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Hearing commenced at 8.57 am 
 
FACEY, MR BRENDAN THOMAS 
Director, Responsible Alcohol Victoria, examined: 
 
 
The CHAIRMAN: Hi, Brendan. I am Janet. On behalf of the Education and Health Standing 
Committee—these are the formalities—I would like to thank you for your interest and your 
appearance before us today. At this stage I would like to introduce myself and the other members of 
the committee present today. I am the chairperson, Janet Woollard. I am a metropolitan member. 
Sitting next to me is the deputy chair, Peter Abetz. He is also a metropolitan member. Next to him 
we have Ian Blayney. He is a regional member and is from Geraldton. Next to him we have Peter 
Watson. He is also a regional member and is from Albany. Next to him we have Lisa Baker. She is 
a metropolitan member and is from Maylands. You cannot see, but on my right is our principal 
research officer, David Worth, and our research officer, Lucy Roberts. From Hansard, we have 
Kelly with us today. 
I am sure you have been to committee hearings in Victoria. This committee hearing is a procedure 
of Parliament, and as is the case in your committee hearings, it therefore commands the same 
respect given to proceedings in the house. Even though we are not requiring you to give evidence 
on oath, any deliberate misleading of this committee would be regarded as a contempt of 
Parliament. You have agreed to provide evidence to the committee by electronic means, from a 
location outside the state. The evidence is taken in open session. If in giving this evidence you 
publish it to anyone outside Western Australia, that publication will be subject to the defamation 
laws in the state in which you publish it.  
Mr Facey: Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: Accordingly, parliamentary privilege may not apply in the same way as it 
would if you gave evidence in Western Australia. 
I now need to ask you a series of questions. Did you receive and read an information for witnesses 
briefing sheet regarding giving evidence before parliamentary committees? 
Mr Facey: Yes, I did.  
The CHAIRMAN: Do you have any questions relating to your appearance before the committee 
today? 
Mr Facey: Not anything specifically about the procedure, no.  
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. We have a Liquor Control Act and a Director of Liquor Licensing. 
The Director of Liquor Licensing only has about 20 officers for liquor enforcement. Before we ask 
you any questions, could you perhaps first describe your act and the enforcement that occurs in 
Victoria, I guess as a preliminary? Perhaps you could try to paint the picture for us first. 
Mr Facey: Sure. In Victoria, the sale of alcohol is regulated by the Liquor Control Reform Act 
1998. The aims of the act are obviously to minimise harm arising from the misuse and abuse of 
alcohol, and to contribute to the responsible development of the liquor and licensed hospitality 
industry. There is a Director of Liquor Licensing under that act. The director is, therefore, an 
independent statutory authority and not subject to a number of the provisions of the Public 
Administration Act. The director is, therefore, an independent decision maker. He is supported by 
my division, which is Responsible Alcohol Victoria. So the licensing staff, along with the policy 
staff and the community education staff, and the usual finance and business services-type staff, 
report to me, and we provide a service to the Director of Liquor Licensing.  
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We have also a civilian compliance directorate. That is almost 18 months old now. It is a part of our 
regional structure within justice. Our department is divided into eight regions—three metropolitan 
and five regional—and the 40 inspectors are located throughout those regions, with the majority in 
metropolitan areas. We exercise a degree of control over those in terms of policy and standards 
setting and in key performance indicator settings. In addition to those, each of the police regions is 
headed by an inspector of police. The Liquor Control Reform Act establishes those inspectors as 
liquor licensing inspectors. Victoria Police has all of the powers to enforce the Liquor Control 
Reform Act. In fact, they have all of the powers under the act. The compliance directorate has all 
but two of those powers. The compliance directorate does not have the power to arrest, and it does 
not have the power to issue banning notices. That is a brief summary of that. I assume I will come 
back to a number of those issues in some more detail. 
Mr P. ABETZ: What are the notices that you said the inspectors cannot do? You said that they 
cannot arrest people, but I did not catch that last part. 
Mr Facey: The second one is a banning notice. Under the act, we have a range of designated areas. 
If a person has caused a particular type of trouble, particularly around antisocial behaviour, the 
police can issue a notice to ban that person from the designated area for a period of up to 72 hours. 
It is an offence not to comply with that, and it is a subsequent offence to subsequently breach it.  
Mr P. ABETZ: Thank you. 
Mr Facey: It is a very strong power for the police to deal with antisocial behaviour. As a corollary 
to that power, at the same time, the government increased the penalty for a person found drunk and 
disorderly. A person found drunk, or a person who refuses to leave a licensed premise, is subject to 
a penalty of around $470, by infringement. 
The CHAIRMAN: Can you tell me, in relation to your liquor act, have any changes been made in 
recent years to the objects of the act? In the objects to our act, we do not include children. We look 
at the needs, we look at the industry, and we look at social impact. 
Mr Facey: We have made quite a significant range of reforms over the last couple of years in 
Victoria to our Liquor Control Reform Act. One of the provisions that was amended in 2009 was 
the objects of the act. I will read some of that to you. Of course I am happy to provide anything that 
I talk about today to you in writing, particularly the Hansard people and your researchers. We do 
not get into the specifics around young people and adults. The objects of the act are, as stated in 
section 4(1) —  

(a) to contribute to minimising harm arising from the misuse and abuse of alcohol, 
including by— 
(i) providing adequate controls over the supply and consumption of liquor; and 
(ii) ensuring as far as practicable that the supply of liquor contributes to, and 

does not detract from, the amenity of community life; 
and 

(iii) restricting the supply of certain other alcoholic products; and 
(iv) encouraging a culture of responsible consumption of alcohol and reducing 

risky drinking of alcohol and its impact on the community; and 
(b) to facilitate the development of a diversity of licensed facilities reflecting community 

expectations; and 
(c) to contribute to the responsible development of the liquor and licensed hospitality 

industries. 
We then go on in the next part of that provision to make it clear that the harm minimisation 
objective is the key objective and the principal objective. 
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The CHAIRMAN: So are you in any way looking at advertising and outlet density in Victoria? 
Mr Facey: Yes. In fact, we have the two, but related around promotions rather than specifically 
advertising. Advertising is something that is a bit more difficult in some ways. But as far as 
appropriate promotions go, the director has the power to ban an inappropriate promotion. While we 
are neither the morality police nor seeking to alter the way the ACCC might regulate the way 
business is conducted, we certainly look at the propriety of promotions in the context of harm 
minimisation and whether they would be likely to lead to an increase in risky drinking in particular. 
The director has exercised that power on—I cannot remember off the top of my head, but it is 
certainly 30-plus promotions that have been banned. Can you just remind me of the second question 
there? 
The CHAIRMAN: I think you said that the director has the power to ban. Under which section of 
the act does the director have the power to ban? Maybe you could give us some other detail, 
perhaps by way of supplementary information, about how he would act.  
[9.10 am] 
Mr Facey: Just while we find the provision, some of the types of things we have banned in terms of 
promotion have been large amounts of free alcohol being given out in response to certain events, 
such as the particular results of football matches resulting in free liquor, also double-shot 
promotions. One got a great deal of airplay in the press here, so this is not telling you anything that I 
should not be, where a bar tried to run a promotion called “No Undie Sundie” where female patrons 
on the premises who put their underwear on the bar would receive free drinks. That is the sort of 
thing that was banned—every time!  
Mr I.C. BLAYNEY: Really tasteful stuff!  
Mr Facey: Yes, really, really classy stuff! We are just trying to find the provision. If we do not find 
it, we will email it through to David. Certainly, the provisions in the act direct us to do that. Now 
what happens in practice is that we will have our Victorian government solicitor’s office, which 
provide our legal services, produce a notice that we will have Victoria police then serve on the 
premises to aid that gravitas to make sure we get out there and make sure that it happens as quickly 
and as often as we need to. It is section 115A of our act. It provides that the penalty for breaching 
one of those notices I just described is 120 penalty units, and a penalty unit in Victoria is about 
$120.  
Mr P.B. WATSON: Brendan, do you have any legislation for—I know, in Western Australia, 
Healthways is trying to ban alcohol advertising or alcohol sponsorship of sport. Does that happen in 
Victoria, because watching the AFL grand final, there seemed to be a lot of alcohol advertising on 
TV and around the grounds; is that an issue?  
Mr Facey: One of the premier sponsors of the competition is also, obviously, one of the main 
brewers. We are not looking at that with, I guess the same degree of intensity it sounds as you are, 
but it is certainly something that is quite front and centre in terms of future consideration. It is a 
really interesting area to pick through what powers the state has vis-a-vis the commonwealth 
communications authority just to know where we get to. It is really complicated territory, and I am 
sure this is one you can ask David to look at, and we are looking at as well. There was recently an 
ACCC investigation stemming from Queensland that looked at pricing in particular, but I think the 
issues are very similar around the pricing and advertising issue about what constitutes a restriction 
of competition in that context. I think that is certainly one of the really complicated factors around 
advertising. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN: Are you able to give us further reference to that ACCC investigation?  
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Mr Facey: We have been looking for that in the past day or so as well. I will not be able to do it off 
the top of my head now, but certainly it is something we will be able to shoot through to David to 
follow-up on, yes. 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. Can you tell me how many control staff you have and 
the approximate annual cost for the control staff?  
Mr Facey: Yes, sure. During the 2009–10 licence year we introduced in Victoria a risk-based fee 
structure that is intended to produce a cost recovery. The figure we went out with in the regulatory 
impact statement was around $35 million per year to police and to regulate. That includes all our 
internal costs, the director’s cost and the cost of Victoria Police in enforcing the legislation as a 
result of liquor out there in the community more generally. What I have got in terms of licensing is, 
on the licensing side of it, 28 people. We also have two principal policy areas. I have a strategic 
policy area that provides policy advice to the minister, and also an operational policy area that 
provides policy advice specifically for the director. In addition I have 12 staff whose job it is to deal 
with all the public education—all our website and fact sheets and all the information we provide to 
licensees and prospective licensees. In addition there are five, I think, in that team, whose role it is 
to go around the state and attend the liquor accords and provide the message and information that 
we do, through that way. It is a really important job for us to get that out to as many licensees that 
way as we can. In addition to that, there are about 40 compliance inspectors throughout Victoria, 
but predominantly about 30 or so in metropolitan areas. 
The CHAIRMAN: How often would they visit a hotel?  
Mr Facey: In our first year of operation the compliance director did just over 26 500 inspections. 
That was our budget paper target, and that budget paper target has reduced the 2010–11 to 16 000. 
In our first year it was largely about getting out there and doing an educative process to make sure 
that all of the licensees knew who we were and what we were doing and the purpose of our visit. So 
this year we have taken a much more targeted approach and approached things by providing them 
with information on the most risk of alcohol-related harm. We are certainly looking at packaged 
liquor—late night licences in particular. They are some of our focuses. We also focussing on behind 
the scenes things, like directors’ powers and licensees’ obligations, to keep us informed about 
whom the directors of companies are and the propriety or otherwise of corporate licences more 
generally. It is worth noting that of those 26 500 inspections we found approximately 15 200 
breaches. Predominantly they were things like overcrowding, failure to comply with responsible 
service of alcohol training requirements, inoperable security cameras and serving liquor outside the 
authorised area. It is also worth noting that in the first month of operation we found about 1 800 
breaches, and over the next six months, in the course of that first year, 2009–10, we saw a 
significant drop in breaches being detected and licensees got to understand that we would be out 
there inspecting. And we think that shows a significant increase in compliance activity and people 
understanding what they need to do to be doing the right thing. 
The CHAIRMAN: When you found those breaches, what was the main enforcement for those 
breaches to get people to comply? Was it a monetary penalty or a close down for a period?  
Mr Facey: We do not generally close down like that. We have not found that we have needed to. 
Often when we find a breach—certainly in the beginning, we would find 20. We would not have a 
red-line plan from somebody; they would be overcrowded; they would have security cameras that 
did not work; they did not have enough crowd control; staff were there without responsible service 
of alcohol training. They would have the full box and dice. By the time you would go back to 
them—we would always follow them up with another visit—they would have reduced those 
problems quite significantly. Of those 26 500 inspections, we did 4 600 voluntary compliance 
letters, where we wrote to the licensees explaining what they needed to do in order to comply, and 
then making sure that they did. We always followed that up with another visit to make sure they 
were then doing that. Generally it is fair to say that their behaviour, after a third visit, was very 
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pleasing. Having said that and having talked about, I suppose, the education perspective, we have 
also initiated 55 prosecutions and issued a number of infringement notices. 
The CHAIRMAN: Have the glassing attacks decreased as a result of your visits and I guess the 
measures you have asked the hoteliers to introduce?  
[9.20 am] 
Mr Facey: We have undertaken a number of actions in relation to glass that are quite specific to 
glass, as well as the broader actions that we have undertaken. We have had a great deal of press 
interest in particular in glassing, so much so that I can even probably recall a number of articles 
from the Western Australian press that have managed to make their way over here. Under the 
Liquor Control Reform Act in Victoria, the director has the power to impose conditions on venues 
with respect to the glassware that they are able to use. Certainly, we are doing a great deal of 
investigation at the moment on non-glass alternatives. I think there are 22, but certainly just over 20 
premises have had no-glass conditions put on them. They range from saying, “Your beer and wine 
and spirit glasses need to be in either tempered glass or plastic, but you can sell wine by the bottle 
for a particular reason”, and beers, for example, all the way out to saying no glass in the premises at 
all. A range of nightclubs and music venues have also gone down this path voluntarily, particularly 
around plastic on dance floors, which makes excellent sense. There is also imposed on our major 
events and festival-type events plastic glassware restrictions. Festivals like The Big Day Out 
certainly have a no-glass condition, as do the vast majority of areas within the Melbourne Cricket 
Ground, and for both football and cricket, and then there are some of the bigger nightclubs as well 
that have glass conditions put on them. It is a bit hard to tell because of the way these things are 
recorded and reported. A glassing might be recorded as a glassing, but equally it might be recorded 
as an attempt to cause injury or serious injury. It might be recorded as an assault or an assault with a 
weapon. Generally speaking, we capture it because we will get an assault with a bottle or a specific 
assault. We think that the interventions that we are having are making a difference. Of course, 
anyone who has seen pictures or evidence of someone having been glassed would realise that it is a 
serious problem and one that we are not going to stop working on at any time soon. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: Brendan, with the amount of security that you have to have at events, we have 
an issue over here whereby you have to have a certain amount of security or police for an event. It 
is a real issue here because the police will make a decision and the Director of Liquor Licensing 
says that there is nothing to say how many there should be. Some country sporting events can be 
affected because the local police say that there must be 10 or 15 security guards. If the event is in 
the north—say, the Broome Cup—they have to fly 15 people up there because they cannot get them 
up there. Is that an issue in Victoria? 
Mr Facey: It has not specifically been an issue for things like that. Effectively, for management 
plans at festivals and things like that, we would be guided by Victoria Police. We are significantly 
assisted in some ways in our licensing arrangements by having the Victoria Police liquor licensing 
unit co-located with us. It is a unit of five, that can then play a lot of that liaison role with the police 
regions, and with the police inspectors in particular, who get us some very practical solutions 
around how much security we need to have. You may have seen some press in Victoria around live-
music venues that had run out the argument that the number of security personnel they are required 
to have has caused them some financial distress. We are pleased to say that on 6 October we came 
to an agreement with them about a new way forward around crowd-controller conditions in 
particular. That provides that a range of standing conditions would be imposed in the event that they 
cannot produce a management plan that tells us how they would otherwise manage that venue. That 
is quite consciously, I think, an attempt to make sure that the well-run venues are not overly 
burdened and that venues that are not as well run are burdened to the degree that they need to be in 
order to maintain that harm-minimisation objective of the legislation. I suppose we have not had a 
logistical problem like that, or access to security guards, but certainly the issue of security guards is 
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one that comes up from time to time in a range of different guises. In some respects, it is only a 
matter of time until you have the next one. The ones that you see we deal with slightly differently in 
terms of what comes up, but it is all part of the same picture in the end, I suppose. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: I suppose you have a lesser problem with the distance, because to get people 
in Broome, you have to fly them out there, fly them back and accommodate them. 
Mr Facey: Indeed; whereas I think if you left from here, you could be in Mildura in six hours, and 
that is as far away as you go, I think, in Victoria. 
Mr P.B. WATSON: You would not even be at the first coffee stop going to Broome. 
Mr Facey: That is right. 
The CHAIRMAN: In Newcastle the recent trial of lockouts and earlier closing has resulted in a 30 
per cent drop in assaults. Has Victoria undertaken any similar trials? There is currently a big issue 
here and now in WA whereby the WA government is looking at lockouts and the AHA here in WA 
is waging a big campaign against the WA government. Even around this table, there are probably 
some of us who think that it is a very good idea and probably others who maybe think that it is not 
such a good idea. Have you undertaken in Victoria similar trials to what has happened in 
Newcastle? 
Mr Facey: We have not done a holistic approach whereby hours of closing are reduced on mass, 
but we have undertaken a number of things that achieve results that are similar to that. In May 2008, 
the government introduced a freeze on late-night licences, past 1.00 am licences, in the four big 
inner-city municipalities; so the City of Melbourne, including Docklands; and Port Phillip, 
Stonnington and Yarra, which are the three closest inner-city councils, which have the highest 
concentration of licensed premises. That freeze goes until the end of 2011. It applies to all new 
applications and variations to liquor licences that deal with those hours. 
The CHAIRMAN: Sorry, that was where? 
Mr Facey: The inner-city effectively; inner-city suburbs such as South Yarra, Richmond, St Kilda 
and those inner-city places. It reflects a similar way of thinking to our fee structure, which says that 
those things that have the most risk should pay the highest fees and contribute in that way. So the 
risk is in terms of not just drunken violence, of course, but the risk of alcohol-related harm as well. 
Our liquor accords, which are established under the Liquor Control Reform Act, also have power to 
take a range of actions, and one of those is lockout. Lockouts can be temporary or permanent, and I 
think our experience and our view as a department is that the lockouts would appear to be more 
effective when they are entered into voluntarily by the accords in that way. 
Mr P. ABETZ: When you speak of accords, I just want to make sure they are the same kind as we 
have. I am not sure that they are the same as our liquor accords. Can you just explain what a liquor 
accord is in Victoria? 
Mr Facey: Liquor accords are agreements between the police, the councils and the licensees in a 
particular area. Our legislation gives them a range of powers. They sign up to an agreement that is 
then endorsed by the chief commissioner and the Director of Liquor Licensing, which gives an 
accord a range of powers. One of those is to do a voluntary freeze; one of which would be to ban 
patrons from licensed premises in the accord area, which then gives patrons certain rights to go 
before the court and have that removed at a later stage. So we have got stretching to, I think, 88 
accords throughout Victoria, and the director and my staff simply go to a number of those accords 
and contribute to those as best we can. It is a really good way for us to get to licensees and to share 
that information and knowledge with them. 
Mr P. ABETZ: So are they entered into voluntarily, in the sense that everybody has to agree before 
it becomes an accord, or not? 
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Mr Facey: Yes, the accord does not necessarily apply to all the licensees in an area; they do have 
the choice to join them or otherwise. We have found the accords to be very successful, so there are 
a large number of members of the accords and signatories to them.  
[9.30 am] 
The CHAIRMAN: So, some of your accords would be aimed then in the metropolitan area. Would 
some of your accords be aimed maybe for areas where you have got predominantly Indigenous 
people? 
Mr Facey: They operate throughout Victoria. There are a number of accords in places. One that we 
are looking at at the moment is an accord in Wellington shire, which is in Victoria’s east, where 
some of the licensees have undertaken some actions that disproportionately impact on Koori people. 
And that is one thing that we are certainly working through to make sure that that is not the case, as 
much as we possibly can. So, it certainly impacts right throughout Victoria. There are no real blind 
spots in that regard. 
The CHAIRMAN: What is the role of the Liquor Control Advisory Council? 
Mr Facey: The Liquor Control Advisory Council is established under the act, and it is ostensibly, I 
suppose, a policy advisory board that is established to give advice to the minister. How it works in 
practice is that references are given to that committee, and it considers those and then makes a 
series of recommendations to the minister, which are considered and often acted upon, and 
legislation flows from that. A really good example is that the government has just passed legislation 
significantly strengthening the requirements for the responsible service of alcohol. And that was 
directly as a result of a reference to and recommendations from the Liquor Control Advisory 
Council. That council is supported by my office, so we do the secretarial and administrative 
support, and it involves people right across the liquor industry; so there are people from the large 
retailers as well as VicHealth, the Australian Drug Foundation, and a range of other sectors. The 
wine sector is represented and the live music industry is represented on LCAC as well. 
The CHAIRMAN: So the people on that would be on the website; if we wanted to look and see the 
representation on that council, we could look them up on the website, could we? 
Mr Facey: I am not sure, only because—they are appointed by the Governor in Council under the 
act. I will shoot through to David the membership of that council. I do not know it off the top of my 
head. There is the general manager of liquor at Coles, the CEO of VicHealth, the Australian Drug 
Foundation and the CEO of Music Victoria. 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you. Maybe if we could have, by way of supplementary information, 
then, who is on that advisory council. 
Mr Facey: Yes; not a problem. 
Mr P. ABETZ: I have a question. I understand in Victoria there has been a move to the small bars, 
and similarly here in Western Australia. Has that had a beneficial effect in terms of antisocial 
behaviour and alcohol, or is it too early to judge? Have you got any comments on that? 
Mr Facey: I am not sure with the move toward that. I think that is probably a move towards 
describing it like that, rather than it being like that. I think that is probably a feature of the way the 
Melbourne and Victorian liquor environment has grown up and developed naturally. Certainly, we 
would think that there are good operators amongst bad places and bad operators amongst big places, 
and good operators amongst small places and bad operators amongst small places. I am not sure that 
is a specific change to the way the bar scene in Melbourne works. Certainly, having looked at the 
way Sydney operates, which is very, very different from the way we are, New South Wales has 
probably looked at a small bar licence more specifically in that regard than we have, because I 
guess it is just a feature of our landscape rather than something that we have actively sought to 
produce. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Again, going back to the three issues in relation to alcohol that are coming 
across as factors in terms of, I guess, the culture for alcohol that is affecting the drinking habits, 
they are access, affordability and advertising. 
Mr Facey: Yes.  
The CHAIRMAN: And people are saying outlet density. What is your government doing in 
relation to outlet density? 
Mr Facey: In October this year, the Minister for Consumer Affairs has just issued a statement of 
policy that concerns the assessment of the cumulative impact of licensed premises. Since—I cannot 
remember exactly which year—certainly for the past few years, the councils, when considering 
planning applications for licensed premises, have had the power to consider cumulative impact in 
their consideration of whether to give the planning permit or not. Certainly, the evidence is showing 
that cumulative impact has both positive and negative outcomes arising from the combination of a 
range of factors, including physical and environmental settings. The positive ones are the ones 
where we talk about entertainment precincts and entertainment destinations for people, which might 
enhance the vitality of an area and have a range of economic benefits. But, of course, the flip side of 
that, and the one that has taken a great deal of press attention right throughout Australia, I think, is 
the negative impacts around loss of amenity, increased crime and social behaviour. 
The statement of policy gives the Director of Liquor Licensing the power to consider the 
cumulative impact of a licence on the area in which it is proposed, and that might take into account 
any cumulative impact assessment already undertaken by local government; the proximity to 
sensitive uses and activity mixes; the types of licensed premises in the area that are existing and 
their patron numbers and operating hours; available public amenity, including transport; existing 
patron behaviour in the area; and all of the catch-all, anything else, that the director considers 
relevant. 
What is important about a statement of policy in that way in Victoria is that under the VCAT act, 
which is the administrative decisions tribunal, not only is the director entitled to consider that, but 
then the tribunal is bound to consider that and consider those factors in making its decision against 
an objection to either the grant or the refusal of the licence from an objector; that might be a 
member of the public, the police or a council. And that statement of policy will commence 
operation on 1 January. 
There was something else I was going to say about that, but it escapes me for now. Certainly, the 
cumulative impact is relatively new. Outlet density, I suppose, is a little bit different to that, but we 
would be hoping we can address a number of these areas through the cumulative impact 
arrangements. 
The CHAIRMAN: So you are saying that it is something that is just being addressed this January 
by VCAT? 
Mr Facey: Correct. It will commence in January, and it has just been published in the Government 
Gazette in October, and provides [inaudible] to do the comment. 
The CHAIRMAN: It will commence in January 2011 then? 
Mr Facey: Correct; that is right. 
The CHAIRMAN: So, can we get more information from you in relation to that? 
Mr Facey: Yes, absolutely. 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you; we would appreciate that. Could we ask: what will be the average 
annual fee for a high-risk hotel? 
Mr Facey: Our fee structure has a range of variables in it that are intended to deal with those risk 
issues that I was talking about earlier. The bog standard, I guess, fee for a hotel is $1 590. We also 
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charge an additional late-night risk fee for premises that trade late into the night of $4 500. A venue 
can also have that fee increased by having a significant patron capacity that trades late at night by 
virtue of what we call the venue capacity multiplier. In addition to that, a venue that has had 
infringement notices and paid them or been successfully prosecuted for selling alcohol to minors or 
an intoxicated person can also have their fees increased. So, a late night venue with a bad 
compliance history could pay $27 000, $28 000, whereas the standard fee and the base fee for the 
majority of licensees that trade just during the day and restaurants and cafes will be either $400 or 
$800. So there is a great deal of variation. I have got a specific fact sheet on this that talks about 
exactly who and how it multiplies out, and I might send you that as well because there is a great 
deal more detail in it than I think I am able to capture in verbal form like that.  
[9.40 am]  
The CHAIRMAN: That would be wonderful, thank you. I will just check with some of the other 
members about your high-risk hotels. In Perth, we have about half a dozen hotels that have about 
1 000 patrons. When you talk about high-risk hotels and the information you are going to send us, is 
that for hotels that cater for about 1 000 patrons? 
Mr Facey: No, it is fewer than that. We have a set approach in that regard. You will see how the 
venue capacity multiplier works. It starts to increase at around 350 patrons, and it goes up to 1 350 
patrons. We do not keep a list of how many hotels there are that you would count as high risk 
because we try to keep that risk discussion to the factors that make them high-risk, which is around 
the late night trading and the number of patrons and/or a combination of things that add up to the 
risk factors. I could not tell you off the top of my head how many hotels we have that cater for more 
than 1 000 patrons. Certainly we tend to have nightclubs that are bigger than pubs, but we would 
not have anything of the magnitude of New South Wales, for example, where there might be 
multiple thousands. That is a slightly different industry structure. 
The CHAIRMAN: Thank you, if we could have those facts. 
Ms L.L. BAKER: That was very interesting, thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN: Brendan, is there anything else that you would like to add before I thank you 
and Jessica? 
Mr Facey: The only thing I would like to say specifically is that the two things we have done over 
the last little while is, firstly, we have just re-done our responsible service alcohol training, and we 
have pushed that down the path of making sure that there is some skills-based training. We are 
teaching bar staff how to refuse patrons in a non-confrontational way and in a way that defuses the 
situation. Secondly, we are looking at training that provides managers, specifically, with the skills 
they need to deal with aggressive patrons. That de-escalation of the situation is a critically important 
part of the way we run a premises. Another thing is that in 2009 we produced some design 
guidelines for venues. They have some really simple but effective ways of looking at how to design 
a venue to aid people to have a good night out in a safe manner. It is simple stuff like keeping the 
path to the toilet away from the bar, because we know that a lot of incidents occur when people 
bump into each other and spill drinks. Those sorts of things can escalate far more than they should 
or need to. If we can keep people who are walking through a licensed venue on a particular course 
away from people who are waiting for a drink or who are carrying a tray of drinks, we can defuse 
some of those types of situations. Good design is important, and that is one thing we would like to 
look at further in the future. 
The CHAIRMAN: So your responsible service of alcohol is not just an internet course? 
Mr Facey: No. The base course goes for four hours and there is a test at the end. We do an internet-
based version of refresher training so people can remember how much a standard drink is. We are 
strongly of the view that the skills-based training component, like refusal of service and dealing 
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with aggression, is really important for bar staff to know, particularly for those who work at 
licensed premises late at night. It is really important for us to have face-to-face training. 
The CHAIRMAN: I have not brought it to the committee’s attention yet, but I think in Western 
Australia it is an internet-based coursed. 
Mr Facey: I think most of Australia does it that way. 
The CHAIRMAN: I personally think that it is a bit of a joke if it is an internet-based course 
because you can have someone sitting next to you helping you complete it. Thank you for that, and 
I thank Jessica for her help. Thank you for your evidence before the committee today. A transcript 
of this hearing will be forwarded to you for the correction of minor errors. Any such corrections 
must be made and the transcript returned within 10 days from the date of the letter attached to the 
transcript. If the transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be correct. New 
material cannot be added via these corrections and the sense of your evidence cannot be altered. 
Should you wish to provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, please include 
a supplementary submission for the committee’s consideration when you return your corrected 
transcript of evidence. We look forward to the additional information you have offered to provide to 
us. Thank you. 
Mr Facey: Thank you very much for the opportunity. 

Hearing concluded at 9.45 am 


