern about the discretion - open-ended discretion in some 
cases - that is available to the bureaucracy in the administration of this bill.  With those reservations, the 
opposition will support the third reading of this bill.  
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [8.09 pm]:  The Greens (WA) will not support the third reading of 
the Liquor and Gaming Legislation Amendment Bill 2006.  It has been a difficult decision because the bill 
contains a mixture of measures, some of which we enthusiastically support, particularly the genuine harm-
minimisation measures.  We have participated extensively in the debate and I need to reflect on where we have 
come to now that we have passed the committee stage of the bill. 
As I said, the Greens support the genuine harm-minimisation components of the bill.  The package contains a 
range of measures, some of which we fiercely oppose and some of which we obviously want to support.  That 
always creates a dilemma for political parties and individual members.  We sought to amend the bill but were 
unsuccessful.  There were some interesting components to the debate but it struck me as ironic the matter 
brought to light by Hon Barry House; that is, small bars will not be limited to the number of patrons proposed by 
the government - 120 - which we initially thought was too high.  The bill provides for complete flexibility of 
numbers.  I am glad that we were able to amend that component of the bill. 
It was argued that the bill was about harm minimisation and that it paid attention to those matters.  I noted in 
particular that one amendment was defeated because we were persuaded that the harm-minimisation argument 
needed to be supported.  That involved possibly extending hotel trading hours on Sunday nights by two hours.  
However, this bill is not about harm minimisation; it is about maximum access to alcohol in as many places as 
often as people want.  That is problematic.  It will be important to see how this legislation plays out.  The Greens 
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were not fundamentally opposed to some movement in the market share.  We accept the idea of small bars and 
we have some sympathy for small liquor outlets being able to trade on Sundays.  The major reason the Greens 
will continue to oppose the bill is that we are deeply disappointed that the Labor Party has gone against the 
outcome of the referendum on retail trading hours, which clearly showed that the community did not want an 
extension of Sunday trading.  We are also very disappointed that the Liberal Party has fallen away from its 
original position on this.  It is a classic unfortunate scenario in which it became an issue not about the issue, but 
about a political position in terms of the Liberal Party’s final position.  I realise that these things happen in 
politics, but it is very unfortunate when we cannot debate the merits of a policy position in legislation.  I am 
concerned that the outcome will be deleterious to Western Australian businesses, particularly grape-growing 
businesses.  Over the years my colleagues in this place have argued long and hard about protecting the Western 
Australian wine industry.  The deregulation of trading on Sundays will mean that we will see flow-on impacts as 
the big players - Coles and Woolworths - do their usual business of damaging the market and knocking out small 
specialist stores that make every effort to market Western Australian products.  All the win-wins that come from 
producing local products and providing local employment will be damaged.  Those repercussions will manifest 
fairly quickly in Western Australia. 
I have long-term concerns that this is the wedge that will also ensure changes for country pubs.  I have expressed 
concerns about what will happen as the pressure to further deregulate country areas continues and how that will 
impact on local employment and the centres that are so important for rural communities. 
Having looked at the bill in total and as it now stands after the committee stage, the Greens are unable to support 
the third reading.  I reiterate that it is not because we do not strongly support some of the elements of the bill.  
On balance, the consequences of deregulating liquor trading on Sundays are unacceptable to the Greens.  We 
will continue to vote against any move such as this legislation.   
HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [8.15 pm]:  I do not support one of the provisions of this bill, but I 
will not be opposing the third reading.  I place on record that I do not believe that it is necessary to open liquor 
stores on Sundays.  There are enough outlets trading on Sunday without allowing the multinationals, such as 
Coles and Woolworths, to trade as well.  I have seen firsthand what that does in Alice Springs and other places 
around Australia, and I am not particularly impressed with what I see.  I find it ironic that this government 
allows Coles and Woolworths to sell liquor but not food on Sundays.  Alcohol causes enough misery in our 
society without having seven-day trading.  The effects of having liquor obtainable anywhere and everywhere are 
well documented.  I am putting on record that I am not particularly happy that this has happened.  
HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [8.16 pm]:  This has been a very difficult decision for me.  I said 
during the second reading debate that I do not support this bill.  I had some problems, because I said that I 
probably would not oppose it because of the position our party took in the party room.  I have reflected on that, 
and every now and again I must stand up for what I believe in.  I do not have any problem with that now, and I 
will oppose the third reading.  I do so because I have been concerned right throughout the debate about the 
discussion on whether Perth is Dullsville, and the claim that we almost need an alcohol-led recovery to be bright 
and cheerful.  I can take or leave some aspects of the advent of small bars.  However, as is the case with many 
other people, I like to go to restaurants where meals are provided and people can buy wine or other alcohol.  I do 
not really want to sit among 90 or 100 customers who are just drinking grog.  There are enough problems in 
Northbridge now.  Am I straying too far away from the subject of the debate?  The Leader of the House nods his 
head, so I will not go into that.  I will not go into the details of the bill.  
The increased access to alcohol worries me.  Since this bill passed its second reading and reached the committee 
stage, part of the health lobby has started pointing out some of the difficulties created by alcohol in our society 
today.  There are all sorts of reasons we should not be making alcohol easier to access.  I realise that Sunday 
trading for liquor stores will not have any effect outside the metropolitan area.  I have also seen what has 
happened with the dairy, egg and meat industries, and what can happen where there are two major players.  It 
worries me, because I can see what is going to happen.  In the hardware industry, people voted with their feet.  
Bunnings became a very big player in the market, swallowing up other major hardware chains, and every small 
hardware store in the metropolitan area disappeared.  However, the customers voted with their feet and went to 
Bunnings.  We do not need any more access to alcohol than we have today.  It creates problems with domestic 
violence.  Every Sunday we read about what happens outside or inside those nightclubs.   
Although I may be severely chastised by some colleagues, I want to put on the public record that I oppose the 
third reading of this bill. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (24) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Louise Pratt 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Kate Doust Hon Ray Halligan Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon George Cash Hon Adele Farina Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Anthony Fels Hon Norman Moore Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Jon Ford Hon Helen Morton Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

 

Noes (4) 

Hon Murray Criddle Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and returned to the Assembly with amendments. 
 


