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Legislative Assembly for the ACT

Thursday 17 November 2005

MR SPEAKER (Mr Berry) took the chair at 10.30 am and asked members to stand in
silence and pray or reflect on their responsibilities to the people of the Australian Capital
Territory.

Visitors

MR SPEAKER: | acknowledge the presence in the gallery of 75 year 5 students from
St Francis of Assisi, Calwell. Thanks for being with us today.

Petitions
The following petition was lodged for presentation by Mr Corbell, from 101 residents:

Glebe Park Development

To the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Australian
Capital Territory

This Petition of certain residents of Canberra in the Australian Capital Territory,
Draws to the attention of the Legislative Assembly that

A Development Application has been made (200404901) for the construction of
a 4 block 8 storey high residential complex of 189 units, adjoining Glebe Park on
the former Glebe Park Food Court site.

Your petitioners are concerned that:

a. The amenity of Glebe Park and the Reid heritage precinct will be adversely
affected if this proposal proceeds.

b. Use of the land for residential purposes is inappropriate given the proximity
of Glebe Park.

C. Extension of Glebe Park to include all or part of this land deserves serious
consideration.

d. Acquisition of the land by the ACT government for addition to the National
Convention Centre site, also deserves serious consideration.

Your petitioners therefore request the Legislative Assembly to
e ensure that the land is developed for the benefit of the community and of

Glebe Park and not for private residential accommodation purposes AND
therefore to

e oppose the Development Application AND to take all steps to ensure that
the Development Application is not approved.
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The Clerk having announced that the terms of the petition would be recorded in Hansard
and a copy referred to the appropriate minister, the petition was received.

Revenue Legislation Amendment Bill 2005 (No 2)

Mr Quinlan, pursuant to notice, presented the bill, its explanatory statement and
a Human Rights Act compatibility statement.

Title read by Clerk.

MR QUINLAN (Molonglo—Treasurer, Minister for Economic Development and
Business, Minister for Tourism, Minister for Sport and Recreation, and Minister for
Racing and Gaming) (10.32): | move:

That this bill be agreed to in principle.

It is appropriate that today | should be introducing a Revenue Legislation Amendment
Bill. The Revenue Legislation Amendment Bill amends the Duties Act, the Land Tax
Act, the Payroll Tax Act and the Rates Act.

There are changes to three areas of the Duties Act. The first relates to general insurance,
where an error in the definition of general insurer has been corrected. Also the definition
of insurer has been amended to clarify which insurers are required to register with the
Commissioner for ACT Revenue under this act.

The second change to the Duties Act addresses inequities in relation to buyers of new
motor vehicles. Currently duty is imposed on the registration of a motor vehicle on the
greater of the purchase price or the market value at the time of purchase. Inequities are
created due to the broad range of prices declared for new motor vehicles and the
difficulty in determining a universally accepted market value. Further issues arise when
one buyer has greater negotiating powers than another, where there are seasonal price
variations and where manufacturers’ incentives to dealers to increase turnover can
temporarily affect the sale price of a vehicle.

To rectify this situation, the bill introduces measures to calculate duty on the application
for registration of new motor vehicles on the list price. This is the priced fixed by the
manufacturer, importer or main distributor in the ACT as the retail selling price in the
ACT. This ensures that similar amounts of duty are assessed on similar new vehicles,
regardless of pricing variations and the bargaining power of the purchaser. This is the
same basic method of calculation used in South Australia, Western Australia and
Queensland. It will reduce compliance costs and create administrative efficiencies for
government and will increase certainty for taxpayers. Purchasers of used motor vehicles
will not be affected by this measure and duty will continue to be assessed on the greater
of the purchase price or market value.

I am pleased to announce that the third change to the Duties Act introduces an exemption
from duty on the cost of specific motor vehicle modifications made to accommodate the
needs of people with a disability. The value of modifications made after a vehicle is
purchased and registered does not currently attract duty. However, duty is payable on the
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total value if a wvehicle is purchased with modifications. These modifications are
necessary to provide greater mobility for people with a disability, and it is not equitable
to charge duty on their cost simply because that cost is included in the price paid for the
vehicle.

This exemption is intended to apply broadly. It applies to an owner with a disability who
requires modifications to be able to drive a vehicle and to an owner of a specifically
modified vehicle that is used to transport a person with a disability. The definition of
a person with a disability in the Duties Act has been broadened and modernised to give
effect to this proposal and to ensure consistency with the commonwealth/state/territory
disability agreement.

The bill also makes two amendments to the Payroll Tax Act. The first requires employers
to register with the commissioner when wages exceed the determined threshold. To
avoid any inconvenience, employers who lodged returns in the month before the
commencement of this provision will be deemed to have registered when this provision
commences. This measure will bring the ACT into line with other jurisdictions and with
the registration requirements of other ACT returns taxes.

The second Payroll Tax Act amendment provides an exemption for wages paid by group
training organisations to trainees, including apprentices. Group training organisations
play an important role in helping to address skill shortages by providing continuous
employment and training for trainees. There are also benefits to the host of employers
who might not have the resources or the quantity of work to employ and occupy
a full-time trainee.

Action 35 of the economic white paper acknowledges the provision of these benefits. It
forecasts the government’s intention to provide an exemption from payroll tax to wages
paid or payable by group training organisations to second and third-year apprentices.
This bill implements this policy objective and goes a further step to include all wages
paid or payable by an approved group training organisation to eligible trainees for the
full term of the contract, which may be up to four years.

Group training organisations must apply to the Commissioner for ACT Revenue for this
exemption. It is restricted to wages paid to trainees by not-for-profit group training
organisations that provide training to trainees under approved training contracts and
place these trainees with a host of employers.

As a revenue protection measure, this bill amends the Rates Act and Land Tax Act to
augment existing provisions to allow the commissioner to recover outstanding amounts
of rates and taxes from long-term debtors. Under both acts, the commissioner can apply
to the court for an order to sell a property for the non-payment of rates and land tax. If
the court is satisfied the provisions of the act apply, the court must order the sale of the
property by public auction. The commissioner must follow certain procedures prior to
making the application to the court, and only persistent offenders, who have been in
arrears for more than two years, can be pursued under these provisions.

The proposed sale of property may be stopped at any time by the payment of the total

debt, including all reasonable costs and expenses incurred by the commissioner up to the
date of payment. The bill clarifies that any residual costs relating to the abandonment of
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the proposed sale that are incurred after the payment is made can also be recovered from
the debtor.

The power to sell a property to recoup a debt is currently confined to the debt on that
particular parcel of land. If an owner holds more than one parcel of land and they are all
in arrears, the commissioner would currently have to sell all the properties to recoup the
debts. The bill expands the current provision to allow recovery of rates and land tax
debts owing on other properties held by the same owner, but only if the commissioner
requests such payment in the application to the court.

The new provision protects the mortgagee’s interest and that of any other person with an
interest in the land as well as the rights of any other interested person. These parties and
the commissioner are paid before any remaining proceeds can be used to pay arrears on
other parcels of land held by the same owner. The person who was the owner before the
sale is only entitled to any remaining proceeds after these payments are made.

In the case where an owner is in arrears on two or more properties, the ability to use the
proceeds from any one sale to pay the arrears on other properties removes the need to
sell each property to recover arrears on that particular property. However, if there are
insufficient proceeds from the sale of one property to pay all interested parties and
outstanding rates and land tax debts, the commissioner has the power to apply to the
court to sell a further property held by the same owner.

The final provision of the bill extends the existing powers of the commissioner to defer
rates liabilities. Currently the commissioner may defer an eligible ratepayer’s liability to
pay rates if they apply for relief. Such a deferment incurs at a low rate of interest on the
deferred amount, rather than compound penalty interest on an unpaid debt. Deferment
also prevents the issuing of arrears notices and legal action to recover the debt. The
deferment remains in place until the rates are paid or the property is sold, at which time
the territory recovers the deferred amount plus interest.

There are occasions where a ratepayer’s personal circumstances do not allow them to
apply for a deferment. In these cases, unpaid rates accrue penalty interest, arrears notices
are issued and legal action to recover the debt may be taken. To provide assistance to
these owners, this bill gives the commissioner the power to defer a ratepayer’s liability to
rates in exceptional circumstances without an application. This power can only be used
to defer rates liabilities on a residential property where the commissioner becomes aware
of a ratepayer who is unable to make an application for deferment due to unusual or
exceptional personal circumstances. The commissioner’s decision to defer rates without
an application from the owner will be subject to the normal objection and appeal rights. |
commend the Revenue Legislation Amendment Bill 2005 (No 2) to the Assembly.

Debate (on motion by Mr Mulcahy) adjourned to the next sitting.

Smoking (Prohibition in Enclosed Public Spaces) Regulation
2005
Motion for disallowance of SL 2005-21

DR FOSKEY (Molonglo) (10.42): I move:
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That Subordinate Law SL2005-21, being the Smoking (Prohibition in Enclosed
Public Places) Regulation 2005, made pursuant to the Smoking (Prohibition in
Enclosed Public Places) Act, be disallowed.

This regulation, the Smoking (Prohibition in Enclosed Public Places) Regulation 2005, is
about defining outdoor areas where smoking may be allowed. | acknowledge that Anne
Cahill Lambert, an ACT resident, is in the gallery. She is a lung disease sufferer and
lifelong non-smoker who shares my concerns and the concerns of very many health
professionals regarding this regulation. This regulation has not been drafted on the basis
of any healthy evidence and is, in fact, an abrogation of responsibility by the health
department and, in terms of worker safety, of the minister responsible for occupational
health and safety.

I understand the context in which this regulation has been drafted. | accept that the act
under which it is made ensures that people will be free of exposure to environmental
tobacco smoke when they are inside a building, although perhaps not if they are near
a door or a window close to a permitted smoking place.

Tobacco smoking is a legal addiction. | have no intention here of painting it as an evil,
filthy activity that ought to be hidden from all public view. It is one thing to adopt
a practice in the knowledge that one may be harming oneself, and quite another to
knowingly allow it to be inflicted on others. If people smoking cigarettes want to enjoy
their drink or coffee with others doing the same things, | am certainly not on a campaign
to stop that. What | am objecting to here on behalf of the Greens is the way it is being
done.

The intent of the original act is to eliminate tobacco smoking and, as much as possible,
environmental tobacco smoke in enclosed public spaces. The government’s own
regulatory impact statement put the economic health benefits of that requirement in the
ACT at hundreds of millions of dollars. As its own analysis also says, that evaluation did
not factor in the impact of outdoor rooms with bars, stages and, potentially, gaming
machines.

The government argues that there is no scientific evidence to specify a safe level of
enclosure. In fact, the government’s own regulatory impact statement specifically
addressing this situation—the partial enclosure of outdoor smoking places—argued that
the relative health benefit of smoking outdoors would only be evident in much less
enclosed spaces. There is no shortage of information that environmental tobacco smoke
damages your health.

So it is worth looking at the approach taken in other jurisdictions. Queensland has dealt
with the issue by requiring any smoking places to be unserviced—in other words, ensure
that workers do not have to serve food or drink to people in ETS-thick environments, by
separating smoking places from the rest of the facility to allow the environmental
tobacco smoke from infiltrating other parts of the establishment and by setting aside
special areas of outdoor cafe tables at a distance from non-smokers.

Western Australia and Tasmania have adopted a 50 per cent rule, which will allow
environmental tobacco smoke to escape more quickly than from a place enclosed on
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three sides, with a roof, because that is what 75 per cent enclosure means. We should
remember that those states that have not moved yet on this issue are watching the ACT.

It is interesting to note that it is not smokers as a general class who are arguing for more
enclosed smoking places; it is businesses that believe that they have something to lose.
We should also remember that there has been a big move by clubs and pubs around the
world against regulations such as this, all because they see any control over smoking as
a threat to income. We can all recall the vociferous concerns put forward by industry
groups when controls on smoking in public places were first mooted.

Strangely, it seems that the long-term effect of removing environmental tobacco smoke
from cinemas, aeroplanes, restaurants, coffee shops and bars has not been to shut those
businesses down at all. Indeed, they have prospered, and people’s comfort and health
have benefited. Seemingly, this is a more important role for government than protecting
the income of clubs when this mitigates the wellbeing of workers and patrons.

Even Ireland, a cold, indoor sort of country, where | believe it is always raining, with a
great history of pubs and drinking and smoking, has recovered from the shock of
eliminating indoor smoking. Businesses that swore blind they would go bust are, instead,
going gangbusters.

Nor have | ever heard any of those bodies which campaign so vigorously against
smoking restrictions turn around and admit that their arguments were wrong, despite the
proof that they were wrong. They have never allowed that to enter any of their
representations to government. So why does government not tell them they were wrong?

The one area where there is a link between cigarette smoking and profits is gaming.
There is a demonstrated link between intense poker machine use and smoking,
particularly for those people who can be described as problem gamblers. One agreed
harm minimisation method for people dealing with gambling problems is to ensure that
they have regular breaks from their machines. This gives them an opportunity to consider
where they are up to, look at their gains and their losses and decide whether or not to
return to their machine.

Leaving their machines for a minute while they have a cigarette is important—absolutely
essential—for this to work. That they are out of sight of that machine for that time is
a recognised harm minimisation method. | do not have the time to go into the problems
related to gambling here. That is another issue in itself. If this smoking regulation could
be used to reduce the incidence of problem gambling, that is something else that should
be brought into the conversation.

Not only have the clubs and pubs with poker machines campaigned vociferously against
any proposed elimination of smoking in gaming rooms; they have loudly bemoaned any
perceived loss of income where it has come into place, and many of them are now
designing smoking places with gaming machines or, failing that, with sight lines to their
machines just to keep that special relationship going.

The clubs in the ACT, whose whole rationale increasingly looks like it is poker

machines, have now cut back on their support for Lifeline’s Clubcare support for
problem gambling. What does this say about their real community commitment?
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| appreciate that the object of the ACT government was not one of minimising problem
gambling. However, there was an opportunity here to take the reality of smoking and
gaming into account when the regulation was drafted. It is inexcusable that it was not
done.

A new key factor influencing the effect of this is the new industrial relations and
welfare-to-work regime that the federal government is introducing. One of the
undeniable consequences of these changes is that there will be a bigger pool of
unrepresented, fairly vulnerable workers unsure of their rights and entitlements. They
will have no leverage to insist on a safe working place or even to limit the amount of
time they must spend in the 75 per cent enclosed smoking places.

What we are doing in the ACT has a national significance; so the occupational health and
safety implications are important. This regulation will not rule out bars and other
services being a part of 75 per cent enclosed smoking places. It does not rule out live
entertainment in smoking places. It does not ensure that waiters and bar usefuls cannot
be required to clean up inside smoking places while they are being used.

It is conceivable that the ACT Occupational Health and Safety Commissioner will take
a strong line on this. I hope that he will. I look forward to hearing some reassurance from
the Minister for Industrial Relations that she would support and encourage such
a vigorous approach. But, even with that, there is no guarantee that the kinds of abuses
I am talking about will not happen a lot in the ACT. In other jurisdictions it is even less
likely that the rights and safety of all staff and patrons will be considered, as we have
been very proud of our occupational health and safety strategies and record.

One problem specific to this regulation is that an area is to be taken to be open when it is
in fact open. Rooms can have walls that open and close. If there is a WorkCover
inspector coming, | am sure that walls, windows and roofs could be more open. At other
times, when it is cold, late or whatever, then they could be more closed—74 per cent
today, 85 per cent tonight. No-one imagines it is going to get any easier for union OH&S
representatives to get access to workplaces across Australia, perhaps even in the ACT
despite our legislation.

Of course, | hope that the clubs for whom this regulation appears to be designed are
aware that things will change. | regret that they will be able to argue that the investment
they put in to create the 75 per cent enclosed spaces needs time to be realised. This was
avoidable. And it should not have been allowed to happen. The health minister has
flagged that an approach similar to Queensland is in the pipeline. But how long is that

pipe?

I am moving to disallow this regulation because those changes ought to be made now
rather than three or four years down the track, when all the venues have built their
unenclosed, fully covered, serviced, weather-protected, gas-heated smoking rooms.
When making this regulation, the ACT government could have ensured that the health
and safety of all patrons and staff would be protected, while people wishing to have
a smoke could still find a comfortable place with their drink, out of the weather.
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In taking the easy way out with the 75:25 rule, the ACT government has embedded more
problems for smokers in clubs and other venues further down the track. It has offered
a similar thoughtless, unhealthy path to other jurisdictions and has condemned an
unknown number of workers and patrons to uncalled-for illness.

MR CORBELL: (Molonglo—Minister for Health and Minister for Planning) (10.54): It
is interesting that in her speech Dr Foskey tells us what is wrong but she offers no
alternative of her own. She offers no definition of “enclosed”, which is a requirement
under the act. The act prohibits smoking in enclosed public areas. How does Dr Foskey
interpret “enclosed”? She expresses no view on that matter, and | think that is telling.

It has been said that, in order to see clearly where you are going, you need first to look at
where you have come from. We have come a long way since the enactment of landmark
legislation 11 years ago that established non-smoking environments in the majority of
enclosed public places. At the time the legislation was the subject of heated debate and
serious concerns among some sectors of the hospitality industry. The fact that this
legislation has been so well accepted, so successful and so highly valued is testimony to
all-party support within this chamber and to strong support throughout the community.

After a 12-month phase-in period, smoke-free dining took effect in the ACT on
5 December 1995. Since that time only a handful of restaurants have chosen to obtain an
exemption to permit indoor smoking. Restaurants and other businesses have continued to
thrive. Children who are now 10 years old have never experienced tobacco smoke inside
a restaurant, cafe, shop, cinema or theatre. Throughout the lifetime of these young ACT
citizens, most places where they would have had occasion to go, such as food outlets,
local shopping centres, cinemas, theatres and sporting, recreational, and entertainment
venues have all been smoke-free.

There have been exceptions because of the exemptions that are allowed under our current
legislation. Smoking has remained in about 100 premises, primarily pubs, nightclubs and
licensed clubs. But we now have legislation that will phase out smoking in these
remaining smoking areas inside hospitality premises by 1 December next year. What
does this mean? It means that, in a little over a year’s time, people will be able to go
anywhere in the ACT and visit a restaurant, pub or club without having to breathe other
people’s smoke. That is the major public health benefit and advance as a result of this
legislation.

The impending removal of exemptions will mean that the concept of an enclosed public
place will become much more significant for an understanding of the requirements of the
act. It means that we must have an unambiguous definition. We have been able to get
away with it because of the exemptions regime, but we cannot any more. We must define
“enclosed”. If there were a clear, scientifically grounded and generally accepted way to
formulate smoke-free enclosed public places requirements, then the job of the
government would have been much easier. But the reality is unfortunately not that
simple.

In developing the regulation we found that the meaning of “enclosed” was characterised

by a distinct lack of clarity, an absence of scientific evidence for any particular approach
and very little agreement or consistency, either nationally or internationally. As with
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many other areas of public health, how to phrase regulatory requirements and what
constitutes health protection are likely to be the subjects of ongoing discussion. The
government and ACT Health will continue to monitor scientific opinion, legal opinion
and public opinion in relation to these matters.

In this environment, and with the impending end of the exemption system, it has been the
government’s responsibility to provide a regulation that would make clear to proprietors
and customers what kinds of places would be required to be non-smoking. It is no good
pretending that we can ignore this issue or manoeuvre around it or delay it. Our
legislation is the Smoking (Prohibition in Enclosed Public Places) Act 2003. It refers to
a definition of “enclosed” which is contained in the regulation, so a definition must be
provided.

It is crucially important to understand, however, that a regulation that defines “enclosed”
for the purposes of defining where smoking is prohibited is exactly that. It does not say
that smoking cannot be limited in places that fall outside this definition. Indeed, it is
quite possible that some proprietors may introduce further restrictions in response to
customer demand, occupational health and safety requirements and to prevent smoke
drift into other areas.

I do not consider that this regulation precludes the government from further
consideration of the issue of smoking in outdoor areas, including outdoor eating and
drinking areas, areas near building entrances, the grounds of educational and health care
facilities and children’s play areas, for example. | intend to look at policy options for
these areas in the near future.

The regulation that has been made provides a useful way forward in dealing with
a complex issue, an issue which has not yet been clearly addressed in a number of other
states and territories, including notably New South Wales. The regulation sets out what
an enclosed public place actually is and how to work out whether any given place is
enclosed. The approach reflected in the regulation was developed after consultation with
key health and hospitality industry stakeholders over many months, as well as taking into
account advice and comments from other professions, including the architectural
profession.

| believe that the resulting regulation represents another important step forward in
establishing non-smoking as the norm in enclosed public places. While there will be
those who have differing views about the detail of the exact requirements, creating
smoke-free environments in all enclosed public places in the ACT is, however, a massive
step forward. There will be no more tobacco smoke in indoor areas of pubs, clubs, bars,
nightclubs, cafes and restaurants. That is the major public health benefit.

Arguing about whether the 75:25 ratio is better or worse than any other formula is simply
not productive. There is simply no national or international agreement on how to define
“enclosed” in relation to a public place. The government’s own regulatory impact
statement that considered this matter reported:

There is no agreed definition across Australia(n) ... jurisdictions as to how to
differentiate between spaces where environmental tobacco smoke is, and is not,
likely to be a problem.
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The regulatory impact statement also highlighted the difficulties of coming up with
a magic formula. It found:

There is no definitive scientific study which provides a basis for comparison of
exposure of a three-sided room versus a one-sided room, and so on.

The report concluded:

There is no specific medical or scientific guidance as to precisely what threshold of
enclosed is problematic.

The report also noted that the definitions adopted in other jurisdictions have been
developed “without any clear scientific and medical evidence as to the degree of
enclosure that is necessary to reduce tobacco smoke exposure to a reasonable level”.

In this difficult and complex environment the ACT has sought to provide clarity and
certainty for all involved. The absence of conclusive scientific evidence means that, if we
are to move forward, we must do so with a view to balancing a range of information,
interests and priorities. There will always be differing views on how best to achieve this.
One thing that we have done in the regulation is to tighten up some aspects of how
“enclosed” is defined compared with that which is currently being used under the
existing legislation, in effect. The key change, which followed consultation with
architects and other building advisers, is in relation to surfaces that partially impede the
flow of smoke and air.

The regulation states that permeable materials, such as flyscreen and shade cloth, are
considered to have a solid surface and count as contributing to the total degree to which
the place is enclosed. This contrasts with the current interpretation of “enclosed”, under
which these materials would not count towards the area of the place that is enclosed.
Under the regulation, the solid area of structures with larger measurable solid surfaces
and openings, such as lattice and railings, will be assessed according to the actual areas
that are solid and that which are open. This will result in a much more fair and accurate
determination.

Under the regulation, it will be easier to determine what is enclosed because potentially
the only places that will be enclosed are those under an overhead cover. If a public area
is not under a ceiling, roof, awning, umbrella or other overhead cover, it will not be
considered enclosed for the purposes of the regulation. The requirements of the act,
however, make it clear that if smoking occurs in these areas proprietors will have to take
reasonable steps to prevent smoke from affecting any non-smoking areas that may be
adjacent or nearby.

This is another important point that | want to make about this regulation because it has
been the subject of some misunderstanding. This legislation is about protecting people
from tobacco smoke in enclosed public places. It is not about finding solutions for
problem gambling or replacing or superseding occupational heath and safety legislation.
It has been claimed that it will be beneficial to require smokers to take a break and move
away from the gaming area if they wish to smoke. | do not argue with that, but that is not
the purpose of the legislation. For protecting employees from foreseeable risks in the
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workplace we have a separate regulatory occupational health and safety framework to
address these issues.

Inevitably there is always some overlap, but the issues are not inherently in conflict. It
must be remembered that there are many workers, not only those in the hospitality
industry, whose workplaces fall outside the scope of the smoke-free public places
legislation, and their needs must also be considered. That is why we have systematic
consideration of these issues for these workers through the occupational health and
safety laws and policies.

Where smoking in unenclosed public places gives rise to occupational health and safety
issues, it will be the responsibility of ACT WorkCover to ensure that these issues are
dealt with consistent with obligations of employers under the Occupational Health and
Safety Act and other legislation. WorkCover has already provided, and will continue to
provide, information and advice to employers on how best to meet their occupational
health and safety obligations. In a media release on World No Tobacco Day this year, the
WorkCover commissioner stated:

Employers are required to provide healthy and safe workplaces, and allowing
employees to be exposed to tobacco smoke through passive smoking breaches this
obligation.

Our legislation in relation to smoke-free public places does nothing to override or
undermine these fundamental requirements of employers. WorkCover has also advised
employers that, in order to protect staff, bar service points should not be located in areas
where smoking occurs. The commissioner has noted:

Employers have a continuing occupational health and safety obligation, and need to
give careful consideration when making any alterations to their buildings in
response to the 75:25 rule as to how these safety obligations will be met.

I know there are varying views on the details of this regulation, but the facts remain.
Ending the current exemption regime and eliminating smoking from indoor areas
represents a major step forward in terms of health protection and public health. Gaming
areas, bar areas and other areas inside hospitality venues where smoking currently occurs
will, from 1 December next year, become totally smoke-free. As a result, thousands of
Canberrans, both patrons and staff, will be protected from the harmful effects of tobacco
smoke in these areas. There will be a significant overall benefit to the community from
reductions in both active and passive smoking.

The government is extremely proud of what is to be achieved through this regulation and
the principal act. We are talking about minimising people’s exposu