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The SPEAKER (Mr Thompson) took the
Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

HOSPITAL
Swan Districts: Petition

MR HERZFELD (Mundaring) [4.32 pm.]: I
present a petition from 4 387 residents of the
State of Western Australia urging the
Government to take immediate steps to upgrade
the Swan Districts Hospital to provide a 24-hour
service to the public in case of emergency.

I certify that the petition conforms with the
Standing Orders of the Legislative Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 47).

ABORIGINES: HOUSING
West Swan: Petition

MR HERZFELD (Mundaring) [4.33 p.m.j: I
have a further petition addressed to the Speaker
and members of the Legislative Assembly of the
Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament
assembled. It reads as follows-

We, the undersigned consider the choice of
the Urban Lands Council land in Woolcott
Avenue, Henley Brook (West Swan) for the
purposes of accommodating Aborigines to
whom a normal urban life style is
unacceptable, to be inappropriate because:
I . The site is isolated and remote from

transport, shops and other amenities,
such as schools and health facilities.

2. The site is low lying and subject to
winter time flooding.

3. Proposed use is contrary to the intention
to which the land was acquired by the
Urban Lands Council.

4. The proposed use is contrary to the
planned zoning of the locality.

Further we are of the view that the principal
of concentrating homeless Aborigines on a
single site is potentially socially destructive
for the Aboriginal inhabitants and,* would
appear to be contrary to Government Policy.
Further, experience of the Saunders Street
settlement would indicate the social impact
on residents in the general locality and would
be detrimental to the amenity of the District.

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that
you will give this matter earnest
consideration and your petitioners, as in duty
bound, will ever pray.

The petition bears 208 signatures and conforms
with the Standing Orders of the Legislative
Assembly.

The SPEAKER: I direct that the petition be
brought to the Table of the House.

(See petition No. 48).

QUESTIONS
Questions were taken at this stage.

WHEAT INDUSTRY STABILIZATION
AC!' AMENDMENT BILL

Second Reading

MR OLD (Katanning-Minister for
Agriculture) [4.59 p.m.]: I move-

That the Bill be now read a second time.
The purpose of this Bill is primarily to amend the
Wheat Stabilization Act to provide for the
introduction of State accounting of the handling
charges from the point of receival by the bulk
handling authority of the State, to the point of
shipment. The legislation is complementary
between all States and the Commonwealth and
the terms of the legislation have been agreed
between all States and the Commonwealth. The
Commonwealth legislation was, I understand,
introduced into the Commonwealth Parliament
last week.

In addition to the primary purpose of the Bill,
provision is made for the crediting to Western
Australian growers to the maximum extent
applicable, any lower freight charges in respect of
the export of wheat from this State as opposed to
other parts of Australia.

Provision also is made for the introduction of
varietal control in States other than Western
Australia and Victoria so that adverse effects
through the extensive growing of high yielding
varieties unsuited for the type of wheat produced
in a particular area, on the marketability of the
harvest, can be avoided. I have given an
undertaking to the wheatgrowers in Western
Australia that such legislation will not be
introduced in Western Australia until after-
March next when it will be considered again at
the Farmers' Union of WA wheat section
conference. I am confident, however, that
approval will be obtained at that conference and
the Act will be amended accordingly.
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The amendments to the Commonwealth Act
overcome difficulties which occurred through the
agreement between bulk handling authorities and
the Australian Wheat Board having to be
approved by both the State and Federal
Ministers. The Act will be amended by this Bill to
leave the negotiation of the agreement entirely
between the handling authority and the board.

In this general context there exists in the Act
some doubt as to the precise legal definition of the
Co-operative Bulk Handling Authority of WA
and South Australia. This is overcome by the
amendment of the Act through the provision of a
new definition of a licensed receiver and the
naming of the State corporations now accepted as
licensed receivers.

The concept of State accounting is a major
departure from the provisions of the wheat
marketing and stabilisation arrangements which
have been in existence since 1948. The Western
Australian bulk handling authority has expressed
reservations about the introduction of these
arrangements but, having obtained an assurance
through an agreement at Australian Agricultural
Council that-

the advantages as well as the costs of each
State's bulk handling system would be
conferred on the growers in separate States;
there be a reciprocal arrangement between
the AWB and the State SHAs for the
exchange of relevant information in relation
to these advantages and costs;
there be no subsequent change from State
accounting to a pooling arrangement without
the unanimous agreements of all States;
the Act be amended to remove the ceiling of
92c per tonne that applies at present to the
freight advantage that is paid to growers in
Western Australia;

agreement has been reached.
Co-operative Bulk Handling has been

concerned with the cost of servicing the
development of the Kwinana facilities. It has,
however, become convinced that it will be
necessary for other States to build comparable
facilities in the future at which time it will be an
advantage to Western Australian growers to have
built the Kwinana facility at a period of relatively
low cost.

Fluctuating crop sizes could also provide a
problem for the authority. However, it has been
agreed that arrangements will be made to provide
finance to even out the costs between harvests.

Some concern has been expressed about
possible costs to a State handling authority

resulting from the Australian Wheat Board being
unable to make an equitable shipping allocation
to that State. This would seem to be a matter
which needs to be dealt with on the basis of
experience and can be provided for should a
problem have occurred when legislation is
introduced for the next marketing and
stabilisation arrangements in time for the 1979-80
crop.

The legislation and the introduction of State
accounting for the 1978-79 delivery season
therefore is supported by Co-operative Bulk
Handling and also has the support of the
Farmers' Union of WA and the Pastoralists and
Graziers Association of WA.

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr H. D.
Evans.

MINING BILL
In Committee

Resumed from the 7th November. The
Chairman of Committees (Mr Clarko) in the
Chair; Mr Mensaros (Minister for Mines) in
charge of the Bill.

The CHAIRMAN: Progress was reported after
clause 36 had been agreed to.

Clause 37: Application to bring certain private
land under this Division-

Mr GRILL: I wish to oppose clause 37 in the
strongest terms, because it will allow for the
nationalisation of people's property rights without
the right of those people to be heard, and without
providing proper compensation for those people.
This clause is anathema to any fair-thinking
person in Western Australia. It is an astounding
piece of work; it is extreme and unheard of in the
history of this State. It seeks to take away
property rights which people have enjoyed for
nearly 100 years, and it will do it in a sneaky and
underhand fashion.

Clause 37 will allow the rights in respect of
base metals on property held by people since 1899
to be expropriated by the Crown. It comes about
in this way: When the Colony was established, all
land alienated from the Crown had reserved
within that alienation the right of the Crown to
retain gold and minerals. However, there was no
provision for the Crown to keep base metals.

In 1898,' the law was changed, in that section
15 of the Land Act of 1898, which came into
force on the 1st January, 1899, provided that all
Crown grants thereafter issued should reserve to
the Crown all gold, silver, copper, tin, and other
metals or minerals, or other substances containing
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metals, and all gems or precious stones, and coal
or mineral oil.

Page 6 of the report of the committee of inquiry
set up to report upon the Mining Act of 1904
contains the following statement-

The situation which has resulted from the
change in the law in 1898 is that where land
was granted by the Crown prior to the 1st
January. 1899, the mineral rights to base
metals passed to the grantee, with the land;
but grants made after that date carried no
mineral rights whatsoever, these being
reserved to the Crown.

In other words, all land alienated prior to the 1st
January, 1899, included with it the right of the
owner of that land to retain any base metals
within that land. These may have included a
copper deposit or a nickel deposit or any other
deposit of base metals which went with the land.
That situation has applied up till this date.

Clause 37 of the Bill seeks to take away that
property right and expropriate from people those
base metals which they may have in their land
and it seeks to dolit in a way which is most unfair.
It will not provide for the owner of that land to be
consulted in any way in respect of that
nationalisation or expropriation and it will not
authorise the offer to that person of any
compensation as a result thereof.

The procedure is as follows: Subclause (1)
provides that any person, in a manner prescribed
under the regulations, may apply to the Minister
to have any private land alienated before the 1st
January, 1899, brought within the operations of
this division for the purpose of mining for
minerals other than gold, silver, and precious
metals. Of course, gold, silver, and precious
metals do not need to be brought within the terms
of this division because those minerals already
belong to the Crown. All the Crown is trying to
do in this case is get its hands on the base metals.

Anyone can make an application, and once that
application is made the Minister may then
authorise a geologist to enter upon, inspect and
make inquiries as to whether it contains any
minerals.

Subclausc (3) prescribes that the geologist or
some other professional officer of the Mines
Department shall express an opinion as to
whether that land holds any minerals and where it
does-without consultation with the owner, and
simply by placing a notice in the Government
Gazeut-the Government may then expropriate
the base metals within that land. Subelause (3)
allows a period of six months to expire before that

notice in the Government Gazette becomes
operative.

Clause 38 of the Bill provides that, within a
period of six months, the owner of the land may
himself apply for some sort of mining tenement.

There we see quite clearly that this
Government is seeking to nationalise property
rights belonging to people, and it will do so
without consultation with the owners, and without
offering any compensation for the loss of those
base metal rights.

Clause 38 does allow the owner a very weak
right which I suppose represents a minor form of
compensation; namely, the right to apply for some
sort of mining tenement before anybody else.

Nonetheless, this clause is the first attempt at
wholesale nationalisation which I have seen within
Western Australia, and it has been brought down
in circumstances which I believe to be underhand,
where most people would not appreciate what is
going on. I would have thought this provision
would be anathema not only to people upholding
the philosophy of the Liberal Party but also to
any fair-thinking person in this State., It is an
astounding and extreme provision, and should be
opposed by every member in this Committee.

Mr GRAYDEN: I support the comments of the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas. Imperial Crown
land is fairly common within the metropolitan
area; it is to be found particularly in the vicinity
of Guildford. It is also found in towns such as
Northampton, and many of those tenements
contain rich mineral deposits--deposits of copper,
silver, lead, and gold. As the member for Yilgari$-
Dundas pointed out, up to date the base metals
have belonged to the owners of this land.
However, this clause seeks to take away the rights
of the owners to those base metals and will offer
no compensation in lieu thereof. People have had
these mineral rights since 1899, and it is
unthinkable we should legislate to deprive them of
those long-standing rights.

Mr MENSAROS: The member for Yilgarn-
Dundas said this was the first attempt of which he
knew at "wholesale nationalisation", and then he
qualified the provisions of the clause with fancy
adjectives. I believe him; it is probably so in his
case. However, if he knew the Mining Act he
would realise it is not the first attempt because
the very same provision is contained in section
175 of the existing Act.

As I have often said, our endeavour has been to
simplify the administration of mining matters.
The procedure in 1904 was for a petition to be
taken to the Governor. That was an entirely
understandable provision at that time, but we
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have a different situation today; however, the
same principle applies.

The provisions of these subclauses are
contained in sections 176 and 177 of the present
Act and provide for a geologist to go out to the
ground and report back to the Governor. The
Adams committee indicated that it acknowledged
the minerals belonged to the Crown, excluding
other base metals, on those properties which were
alienated prior to 1889. The committee said
however, "Whether or not the Crown owns the
minerals the Crown should continue to have the
power to resume land for mining purposes if it is
in the public interest to do so."

People involved in mining know there are only
one or two pre-1899 freehold properties where
mining takes place and where royalties are paid to
the owner. Taking the small number of aggregate
pre-1899 freehold properties, it is not envisaged
that this provision would be used frequently, but
we never know what the future will hiold.
Therefore the same provisions with some
amelioration for administrative procedures have
been applied to this Bill.

Mr GRAYDEN: Has the Minister
telegram today from the Kalgoorlie
understand a telegram was sent to the
asking that he oppose proposed sectio
and 39.

Mr MENSAROS: I have no idea
telegram has been sent; certainly I
received it.

Clause put and
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
M r Crane
Mr Crewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herz.feld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

a division taken

Ayes 24

Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
MIr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
M rT. J. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill

Ayes
Mrs Craig
Mr O'Connor
M r Spriggs

Noes 24
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
MrT. H-. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs Noes
Mr Bryce
Mr Harman
Dr Troy

(Teller)

The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I
give my casting vote with the Ayes.

Clause thus passed.
Clauses 38 and 39 put and passed.
Clause 40: Granting of prospecting licence-
Mr ORAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 32, line 21-Add after the word
"hectares" the words "for minerals other
than gold and ten hectares for gold".

I wish to do this because if there is no line of
demarcation between gold and base metals in the
Bill, several things will occur. It is certain that
huge areas of Western Australia will be blanketed
out.

received a Mr Coyne: They are now.
council? I Mr GRAYDEN: These areas will be blanketed

Minister, out by means of prospecting licences, mining
ns 37, 38 leases, and exploration leases. In addition, we will

have large areas being tied up for indefinite
periods, which is the antithesis of the intention of

if sch a the Act.

have not The Minister has indicated that one of the main
have not objects of the Bill is to ensure there will be a

turnover of ground, but unless we draw a line of
demarcation between gold and base metals, the

with the opposite will occur.
The Minister has indicated lhe intends to allow

expenditure conditions in lieu of working
conditions. What will happen in respect of gold is
that prospectors will pick the eyes out of deposits
in the vicinity of mining towns. They will be able
to hold small areas absolutely indefinitely
because, even if the Minister imposes the
atrocious Figure of $8 000 for expenditure on a
500-acre prospecting licence, this works out at
only $16 an acre. So, by paying $16 an acre,
anyone can bold these small gold areas
indefinitely. People will not have to work them,
because the Minister is substituting expenditure

(Teller) in lieu of working conditions.
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The member for Murchison-Eyre has indicated
that one of the aspects of this Bill is that there
will be a turnover of ground, but in actual fact the
ve-ry opposite will take place. All those people in
the small mining towns who now have relatively
small holdings will be able to sit on them
indefinitely simply by meeting the expenditure
conditions. The genuine prospectors in those
towns will not have the opportunity to go onto
existing areas which are already tied up because
they will be held indefinitely. These prospectors
will not be able to go onto huge areas which will
be blanketed out with these prospecting licences
which are for 500 acres each. The warden can

a ward 10 such areas, the Minister another 10,
and more in special geological circumstances.

It is absolutely imperative we have a line of
demarcation. We should all know what the
situation will be in respect of exploration licences
which are of 200 square kilometres. Holders of
these licences will have exclusive rights to gold in
these areas. Unless we have a smaller tenement
for gold, huge areas of land will be blanketed out
and tied up indefinitely,

We must also take into consideration the fact
that there are mining leases which will Cover 10
square kilometres and that is another avenue
where gold will be tied up. We definitely have to
remove gold from the exploration licences.

A lot of criticism of the present Mining Act has
centred on the Act's orientation towards gold.
Gold was the all-important metal at the turn of
the century and it gave employment to huge
numbers of people. As a consequence of the Act
being oriented towards gold the people who
compiled it knew what they were talking about.
That situation obviously does not apply today as
far as the Mines Department is concerned.

The present Act has a special section devoted to
gold. The prospecting area tenement is for 24
acres within a goldfield and 48 acres outside such
areas or which are more than 50 miles from a
mining town.

Mr Coyne: Can't one have 12 acres?
Mr GRAYDEN: I am talking about a

prospecting area, not a goldmining lease. A
goldmining lease can be for 12 acres if it is within
a goldfield, but it has to be worked by one man
for every 12 acres. It has to be mined by two men
if it is for an area of 13 acres up to 24 acres.

Gold is different from base metals. It is quite
easy to ensure a small claim is worked. lrit is not
worked anyone is in a position to apply for
forfeiture of that lease. That is the situation
which has obtained in the past. It is a situation
which has worked perfectly well. If we are to do

away with a line of demarcation people with a
500-acre prospecting licence area will have
exclusive rights to gold for the duration of the
tenancy. This situation will apply also to
exploration licences. If this is done we will deprive
a huge number of people in Western Australia of
the opportunity to prospect and mine for gold. To
me that is arn unthinkable proposition.

At the present time unemployment is rife. Gold
has reached a record price. At the very time that
we should be encouraging gold exploration which
will take place anyway-there will be tremendous
activity in respect of gold during the next few
years, particularly if the price goes even higher
which it seems will happen-we will virtually
hand over huge areas of Western Australia, in a
number of cases to wholly-owned overseas
companies. We will divide the goldmining areas of
Western Australia between a handful of big
companies.

Mr Coyne: Is that millions of hectares?
Mr GRAYDEN: That is correct. The

honourable member might know that at the
present time-

Mr Coyne: How many millions?
Mr GRAYDEN: -there are probably ive

million hectares of temporary reserves in Western
Australia. That was the latest figure published in
the Mines Department annual report. The figure
varies from year to year naturally. However, it
would be in the vicinity of five million hectares at
the moment. That does not take into account the
hundreds of thousands of hectares which are
taken up with mineral claims.

Mr Coyne: Are you taking half of the ocean as
well?

Mr GRAYDEN: The honourable member
should tell that to the prospectors, No wonder
there is white-hot hatred in the honourable
member's electorate in relation to this Bill and
those who support it. As I say, the feeling in the
mining areas is absolutely white hot in respect of
this Bill, because the prospectors can see what is
happening. They can see that these areas will be
blanketed out and other areas will be tied up for
long periods. The people who reside in the mining
towns and the prospectors will be denied their
inherent right to go out and prospect for gold.

Gold, of all minerals, is the small man's
mineral. He can locate it. The small man has the
same facilities as the big companies to prospect
for gold. He is in a position invariably to mine
gold. The small man has the same facilities as the
large companies in respect of the mining of gold.
It is a mineral which, provided it is not locked up
in large tracts of land and is not handed out on
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the basis I have indicated, can give employment to
a huge number of people in Western Australia.
Surely that is most important.

We have been referring to prospecting licence
areas of 500 acres being taken up ad nauseam.
However, on the figures mentioned by the
Minister this will not happen. I am basing my
remarks on the fact that the mining industry will
be able to persuade the Minister to discard the
ridiculous figures he has given to Parliament.
Naturally if the regulations are drafted in the
terms of the figures given to Parliament by the
Minister, no-one will take up a single prospecting
licence area. But I assume that idea will go by the
board and ultimately we will have regulations
which will provide for a reasonable and sane
expenditure on tenements.

If that occurs, huge areas will be blanketed out
by prospecting licences or exploration licences.
For that reason it is essential we have the small
tenement to which I have referred. If we have
such a small tenement we can ensure the areas
close to the mining towns are worked, otherwise
the holders of the tenements run the risk of
forfeiting them. If we do not have a small
tenement, there is no possibility that work will be
performed in these areas. In a number of cases we
will have the situation where a publican or similar
person in a mining town may take up an area by
paying a relatively small amount and he will be
able to hold that area indefinitely. I realise my
time has expired, so I shall conclude on that note.

Mr T. D. EVANS: I take this opportunity to
support the amendment moved by the member for
South Perth for several reasons. Before touching
on any one of those reasons, I want to sound a
warning to the Minister and also to the member
for Murchison-Eyre. If the Minister's stated
intention and desired goal for this Bill is to
provide a rapid turnover of land held by way of
tenements, and if the fate of it is intended to be as
outlined by the member for Murchison-Eyre in
his persistence towards this goal, this end will
certainly not be achieved in the absence of a small
tenement. I referred to this earlier and I used the
expression "a small resource area" for gold and
other precious metals and stones.

This brings us to the question so capably raised
and explained by the member for South Perth in
relation to expenditure conditions. If, as the
Minister stated after being pressed by way of
parliamentary question and answer, he equates
the expenditure conditions with the cost of
maintaining the labour conditions under the
existing Act in the absence of this small resource
area of 10 hectares-this is consistent with the

amendment moved by the member for South
Perth-his object will certainly not be achieved.

I should like to draw the attention of the
Minister to an undertaking he gave which is
recorded in Hansard. This undertaking has not
been honoured as yet. I should like to quote from
page 3199 of Hansard No. 16 of this year. When
I was speaking in the second reading debate on
the question of expenditure conditions, I said it
would be unfair to expect this Parliament to give
its imprimatur to the measure without knowing
what the proposed regulations were likely to be.
At page 3199 of Mansard I had this to say-

I will refer to the matter later on. I know
that these matters will be referred to in the
regulations. I believe the Parliament, before
agreeing to the replacement of labour
conditions and the enforcement of the
replacement in terms of expenditure
conditions, should be apprised of what the
amounts are going to be. The amounts should
not become a fail accom~pli after the Act has
been passed and is beyond the reach of
Parliament. If that happened, the regulations
would be brought forward, and this
information would only then become public.

The Minister replied-
I give an undertaking they will be

discussed.
I repeated the assertion that the proposed
regulations should be in the possession of
Parliament whilst we are discussing this clause.
On page 3200 the Minister said.-

I will do as you state.
As of now, Sir, the proposed regulations touching
upon clause 40, which is the clause we are
debati .ng, are not before Parliament despite the
Mini ster's undertaking that they would be.

I support strongly the provision of a small
tenement within the prospecting licence area
which can be up to 500 acres for the purpose of
prospecting for gold and precious minerals. You
might recall, Sir, when speaking to clause 7 of
this Bill, I opposed that clause purely and simply
because it failed to provide for such a small
tenement; but we have got over that hurdle. The
member for South Perth has moved rightly that
there should be a limiting factor in the nature of
the definition of a prospecting licence for gold and
precious metal.

I suport strongly the amendment moved by the
member for South Perth and I will now resume
my seat in order to give him an opportunity to
proceed with his argument.
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Mr GRILL: When the committee of inquiry
into thc Mining Act brought down its
rcommendations it said quite clearly on several
occasions that gold was outmoded and of no
further importance. In making that assumption
and in recommending that new legislation be
drafted on that particular premise the commission
made a very bad mistake. I believe if it had the
opportunity today to rectify that mistake, it would
do so. It is highly unlikely the commission would
make the same recommendation as it made in
197 1.

The distinction between gold and base metals
has been an historical one and it has been set out
in the provisions or the Mining Act and the
regulations which went with it. The distinctions
are not only historical, they are pragmatic also.
There are practical reasons for these distinctions
and the provisions under the Mining Act and the
regulations which made that distinction have
worked particularly well in the past. I do not
know of any instances where they have noL
work~ed well.

The distinction between gold on the one hand
and base metals on the other hand is an essential
one. The Government is making a fundamental
mistake today by deciding to press ahead and
grant prospecting licences without making special
provision for goldmining prospecting areas.

We should remember that the whole of the
Golden Mile comprises only 96 acres. It is easily
seen that one prospecting licence under the Bill
could cover not only the 96 acres of the Golden
Mile, but five areas of similar acreage could be
covered also.

I know the argument has been put forward by
both the Minister and the member for Murehison-
Eyrc that the land in all the goldmining fields has
been taken up and pegging of that nature is no
longer possible; but they forget that new
goidmining fields may be round and one was
found only a few years ago. What did we see
there? That goidmining field was worked in a
manner which perhaps was not as satisfactory as
it may have been. Nonetheless, it was taken up;
but this Bill will allow for pegging of large areas
of land with huge prospecting licences when
smaller tenements would be far more appropriate.

I agree with the comments made by the
nienmber for South Perth in relation to picking the
eyes, out of the land, It depends how the proposed
regulations work. but as they have been outlined
so far it would appear that the member for South
Perth was right when he made the point that the
eyes would be picked out of a mineral field or
gotdfield and people would sit on these very small

areas of land because they do not have to abide by
working conditions. They have to abide by some
sort of financing provisions only, which would
allow them to hold small areas of land whilst
incurring very little cost and expending little
effort. In my view that is a basic and proper
objection to the Bill as we understand its manner
of operation at the present time.

In the old days in New South Wales and in
other places when land selection was taking place
the process of picking the eyes out of the land was
called "peacocking". The provisions in the
regulations outlined by the Minister so far would
allow peacocking to take place in respect of
mining tenements in mining fields.

Just as legislators who opened up the land were
unaware of the fact that peacocking could take
place, I believe the Minister has closed his eyes to
the fact that without proper regulations that sort
of peacocking could go on in the future.

Another aspect the Minister could possibly look
at is the taxation angle. No distinction will be
made between base metals and gold when
tenements are taken up, and I ask whether the
Minister, or his staff, has looked into the possible
ramifications in respect of taxation. Certainly, 1
am not an expert on taxation, but these fears have
been expressed by people who know More about
taxation than I do. I would like to be assured that
these matters have been looked at in the
framework of this legislation. I think the
amendment is good and proper, and it should be
supported.

Mr MIBNSAROS: As has been said often, the
fact that there is no minimum size for a
prospecting licence should be taken into
consideration. Therefore, as was stated at page 28
of the Adams eommittee report, there is no point
in being concerned about some prospector looking
for gold or, having found gold, taking out a
prospecting licence for whatever size he wants. He
would be disadvantaged in no way whatsoever.

To some extent I am glad the member for
South Perth brought up the argument because he
has hit on the head an argument he raised
previously. He has said that huge tracts of land
will be blanketed forever. On the other hand, he
expressed his adverse view with regard to the two-
year duration of a prospecting licence. There is a
difference between "two years" and "forever". At
least, I think so. He said that the two-year
duration was not too long. So, it is difficult to
understand the trend of his thoughts. Two years
does not mean forever. That two-year period can
be extended, on reasonable grounds, so there is no
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reason to be concerned that the goldmining
prospector will be any worse off than he is today.

Whatever right existed in the past, with regard
to a tenement, will continue to exist. Therefore, if
somebody does not get land simply because it has
been given to somebody else earlier, that is not an
argument against this Bill or the mining rules, as
it has always been so.

The member for Kalgoorlie said I had
undertaken to discuss, or divulge, the regulations.
I think he made a mistake here and
misinterpreted my interjections because I have
often said publicly, in this House and during this
Committee, that the regulations will be drafted
after the Bill has passed. The Act, with the small
exceptions expressed in the first few clauses, will
not be promulgated before the regulations are
thoroughly discussed.

I again make it clear to the member for South
Perth that the sum of $8 000 applies to a man's
work per year, at today's values. However, I have
said often that this will be looked into, and
following the recommendations of the Adams
committee, there will be fewer conditions in
connection with the Bill than there are today. The
same exemptions will apply as apply today.

I do not want to argue with the member for
Vilgarn-Dundas whether or not the Adams
committee made a mistake; that is the business of
the committee. I remind him that his argument is
slipping further. He said the clause was bad
because a big tract of land had been taken up in
the Parallel Range. That land was taken up under
the provisions of the present Act, not under the
provisions of this Bill. I do not think it was bad to
provide some employment in that tremendously
remote area.

Taxation has nothing to do with the argument
because if somebody applies for gold only in the
tenement he seeks he proves to the Taxation
Department that he wants to work for gold. If he
is greedy, and applies for all minerals he will show
in his income tax return whether he earned
income from goldmining or other minerals.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister is missing the
point completely in respect of the need for a
smaller tenement. lHe reiterates ad niauseam the
statement that whilst prospecting licences can be
up to 500 acres, a prospector can take up an acre,
or an even smaller area if he wants to. That is not
the point at all. The point is that if there is no line
of demarcation between base metals and gold, the
Minister will not be able to impose onerous
conditions on the holders of the tenements for
gold. It is desirable that there should be
conditions because, on the Minister's own

argument, a person will be able to take up 'an
acre, spend $16 a year on it, and keep it forever.
If he does not want to work the area he can keep
it for his old age.

Mr Mensaros: He can keep it for two years
only.

Mr GRAYDEN: He can convert it into a
mining lease. The point is, large areas will be
locked up very effectively and relatively cheaply.
We know what the Minister has said, and he
cannot get out of it. He has attempted to do so on
several occasions but in the process he has misled
the Chamber. He has seriously misled the
Chamber. I will quote from a statement published
in The West Australian, on the 8th November,
1978, as follows-

Spending conditions had not been Aixed.
They would be considered when the
regulations were drafted.

The Minister also said-
Using $8 000 as the value of one man's

work, Mr Grayden had done his own
multiplications but applied them wrongly to
the present mineral-claim labour conditions
of three men for each 40.5 hectares.

That is what the Minister had to say in the Press
report, but now let us look at what he has said in
this Chamber. I specifically asked him. what
expenditure conditions would be placed on
prospecting licence areas. I asked him again, and
eventually I received an answer. I will quote from
page 4198 of Hansard, where the Minister
stated-

The member for South Perth asked what
sort of conditions on expenditure will be
included in the regulations. They will be
based roughly on the present conditions
where three men work every 100 acres five
days a week for a whole year. However,
possibly they will be less onerous. We will
probably translate this into a man's wage and
say, "Either you spend, say, $8 000 each year
or you work it according to your choice, or
you mix the two." It has been argued that
such a provision cannot be policed; that is
fair enough. However, the Government has
made a genuine endeavour to control this
situation and I hope that with the diminished
administration which will be required as a
result of this legislation, more officers will be
free to carry out policing work.

So, the Minister will police the new Act. In the
newspaper article the Minister not only
contradicted what he had said, but went further.
In trying to get out of the situation, he said he
was referring to prospecting areas.
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I would like to tell the Minister the conditions
for working prospecting licence areas. That, of
course, will indicate that the Minister has, in fact,
misled the Chamber. Regulation 10, at page 170
of the Mining Act, reads-

10. Bona fItdework in prospecting must be
carried on, on every Prospecting Area for
gold or minerals other than coal, on every
working day after ten clear days from the
date of registration.

If the area is one registered under (a) of
Regulation 5,-

That is, outside a goldfield or not within 50 miles
of a mine. To continue-

-it shall be so worked by one man if the
area does not exceed twenty-four acres, and
by two men if it exceeds twenty-four acres.

If the area is one registered under (b) of
Regulation 5 it shall be so worked by one
man if the area does not exceed twelve acres,
and by two men if it exceeds twelve acres.

If the lease is not worked according to those
conditions it can be forfeited. Therefore, it is
ensured that the goldmining areas are worked,
and that is the way it should be. By failing to
draw a line of demarcation between gold and base
metals, anyone will be able to peg a small
goldmining area and instead of working along the
lines set out, he will pay $16 an acre per year
under the expenditure conditions, because the
Minister will not be able to draw a distinction
between expenditure conditions for gold and
expenditure conditions for other base metals. A
200-hectare prospecting licence area, with
expenditure conditions of $8 000 only imposed on
it, would be out of the question. The Minister will
not be able to impose a higher rate for gold
because he is not allowing for any distinction.

People will be able to pick the eyes out of the
gold areas, and sit on them indefinitely. That is
contrary completely to what the Minister is
striving to achieve. He made other statements. In
respect of this, he has misled the Chamber.

Point of Order
Mr MENSAROS: On a point of order, Mr

Chairman, I ask the member to withdraw that
remark.

Mr GRAYDEN: What I have said is not
offensive. The facts arc there for all to see. In
those circumstances, I simply reiterate that is the
situation.

The CHAIRMAN: It has been the practice in
this Chamber not to ask members to withdraw the
word "misled" but only to call for its withdrawal
when a member uses a term such as "deliberately

misled" or something synonymous. In the
circumstances I ask the member for South Perth
to continue.

Committee Resumed
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister talked about

taxation not being an issue.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to

confine his remarks to the amendment before the
Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am happy to do that.
However, the Minister did refer to taxation and I
wonder whether I can deal with it very briefly.

The CHAIRMAN: Unless you can interrelate
your remarks to the amendment, I ask you not to
refer to taxation.

Mr GRAYDEN: I can relate my remarks to
the amendment. Unless a distinction is drawn
between gold and base metals, it could well cause
the Commonwealth Government to lift the
exemption on company tax and income tax on
gold. It could well have that effect.

At the moment gold is tax free. Companies do
not pay company tax if they are mininA for gold,
and people who mine for gold do not pay income
tax. Dividends received from goldmining
companies are not part of taxable income. Unless
we draw this distinction between gold and other
metals, this could well cause the Commonwealth
Government to lift the exemption on that
particular metal.

We know that Mt. Newman Mining Co. Pty.
Ltd. is virtually a wholly-owned overseas
company; certainly BHP has a 25 per cent
interest at this stage; but because the company
does not pay taxation, the Commonwealth
Government is scrutinising the position very
closely. The Commonwealth Government does not
want to see huge amounts of money going out of
the country. The talk around Marble Bar is that
at the present time Telfer is producing $I million
worth of gold a week, so that is possibly $52
million going out of the country every year on
which no taxation is paid. As I said, the
Commonwealth Government is already looking at
the situation, and we will exacerbate it if we fail
to draw a distinction between gold and metal.

Income on money earned from the mining of
base metals is subject to taxation; it is subject to
company tax and the dividends received are
subject to income tax. Unless we draw the
distinction we could cause the Commonwealth
Government to impose taxation on gold, and that
would be absolutely disastrous for the goldmining
industry in Western Australia.
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We must have a line of demarcation between
gold and base metals. The Mining Act has a
special section devoted to gold because gold is
regarded in a completely different light from the
base metals. This has been the position since
1904.

The CHAIRMAN: The member's time has
expired.

Mr COWAN: It is quite obvious the member
for South Perth would be one of the most
knowledgeable men in this Chamber in regard to
mining. As he has not quite finished his remarks,
I would like to give him the opportunity to do so.
I agree with him that provisions for the mining of
gold should be separate from the provisions for
the mining of base metals. Although some people
may prospect for gold and other metals as well,
certainly they prospect for gold in an individual
way. Gold prospectors should be given an
opportunity to seek gold in tenements of smaller
areas.

Mr GRAYDEN: The present Mining Act was
oriented towards gold, and it contains a special
section dealing with gold. Since 1904 the areas
which could be taken up for gold were relatively
limited. The Act reads as follows-

The area of any land comprised in a
goldmining lease,-

(1) in the case of land within paragraph
(a) or (b) of subsection one of the
last preceding section-

I interpolate here that that provision applies
outside an existing goldfield or not within 50
miles of a mining town. To continue-

-shall not exceed forty-eight acres;
and

(2) in all other cases shall not exceed
twenty-four acres;

and the length of any such area, where
practicable, shall not exceed twice the width
thereof.

So a goldminer was confined to an area of 48
acres in remote areas, and in all other cases to 24
acres.

I have already read out regulations that are
particularly stringent in regard to working
conditions. If an area outside a goldfield is being
worked, one man must be employed full time for
every 24 acres, and two men full time for an area
exceeding 24 acres up to 48 acres. So even an
area of 25 acres must be worked by two men.
However, if an area is within a goldfield, for every
area not exceeding 12 acres one man must be
employed full time, and where an area exceeds 12
acres, two men must be employed. That is the

situation that has obtained since 1904, and the
whole reason for the provision was to ensure that
the goidmining areas were worked.

The Minister simply told us that one of the
objects of the Bill was to streamline the
procedures for the Mines Department. Perhaps
his idea of streamlining the procedures is to
eliminate all the small men and divide the inland
areas of Western Australia amongst a handful of
large companies!

The Minister told us also that the Bill would
cause mineral areas to be worked legitimately.
That will not be the situation at all. The Minister
intends to abolish all the conditions. He will not
say to a miner that an area must be Worked for a
certain time each year or anything like that. The
Minister is saying that the miners must either
work the area or spend the approved amount set
out in the expenditure conditions. If a miner's
claim were big enough, he could hire a helicopter
to fly him over the area to look at it. In this way
he would have met the expenditure conditions. As
I pointed out, this could be $8 000 on a 500-acre
claim or even more if we can rely on the
statements of the Minister.

The CHAIRMAN: I would ask the member to
relate his remarks more directly to the
amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: If the figure is to be $8 000
for a 500-acre lease, that amounts to $16 for one
acre. So a person or a company could hold a small
area indefinitely. What a ludicrous provision this
is, and yet we have been told it is to ensure that
the areas are worked.

First of all a prospector may hold an area for
two years. He can then seek to convert his
prospecting licence to a mining lease, and so he
can hold the area indefinitely. As the Minister
indicated, there will be provisions in regard to
mining leases for holding ground. Again the
Minister has made it quite clear that there will be
expenditure conditions in lieu of working
conditions in regard to mining leases.

We will have a situation where, because a
goidmining lease lasts for 21 years, a person can
lock up an area indefinitely by the simple
procedure of spending a limited amount on it.
This will not be the same as a goldmining
tenement in the present Act. As there will be no
provision for smaller areas, the Minister will not
be able to do anything about it.

For instance, the Minister will not be able to
impose a higher figure for gold than he does for
base metals. If he were to impose a higher figure,
he would put all the companies holding larger
leases out of business, so he cannot do that. This

4845



4846 [ASSEMBLY]

provision is ridiculous and it defeats the purpose
of the Bill. I cannot believe that the Minister will
oppose my amendment.

I would like to summarise my main arguments.
Unless this amendment is passed, huge areas of
Western Australia will be blanketed.
Notwithstanding the incredible expenditure
conditions mentioned earlier by the Minister,
large areas will be blanketed out. In time I am
sure the Minister will realise the figures he gave
us will render prospecting licences absolutely
worthless. I assume we will come back to the
situation we have now in regard to mineral
claims, and if we do that, obviously huge areas
will be blanketed out.

The eyes will be picked out of the goldmining
areas and they will be locked up. If the people
who have taken out the leases do not want to work
them, they do not have to.

As far as the prospectors of Western Australia
are concerned, this is one of the most important
provisions in the Bill. If the Bill is passed, as it
undoubtedly will be, we will never be in a position
to produce regulations which will be satisfactory
to any section of the mining industry in Western
Australia. The situation will be as ludicrous as
that. Possibly the Minister and the Mines
Department will labour for IS months, two years,
or even three years-during which time this
legislation will be a festering sore in the mining
areas of Western Australia-and at the end of
that period they will have to admit defeat. The
Minister and the department will either force
those in the mining and prospecting industry out
of business or they will impose expenditure
conditions on them that will be roughly similar to
the present rentals on mineral claims.

The Minister has said that the expenditure
conditions will be roughly similar to those
obtaining at the moment, but again he misleads
us because he has overlooked the fact that the
conditions in the present regulations in respect of
base metals have never been enforced.

1 remind members again that my amendment
seeks to add the words "for minerals other than
gold and ten hectares for gold". I think all my
arguments have been strictly relevant to that
amendment. We must have that line of
demarcation between gold and other minerals;
otherwise it would be impossible for the Minister
ever to prepare workable regulations which would
be acceptable to the mining industry. What a
ludicrous situation it would be if, after two years,
the Minister has to admit defeat. He will not be
able to come up with anything but regulations

which,' would be unjust and iniquitous in the
extreme.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member's time
has expired.

Mr GRILL: I would like to hear further from
the Minister on this matter. It seems that the
present Act went to some considerable trouble in
a number of its provisions and regulations to
ensure that where gold was found in payable
quantities it was not monopolised by one person.
It seems that these have been fairly good and
effective provisions.

.An example of the operation of these provisions
is the Golden Mile. That mine provided
tremendous riches for a number of companies
over a long period. It seems to me it would have
been quite wrong to tie up the Golden Mile to
either one company or one or two companies.

I grant the Minister made a logical point
against me when he correctly pointed out that the
Telfer deposit was in fact taken up under the
existing Act by one company. However, that is
probably a defect in the Act and it could have
been remedied. Nobody denies that there are
distinctions between gold and base metals, so I do
not see how one tenement will cover everything. I
ask the Minister to tell us what would happen if
another Golden Mile were discovered, and I do
not think that is out of the question. Under the
proposed legislation it would be very simple to tie
the mine up with one tenement. That would be
the end of it, and anybody else would be locked
out.

In many of its provisions the present Act goes
to quite some lengths to ensure that that very
thing does not happen. I would like to hear
further from the Minister on that 'point. Also, I
would like to hear the Minister's answer to the
apparently valid objection concerning peacocking.
Perhaps the Minister will explain how the
regulations will work in regard to that.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.
Mr GRILL: Mr Chairman, the two points I

raised were that, firstly, is it going to be simply a
matter of course from now on that where we have
a relatively small but hugely rich area like the
Golden Mile, with its complex lodes and
crosslodes, those areas shall be the province of one
person or one mining company, and it will cost
them a relatively small amount to hold such
leases? Secondly, the Minister has not adequately
explained the fairly logical point made by the
member for South Perth that there will be
peacocking, or picking the eyes out of such areas
by mining companies, without the need to spend
very much on their mining hotdings. Perhaps this
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can be explained by the regulations which are to
be brought down; I do not know. However , I think
it will be very hard to get around the point.

The Minister should make some attempt to
explain how the regulations in respect of manning
conditions will work and prevent these sorts of
things happening. I think it is a real issue which
needs to be defused now, if it can be.

Mr Crayden: Mr Chairman-
The CHAIRMAN: Order! The honourable

member has already exhausted his opportunities
to speak.

Mr Crayden: I have spoken only twice on my
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN: The first time the
honourable member spoke-when he moved his
amendment-counted as the first of his three
speeches.. He will notice that the next time he
spoke he received 10 minutes, and that he
received a further 10 minutes when he next spoke.
So, he has exhausted all his opportunities to speak
on the amendment.

Mr SKIDMORE: Clause 40 (2) states that the
area of land in respect of which any one
prospecting licence may be granted shall not
exceed 200 hectares. This will leave the situation
wide open to abuse, and I believe it is completely
wrong that we should allow the clause to pass in
its present form. We should at least try to narrow
it down so that the restriction will be quite clear;,
namely, that the area of land shall not exceed 200
hectares, for minerals other than gold, and 10
hectares for gold. I support the amendment.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr IH. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikic
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coync
Mrs Craig
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr Herzfeld
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mcnsaros
Mr Nanovich

and a division taken w

Ayes 23
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

'ith the

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr Mclver Mr Crane
Mr T.i. Burke MrSodeman
Mr Bryce Mr Spriggs
Mr Harman Mr Watt
The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I

give my casting vote with the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived.
Mr MENSAROS: I move an amendment-

Page 32-Delete subelause (3) with a view
to substituting the following-

(3) Subject to this Act no more than
ten prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, may be granted
to the same person without the approval
of the Minister.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr MENSAROS: I move an amendment-

Page 32-Substitute the following for the
subclause deleted-

(3) Subject to this Act no more than
ten prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, may be granted
to the same person without the approval
of the Minister.

As members would know, this amendment is the
result of an agreement reached between the
Government and the member for South Perth and
the member for Murchison-Eyre.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move-
That the amendment be amended

adding after the word "licences" in line 2
words "in any one mineral field".

by
the

The Minister has made it absolutely clear, and it
is written into Mansard, that one of the purposes
of this Bill is to eliminate from the mining scene
in Western Australia those people who prospect
for a livelihood and-having made a ind-where
they are not in a position to work a mineral claim
for themselves, reach some sort of agreement with
a mining company in respect of those claims.

The Minister has made it clear he believes that
(Teller) minerals belong to the Crown and the Crown

should have the right to allocate those minerals to
the companies doing the actual mining.- The
Minister maintains that the group which falls in
between-those people in the mining towns in the
far flung areas of Western Australia-who have
prospected for minerals all their lives with the
object of reaching a deal by either selling their
prospects or entering into some farm-in
arrangement, should be eliminated from the

(Teller) mining scene.
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By what God-given right can any Minister for
Mines in this State arbitrarily decide that those
who have chosen to obtain their livelihood from
prospecting and reaching deals with mining
companies should be eliminated from the mining
scene? As far as the prospectors and the mining
exploration companies of Western Australia are
concerned, this provision will never come to pass.

No Government, whether it be Liberal or
Labor or anything else has the right to single out
one section of the community and say, "You may
have been doing this since 1904 or even since the
Colony was first founded, but from this point on
you will discontinue your activities. We are going
to overcome the bottleneck which has been
created in the Mines Department. We are going
to streamline the departmental procedures by the
simple expedient of eliminating all the small men,
all the prospectors and all the in-between people.
We are going to apportion the State between a
few large companies."

Mr Coyne: Aren't they going to cut their hands
off too?

Mr GRAYDEN: This provision can be likened
to a person having a few hens in his backyard and
killing them all because he is too lazy to go down
and collect the eggs! The Mines Department is
going to eliminate all the prospectors, and those
who obtai 'n their livelihood from prospecting, and
allocate the mineral resources of Western
Australia to a handful of companies, some of
which are wholly overseas owned.

I do not give a continental damn whether or not
this Bill goes through Parliament; it will never be
proclaimed unless the Minister drastically alters
the regulations from the terms he has prophesied
because if the regulations are not altered it will
defeat the whole purpose of the Bill.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I urge the
honourable member to confine his remarks
directly to the amendment before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I have moved an amendment
to the Minister's amendment. The Minister is
saying that subject to this Bill there will be no
more than 10 prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, granted for the same
person without the approval of the Minister. The
Minister will permit the allocation of another 10
if he thinks fit. He will permit more to be
allocated if the geological situation warrants it.
What this will mean-and this is where I relate
my remarks directly to the Bill-is that
widespread unemployment will be created among
those people who are currently engaged in
prospecting in Western Australia.

Mos t of the companies-and there are many of
them in Western Australia-have already
obtained their quotas of mineral claims. As the
Minister has indicated, they can convert their
mineral claims to the new tenements being
established under this Bill.

Under the Bill, one company will be permitted
to have 10 prospecting licences granted not in any
one field but in the whole of Western Australia.
Another 10 may be granted by the Minister.
During the year, the company could sell its
mining tenements and peg another 10. The extra
10 tenements would be granted by the warden.
There could even be 20 granted, with the
Minister's approval.

Mr Barnett; They can sell them at any price.
Mr GRAYDEN: There was an example the

other day. The member for Murchison-Eyre went
to a meeting with prospecting and mining
companies in Western Australia. A total of 77 of
those companies voted against this current Bill,
and voted for the retention of the present Act.

Mr Coyne: A most disgraceful effort, that was.
Mr GRAYDEN: That is what the member for

Murchison-Eyre says now. When he came back,
he said he was terribly impressed because every
person who entered the meeting had a copy of the
new Bill under his arm.

The figures quoted were deceptive, and I take
exception to that fact. The vote was not 77
against seven, Another 43 companies had put
their statements in writing. It was 120 to seven.
Of the exploration companies in this State, 120
said, "We want to retain the old Act." Of course,
those companies were only the tip of the iceberg
as far as mineral exploration companies in
Western Australia are concerned.

The Minister is saying that all these companies
will go out of existence because, in the words of
the member for Murchison-Eyre, they are leeches
and parasites. No wonder there is white-hot
hatred in the mining areas of Western Australia
when statements of that type are made. Leeches
and parasites! As far as I am concerned, all those
people going into the remote areas of Western
Australia, spending their own money, enduring
incredibly poor conditions, are the salt of the
earth. I take exception to their being spoken of as
leeches and parasites.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member is
straying from the amendment before the Chair. If
he continues to do so, I will be forced to take
action.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am saying that the
amendment proposed by the Minister limits the
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number of prospecting licence areas that can be
granted in Western Australia. He is setting a
quota.

Mr Skidmore: How do you talk about a mineral
field if you do not mention prospectors?

Mr GRAYDEN: If there is to be a quota, it
should not be limited as it is now. People are
pegging mineral claims. They are paying $1.7
million into Consolidated Revenue each year as a
result of the rents payable for those mineral
claims. At the moment, a person can peg as many
claims as he wishes. That is the situation which
should obtain in respect of these prospecting
licence areas.

Mr Hodge: Is there any appeal from the
Minister's quota?

Mr GRAYDEN: Of course not. The Minister
is proposing a quota at a time when
unemployment is rife. This is the time when the
man in the street goes into the outback areas of
Western Australia to look for minerals. At
present, he has to pay 50c an acre for anything he
pegs. A station owner who leases one million acres
pays $250 or so a year for the grazing rights. If a
prospector pegs 300 acres, he has to pay $150 a
year, which is almost as much as the station
owner pays for his one million acres.

The Minister has said that in addition to
requiring each prospector to spend the equivalent
of $8 000 on a prospecting licence area, he will
limit the number of prospecting licences a
prospector can hold. If a quota is to be imposed, a
similar quota should be allowed in every mineral
field in Western Australia. That would mean that
an exploration company, having pegged its quota
in one field, could enter another field and peg its
quota there.

Has the Minister or the Government the God-given right to deprive the prospectors of Western
Australia of this basic right-a right so basic that
this Bill could never be put into operation? The
Bill might go through the two Houses of
Parliament, but it will become a festering sore in
the mining areas of Western Australia. At the end
of two years or so, when the department has
struggled with the regulations, it will find that
regulations cannot be introduced which would be
satisfactory to any section of the mining industry
in Western Australia.

However, the Minister has introduced a Bill
containing a clause such as that with which we
are dealing. It is a horrendous situation. We have
massive unemployment. One cannot go
crayfishing; one has to have a licence. One cannot
grow potatoes; one has to have a licence. One
cannot produce whole milk, because one has to

have a licence. One cannot go into this industry or
that industry because of legislation introduced in
this House. What does a person in Western
Australia do at the present time? If he has the
courage, he goes into the remote areas of Western
Australia and puts up with the heat and the
hardships, the flies and everything else, and risks
what little money he has-invariably it is limited.

That person has probably worked for some
period to accumulate his stake, to go out and
prospect. The Minister is now coming along and
saying to these people-the member for
Murchison-Eyre described them as leeches and
parasites-that the Crown must have the right to
allocate these licences to whom it thinks should
have them-the companies which have massive
amounts of money to spend on them. In this
Chamber, we will cold-bloodedly eliminate a large
section of the work force of Western
Australia-the prospectors. We will eliminate
those people in cold blood-deliberately, a
premeditated action. This is not something which
has just been glossed over, and which will slip
through.

It is for that reason this Bill will never reach
the Statute book of Western Australia.

We know what will happen in Kalgoorlie in a
fortnight's time. There will be a massive protest
about this. There will be 5 000 people who will
come down from the Murchison and elsewhere
because of this clause. There will be 5 000 people
protesting in the streets of Kalgoorlie.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member's time
has expi red.

Mr GRILL: If we examine the platform of the
Western Australian branch of the Liberal Party,
we see amongst its objects, and very prominently
displayed, this particular clause: to recognise the
speculative nature of the mining industry.

The clause we are debating is the very
antithesis of that object. This clause intends to
take speculation out of mining.

Mr Coyne: That allows burglars and thieves to
operate.

Mr GRILL: There it is-leeches, and whatever
the honourable member calls them.

Mr Skidmore: Leeches, cockroaches, and
parasites.

Mr Pearce: Private enterprise leeches and
parasites, you might have said.

Mr GRILL: This is the antithesis of the
platform of that party which is now pressing the
Bill.

The provision was so restrictive at one stage
that we should be gratified there is now to be
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some amelioration of the situation. The provision
initially sought to limit the number of licences of
a contiguous nature. Now 10 licences may be
held, whether contiguous or not. If we were to
deny that mining is speculative, there is no better
way of doing that than by passing this particular
provision. It is aimed at the so-called "real estate"
peggers. It is aimed at the leeches and burglarTs
mentioned by the member for Murchisdn-Eyre.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member must
realise that it is not proper to have a debate on
clause 40 at the moment. Nor is it proper to
debate the amendment moved by the Minister for
Mines. We are specifically dealing now with the
amendment on the amendment moved by the
member for South Perth. I would ask the member
to confine himself much more closely to that than
he is doing.

Mr GRILL: With respect, this particular
provision places limits on the number of
tenements that may be held. It endeavours to
prevent speculation in mining tenements. That is
the whole idea of it. That is agreed to by the
Minister and agreed to by the supporters of the
Bill. The comments I am making, therefore, are
completely in keeping with this particular
provision.

The CHAIRMAN: We are not dealing with
the clause. We arc dealing with the amendment to
the amendment of the clause. That is what I am
asking you to speak to.

M r G R ILL: The amendment merely enlarges it
slighily. That is all it does.

The CHAIRMAN: That is what I want you to
speak to.

Mr Skidmore: What are we going to talk
about? The weather.

Mr GR ILL: The Chairman is rather artificially
tying up the debate in rather narrow strictures.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Those restrictions
apply in regard to speaking on the amendment to
the amendment. The clause will come up for
discussion later, if necessary. At present we are
not talking about the clause as a whole. We are
specifically talking about an amendment to an
amendment. Thai restricts the situ atIion.

Mr GRILL: Perhaps you could enlighten me as
to which is the firsi amendment, Sir.

The C1-IAIRMAN: It is not my task to advise
you of that. Perhaps it is obvious that you are not
aware of what we are speaking to at the moment.

Mr GRILL: I am asking for assistance, Mr
Chairman. Which is the irst amendment? Which
amendment are we discussing?

The CHAIRMAN: The Minister for Mines has
moved an amendment. The words to be deleted
were deleted. The motion then was to add certain
words appearing on the notice paper. The member
for South Perth has now moved to add, after the
Word "licences" the words "in any one mineral
field". That is what I am asking you to confine
yourself to--the amendment to the amendment.

Mr GRILL: The member for South Perth is
moving to open up the situation somewhat, to
allow terinments to be pegged in more than one
mineral field. That will allow more tenements to
be held.

The CHAIRMAN: It is not your place to
comment on my rulings. I advised you of the
position, and I ask you to confine yourself to that.

Mr GRILL: I accept your ruling, Mr
Chairman.

The artificial constriction on persons holding
these types of tenements is completely
unnecessary. The amendment moved by the
member for South Perth is completely in keeping
with the philosophy of the Liberal Party as laid
down in its platform.

It seems to be much more in keeping than the
amendment moved by the Minister. I fear that
amendment actually contradicts the platform of
the Liberal Party.

Mr SKIDMORE: It is quite proper for anyone
who wishes to put forward a point of view to have
a look at the result of what is proposed. In this
case, we should consider firstly the Minister's
amendment and, secondly, the amendment which
seeks to amend the Minister's amendment. If we
want to be sensible about the whole thing we must
argue why the Minister moved his amendment in
the first place. Therefore we must go back to
clause 40 (3). In a debate it would be quite
improper to assume certain restrictions must be
placed upon the Minister's action unless we refer
to clause 40 (3).

It is quite pertinent for us to be able to attack
the whole of clause 40 (3) and try to visualise
what motivated the Minister to amend it. We
must then reflect upon the reasons the member
for South Perth has moved his amendment on the
amendment.

I could start from the bottom with the effects of
the amentdment of the member for South Perth
and go right through to the top, or I could start
from the top and try to evaluate the amendments
with a view to establishing that the member for
South Perth has a valid point to make. If speakers
are restricted on the ground-
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The CHAIRMAN: Order! You are not to
debate my rulings in this way.

Mr SKIDMORE: I am not.
The CHAIRMAN: I judge that you are, and I

ask you to confine yourself to the amendment to
the amendment or I w ill have to take action.

Mr SKIDMORE: I respect your words because
I am not debating your ruling, Mr Chairman. I
am debating the amendment on the amendment,
and if I can get on with it without interruption,
maybe we will achieve some objectivity.

Under the Minister's amendment he will be
able to grant 10 prospecting licences instead of
only one as is provided for in the Bill. In an effort
to try to put a brake upon the authority of the
Minister in respect of prospecting licences the
member for South Perth has moved an
amendment to provide for 10 prospecting licences
to be granted in wore than one area. The member
for South Perth is endeavouring. to have the words
"in any one mineral field" inserted so that 10
prospecting licences could be issued in respect of
one mineral Field and then another 10 could be
issued in respect of another mineral field. If this
amendment were accepted there would be some
sense in the Minister's amendment.

Having cleared up the areas I hope I will be
able to cover in the debate, let me say that I
support what the member for South Perth has
said. It is right and proper that 10 prospecting
licences should be permissible in any one mineral
field. Therefore I have much pleasure in
supporting the member for South. Perth and his
amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: I would like to point out
another discrepancy in respect of the Minister's
amendment. Further on we have a provision
dealing with exploration licences. What the
Minister will do is penalise the little prospector or
small man and indicate to the big man that the
sky is the limit.

Mr Pearce: But is not that Liberal policy
everywhere?

Mr GRAYDEN: Just a minute. This is an
incredible situation. Later on the Bill provides fr
exploration licences to cover 200 square
kilometres, Rot 200 hectares. The companies
which can afford these huge expanses of land and
the expenditure conditions which will be imposed
by the Minister will be few and far between, even
among the big companies. However, what the
Minister is saying to the big companies is this:
"We won't put a restriction on you. You can have
as many 200-square-kilometre areas as you want.
The sky is the limit." But as far as the
prospecting licences are concerned, which involve

500 acres, the Government says, "We are
certainly going to put a restriction on the small
man who will make use of these licences." That is
what the Government is saying.

First of all the Government indicated that the
small prospector could not have his areas
contiguously. However, now the Minister is
altering that provision as a result of pressure, and
he will permit the small men to peg contiguous
areas, but he will put them on a quota and will
say, "You can have 10 licences in one mineral
field and in certain circumstances 1, as the
Minister, will grant another 10. If the line of
strike is, say 30 miles, the geological conditions
will be such that I may allow you to have a few
more to cover them. But once you have had those,
your days for prospecting are finished. You
dismiss your staff and go to Rottnest Island or the
Abrolhos Islands. Take a holiday, because you
will not be permitted to prospect." That is the
restriction on the small man. He will have the
500-acre prospecting licence and that is the
limitation on him. However, there is no limitation
on the big companies which are possibly wholly-
overseas owned. They can take as many 200-
square-kilometre areas as are necessary. How
absurd is this?

Why is the Minister so reluctant to do anything
for the small mining company and the small
prospector? There is no restriction on the big
companies. I want to know why the small men are
singled out in this incredible fashion.

I want the Minister to tell us what other
industries in Western Australia will get the axe
the same as has the mineral exploration industry
in Western Australia. What other things has he in
mind for the mineral exploration industry in
Western Australia? What other things are lined
up?.

Would the Minister go into the agricultural
industries and say, "We will liquidate all farmers
and ensure that only the big pastoralists continue
in agricultural pursuits in Western Australia"?
Would he do that? Of course not. Would he go to
the crayfishing industry and say, "We will
eliminate all the small crayfishermen and bring in
the big Taiwanese mother ships and let them
operate"? Of course he would not. However he is
doing precisely that in the mineral exploration
industry. The Minister is forcing out all the
prospectors except the big mining companies. Let
the Minister be consistent and go further and tell
the big companies that they are out, too.

Every big company that I know of in Western
Australia has either engaged in some farming
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arrangement or has contemplated one during its
history.

What is the situation with the oil companies in
the north-west? They find oil and what do they
do? Do they work it themselves? Of course not.
They form a Consortium and use all sorts of form
in arrangements. That is all the small mining men
and companies do. They explore and if they Find
something and it is too big for them to work they
bring in a partner or maybe two or sell their
tenements.

They are doing precisely what the big
companies are doing with respect to oil
exploration with their consortiums. Yet the
Minister says that these small men will be
eliminated from the mining scene.

First of all the Minister wrote the Bill and was
not going to allow the pegging to be contiguous.
He has now made a great concession and has said
that they may be contiguous when granted by the
warden, but once they have had the 10, then they
can pack up and get out of mining.

That is what he is saying. He is telling them to
get out of Western Australia and go to the
Northern Territory or elsewhere where they
belong. They are leeches and parasites, according
to the member for Murchison-Eyre. The Minister
is telling them to go to the Northern Territory or
some other state and try their luck there, because
they are not welcome in Western Australia. What
an incredible situation. He is telling them, "Go to
South Australia, Queensland, New South Wales,
Victoria or Tasmania to do your prospecting. You
are not to operate here in Western Australia.
Who are you anyway?"

Who are these leeches and parasites anyway?
Usually they are young people and others who
have spent a lifetime in the mineral industry.
They are. people who have lived in the outback all
their lives enduring the heat, hardship, flies-

Mr Coyne: And ants.
Mr GRAYDEN: -and ants, as the member

for Murchison-Eyre said facetiously. These are
the people the Minister is treating in this way. He
is saying to them, "You might have been able to
prospect in the past, but in the future you will not
be able to. That might have been the Australian
concept, but it will not be the concept henceforth.
Get out of the State." He is also referring to the
120 who had the temerity to go to the meeting the
other day with their Mining Bills under their
arms. What a farce that was-

Mr Coyne: You can say that again.
Mr GRAYDEN: -according to the member

for Murchison-Eyre. He said they all knew what

they were talking about because they carried a
copy of the Bill in their hands.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! That is repetitious. I
ask the honourable member to confine himself to'
the amendment before the Chair.

Several members interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I direct my remarks

to the member for Gosnells. It is not at all
appropriate for him to debate my rulings. I call
him to order.

Mr GRAYDEN: Let me get onto another
aspect. Apart from these individuals who will be
put out of work, we will do something else: we will
affect every shire council throughout the mining
areas unless we amend the Bill in the way I am
suggesting, because there are about 3.5 million
acres of mineral claims in Western Australia on
which those prospectors and mining companies
pay 50c an acre, which brings $1.7 million into
the Consolidated Revenue Fund. in addition
every local authority in Western Australia is
receiving $20 a year on each of those 300-acre
mineral claims. Unless the amendment on the
amendment is accepted, virtually all of those
mineral claims will be shed. Straightaway the
State Government will lose $1.7 million and each
local authority-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The honourable
member's time has expired.

Mr MENSAROS: I will reply again to the
comments which have been made so far in the
debate but I will not reply to the repetitious
comments. Despite the fact that the member for
Kalgoorlie indicated that the other side should get
up to speak or he would not get up, I will answer
only the argument which followed.

The member for South Perth on this occasion
either deliberately-if he understands the
provisions of the Bill-or just
emotionally-signifying that he does not
understand the provisions of the Bill-distorted
the meaning of the amendment and the
amendment on the amendment. Let me say first,
as the one who was most interested, that I do not
consider the amendments I have moved are
particularly good amendments. They result from
a gentlemen'i agreement between the
Governmnt-that is, the Premier and
myself-and the member for South Perth, to
which the. Government adhered but the member
for South Perth did not adhere.

Mr Pearce: Who were the gentlemen who
subscribed to the agreement?

Mr MENSAROS: We thought we were talking
about gentlemen. I thought these amendments
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were superfluous but they did not ruin the
intention of the Bill because, quite clearly, if
someone wants to explore on a larger area he has
the opportunity, instead of taking out ive
maximum size prospecting licences, to take up the
same land by way of one minimum size
exploration licence, on the number of which there
are no restrictions. Therefore, without the
amendment, there was no limitation on
prospecting.

To say that the livelihood of prospectors is
eliminated and the small man is eliminated is
absolutely not factual according to the provisions
in the clause and the amendment, but it is quite
illogical because, without knowing the provisions,
how can it be said the small man is eliminated?
How will he be eliminated? Because he will not be
able to become bigger, according to the
proposition put forward by the member for South
Perth.

However, he can become bigger. He has only to
take out another tenement the exploration licence
related to the area of the ground. Obviously, from
the point of view of expenditure and/or labour
conditions-related to the area of land-a
temporary reserve is cheaper than a prospecting
area or a mineral claim. So there is absolutely no
logic in the argument that the small man would
be eliminated. It is the type of argument which is
brought up when there is no real argument, and
the ignorant public have to be kept somehow in
support of the Opposition.

Mr Barnett: The ignorant public?
Mr MENSAROS: Those who have not read

the Bill. Has the honourable member read the
Bill?

Mr Barnett: Of course I have, every word of it.
Mr MENSAROS: That is very pleasing to

hear. It has nothing to do with the provisions in
the amendment. In this regard the member for
South Perth, either deliberately or through
ignorance, misconstrued the provisions when he
said the amendment is directed against the
genuine small man. It is directed-whether it will
achieve its aim remains to be seen-against those
who do not want to work the ground in any way. I
have emphasised that several times.

I do not mind criticism or abuse being directed
against me; I am quite impervious to it. But I do
defend the member for Murchison-Eyre, who is
the honest man here. He kept his word and I
defend him.

Mr B. T. Burke: Don't shout.
Several members interjected.

Mr MENSAROS: I do defend the member for
Murchison-Eyre, and anyone who accuses him-

Several members interjected.
Mr MENSAROS: -of being a dishonest man

is not an honest man. Members of the Opposition
have not accused him. He is accused only by
people who want to get into the debate on an
unfactual basis. The member for Murchison-Eyre
kept to his gentlemen's agreement and explained
it to his electors.

Several members interjected.
Mr MENSAROS: Unsolicitedly I defend him

and will continue to defend him.
Several members interjected.
The CHAIRMAN: Order' There are far too

many interjections. The Committee will come to
order.

Mr Pearce: The Minister provoked them.
Withdrawal of Remarks

The CHAIRMAN: I direct the honourable
member to apologise to the Chair. I told him on
two or-three other occasions it was inappropriate
for him to interject.

Mr PEARCE: I decline to apologise on the
ground that it is a practice you follow yourself
when sitting in your seat.

The CHAIRMAN: I name the member for
Gosnells.

Mr Davies: Go through the procedure properly.
Do not make a fool of yourself.

Mr Skidmore: Will someone tell him what to
do?

Mr B. T. Burke: You cannot call on him just
once. You have to call him again.

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the member for
Gosnells to reconsider whether he will withdraw
his remarks.

Mr Pearce: I apologise.
Committee Resumed

The CHAIRMAN: The Minister for Mines.
Mr MENSAROS: The other side of the debate

on the clause is, to anyone who listened to the
contribution of the member for South Perth, very
contradictory. Only minutes ago, when debating
another clause, the member for South Perth
argued that the provisions of the Dill would allow
the blanketing of tremendous areas. On his
request an amendment has been drafted to allow
the warden to allocate 10--contiguous or
otherwise-prospecting licences, and the member
for South Perth now says that is not enough.

I ask him: What is the parallel thinking in this?
In one sentence he says we are blanketing all the
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ground, excluding other people. In the next
sentence he says it is not sufficient to have I1)
prospecting licences awarded by the warden,
ignoring the fact that the Minister can award
another 10 and1 according to the amendments
which are on the notice paper because of the
request of the member fr South Perth who said
that after his amendments were passed he would
actively support the Bill-

Mr Davies: Do not upset the Chamber again.
Mr MENSAROS: lHe did not keep his

undertaking, whereas the member ror Murchison-
Eyre did. So I cannot see the logic in that. At
present there are 22 mineral fields in Western
Australia. That means 220 tenements can be
allocated to one applicant by the warden alone,
which amount to 44 000 acres altogether awarded
by the warden, apart from the fact that the
Minister can allocate twice as many and, on
reasoned grounds, he can allocate as many as are
requested. Therefore the provisions which are on
the notice paper in the form of amendments
indicate that the amendment to the amendment I
have moved is quite superfluous.

One other argument was put forward. In the
debate on the previous clause mention was made
of special tenements for gold. It is well known
that within the exploration licence a tenement can
be pegged for gold. That again is the argument of
the member for Vilgarn-Dundas, to which I did
not reply previously, that people cannot peg. That
was especially supported by all those who
criticised the Bill.

I repeat that the argument that this provision
will take away the livelihood of prospectors or the
small man is a product of the imagination, quite
apart from the fact that the amendment I have
moved was drafted only at the request of the
member for South Perth, who now criticises it.

Mr GRAYDEN: We have just heard a
scurrilous statement from the Minister. It is a
despicable staiement in every way, in that it refers
to an undertaking which I gave to the Minister in
the presence of the member for Murchison-Eyre
and the Premier. Let me now explain the situation
in which it was done and what subsequently
happened, and we will see how scurrilous and
despicable is the statement made by the Minister.
If anyone in this Chamber ventures to talk to that
Minister he can expect exactly the same
treatment in the future.

We go along highly irate at what is to be done
under this legislation, and I insist on contiguous
pegging. The Minister does not say a ward during
the whole of the night, and eventually I am asked,
"Will you support this?" I said, "There are a lot

of amendments." We talked about three basic
objections, then certainly I was asked, "Will you
support the Bill?" I said I would on the basis that
we would have-but we had already been to the
Chamber of Mines that day, and I had talked to
the Chamber of mines in the presence of the
Minister. I said this would have to apply in every
mineral field, and the individuals agreed.

The Minister professes that he did not hear it
said that it would have to be every mineral Field. I
went out and publicly said the agreement
overcame my three major objections and I would
support it. I said that publicly in the Press and
other media; and a few days later I said it again
and came out in support of it. I emphasised that
many other amendments were required, but I left
the meeting on the basis that I have already
spoken of.

What happened when we walked out? First of
all the Minister placed on the notice paper some
amendments in respect of the miner's right. HeI
restored the miner's right but none of the rights.
When I say "none", that is not strictly accurate;
he restored about three. There are about nine
pages of rights in the present Act.

So he broke the agreement. Then what did the
Minister do? He made that incredible statement
to this Chamber regarding the expenditure
conditions. What did I do? The agreement having
been clearly flouted by the Minister, I went into
the party room and pointed out that the situation
was intolerable and that unless the Bill was
withdrawn or referred back to the mining
industry I would have to put my 56 amendments
on the notice paper.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I have given the
member some latitude to develop that point. I
would ask him to conclude his remarks on it and
to come back to the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: Thank you very much, Mr
Chairman; you will realise this is a key issue as
far as I am concerned. I therefore say it is
despicable for the Minister to raise the matter,
and I welcome the opportunity to make clear
what happened.

The matter of the prospecting licence has been
rendered absolutely meaningless by the
expenditure conditions which the Minister
indicated he will impose. Twice I asked the
Minister what would happen in respect of
prospecting licences, and he said-

The member for South Perth asked what
sort of conditions on expenditure will be
included in the regulations. They will be
based roughly on the present conditions
where three men work every 100 acres five
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days a week for a whole year. However,
possibly they will be less onerous. We will
probably translate this into a man's wage and
say, "Either you spend, say, $8 000 each year
or you work it according to your choice, or
you mix the two."

When he said that the Minister rendered
absolutely meaningless the agreement which had
been entered into. What is the point of having
contiguous pegging if a prospector cannot take up
one licence? What prospector in Western
Australia can spend 18 000 on a mineral claim? If
we take the Minister's statement literally, it
means an expenditure of $120000 for 1S claims.
Being as kind as possible to, the Minister, it still
means an expenditure of at least $8 000. That
renders absolutely meaningless the purpose of a
prospecting licence. No-one in Western Australia
would take up a licence if he had to spend that
much.

Under those circumstances I went into the
party room and pointed out the situation, and now
the Minister has made a scurrilous attack.

The Minister made another extraordinary
statement when he said I do not understand the
Bill. I say quite unequivocally that the Minister
does not understand it. He might understand the
wording but he has no comprehension of the
meaning or the impact the measure will have
upon mineral explorers in Western Australia. I
say unequivocally that in the future the greatly
publ icised regulations-which certainly will take
18 months or two years to draft-will not be
acceptable to any sections of the mineral
exploration industry in Western Australia. We
will see~as a result of the Minister's Bill situations
similar to what we have seen in the case of the
member for Murchison-Eyre. He walked into his
electorate and asked for a vote of confidence-he
had to ask, but not a single man would move it!

Mr Jamieson: So he moved it himself.
Mr GRAYDEN: I do not blame the member

for Murchison-Eyre. I blame the Minister for
introducing a Bill of this kind.

Mr Barnctt: He has the Minister's support.
Mr Jamieson: You will notice the Premier has

not been near the goldfields since this has been
on.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister made another
extraordinary statement when he said mineral
explorers, could take up five prospecting licence
areas of 500 acres each and then convert them to
an exploration licence. If anybody cares to read
the provisions concerning exploration licenees he
will find that in order to obtain such a licence one
has first to apply to the Warden's Court and

obtain a recommendation. Then the Minister has
reserved to himself the right to decide whether or
not the application shall be granted, irrespective
of the warden's recommendation. In addition
there will be all sorts of incredible expenditure
conditions because the big companies can afford
them and the little ones cannot.

What nonsense it is for the Minister to tell this
Chamber that mineral explorers need only convert
their prospecting licence areas to an exploration
licence. The other day an amendment was moved
to create the right of appeal to a court if the
Minister did something wrong in certain
circumstances. That amendment was rejected.
Yet now the Minister says all an explorer has to
do is convert his prospecting licences to a mineral
exploration licence. I repeat: I do not know any
section of industry in Western Australia in
respect of which a Minister would contemplate
the same sort of action.

As I have pointed out, if a Minister tried to
take such action in respect of agriculture the
country members would pull this Chamber down.
However, the Minister for Mines can do it to the
mining industry because there is no-one to
represent that industry. I am from a metropolitan
electorate. Certainly the member for Murchison-
Eyre represents the mining industry, but he is
supporting the Bill in direct defiance of the wishes
of every mining person in his electorate and
within Western Australia. What representation
have the miners of Western Australia in this
Parliament, apart from members of the
Opposition, members of the National Party, and
one or two others?

The CHAIRMAN: I would ask the member to
confine his remarks to the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: Where do we go in this
serious situation? We are able to do this to the
prospectors of Western Australia because the
people who represent them on this side of the
Chamber will do nothing about it.

The CHAIRMAN; The member's time has
expired.

Mr COYNE: As one of the participants in that
agreement, perhaps I can offer the Committee
something in respect of the arrangement.

Mr Bertram: I hope you can.
Mr COYNE: On the day in question, the 4th

October, I was concerned about the situation
which appeared to be developing. On that day the
Minister spoke on a talk-back programme to
which I listened. It was not the best sort of
programme to listen to. I was frustrated because
the people who should have been putting
questions and receiving answers were not getting
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through-I refer to the people in the
gold flelds-because the programme was virtually
overloaded by metropolitan people.

Some of the questions asked simply were not
related to the real situation- Therefore, I went to
the Premier at about 12 o'clock and said, "We
have to do something about this Dill because the
people in the mining areas are becoming very
frustrated and infuriated."

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to
ensure that he quickly moves on to the
amendment before the Chair. I have allowed some
tolerance to the previous two speakers, and I
would ask the member to move on to the
amendment.

Mr COYNE: Thank you, Mr Chairman. I
must go through these preliminaries to show you
what occurred in this situation.

Mr Jamieson: He is not dealing with the clause;
he thinks you are Santa Claus!

Mr COYNE: Eventually we got together and I
told the Premier that four people would oppose
the Bill and cross thenfoor. I was concerned about
this because the Bill was part of Liberal policy. I
felt we should have some sort of discussion in
respect of the denial of what I considered to be a
private enterprise ethic; because the present Act
enables a person to peg unlimited numbers of
mineral claims, and under the Bill we were asking
prospectors to accept a trade-off of one 200-
hectare prospecting licence. A prospector could
have 10 such claims, but they could not be
contiguous. I felt this was a breach of the private
enterprise ethic.

On that basis I went to the Premier and made
my feelings known and he asked if we could get
together later. We eventually had a meeting at
11.00 p.m. At that meeting were the Premier, the
Minister for Mines, the member for South Perth,
and myself. We had actually had a previous
meeting with the Premier and the Minister a week
or so earlier but on that occasion we made no
progress.

Mr Jamieson: Confession is good for the soul,
but you are not doing the Liberal Party any good.

Mr Barnett: This does not relate to the
amendment at all.

Mr COYNE: It will; just be patient.
Mr Pearce: This is the third version of the story

we have heard. I hope the Premier tells us his
version.

Mr COYNE: Let me assure members opposite
I will tell the real story even if it takes all night.

Mr Jamieson: Who wants "The Young
Doctors" when we have the member for
Murchison-Eyre?

Mr COYNE: The member for Welshpool
should have more sense.

Mr Jamieson: I don't need any more when you
are there.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member will
address his remarks to the Chair.

Mr Pearce: And to the topic.
Mr COYNE: After some general discussion we

reached an agreement, and then there was a
discussion about a Press release to cover the
situation.

Mr Pearce: Did you sign the petition before or
after this meeting?

Mr COYNE: We each contributed to the
preparation of the Press release, which I will now
read to the House.

Mr B. T. Burke: "Once upon a time..
Mr COYNE: It reads as follows-

The Premier, Sir Charles Court, said today
that discussions by the Government with the
Member for Murchison-Eyre (Mr Peter
Coyne) and the Member for South Perth
(Mr W. L. Grayden) and the Chamber of
Mines, have resulted in an understanding
which could result in the Mining Bill
proceeding through Parliament this session.
The proposed amendments would:

Extend up to ten the limit of prospecting
licences-contiguous or otherwise-the
Warden can allocate;
Where there are special circumstances,
this number can be increased up to 20
on the recommendation of the Warden
and with the approval of the Minister.
In certain circumstances such as special
geological conditions, this number could
exceed 20 with the Minister's approval.

The Premier said the proposed amendments
would also mean that the existing Miner's
Right would be retained but there may need
to be an increased fee more related to the
cost of issuing the Right.
"it is now intended to delay further
consideration of the Dill until the proposed
amendments are drafted and can be printed
on the Notice Paper," Sir Charles said.
"The debate will not be resumed before
October 17.
"In the meantime there will be plenty of
opportunity for those interested to scek
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clarification from the Minister of what is
proposed."
The Premier said: "The Government has
honoured its undertaking to consider all
representations.
"The Minister has been very patient and I
am very concerned at the attempts made to
unfairly represent the correct position.
"Messrs Coyne and Grayden have assured
me that the amendments proposed overcome
their basic objection and they appreciated the
Government's readiness to confer and are
now prepared to actively support the
amended Bill."

The key word was "actively". We walked out of
the meeting with that concession which removed
my basic objections to the Bill. 1 had to go away
early next morning, and I was not available for
comment when the Press release was printed.
That was on Friday, the 6th October, and I was in
Meekatharra. An article appeared in the
newspaper which was almost identical with the
Press release I have just read. However, the
newspaper article stated-

Sir Charles said he was concerned at the
unfair attempts that had been made to
misrepresent the position.

Mr Grayden and Mr Coyne has assured
him that the proposals overcame their basic
objections and they were now prepared to
support the amended Bill.

Mr Coyne (Murchison-Eyre) could not be
reached for comment. But Mr Grayden's
support for the proposals will probably dispel
most of the objections that the Government
encountered from within its ranks.

Mr Grayden said yesterday that the
proposals meant that small operators would
now be on the same footing as big operators.

Under the existing Act there was no limit
on the number of prospecting licences that
the Minister could approve for one person on
the warden's recommendation.

The Dill initially proposed that the warden
would be able to grant up to 10 such licences
without reference to the Minister, but not
contiguously.

The provision for contiguous pegging was a
basic change in emphasis. It meant that the
prospecting licence would become the main
form of pegging.

A prospecting licence up to 200 hectares
would replace the existing smaller mineral
cla im.

An exploration licence-covering between
10 and 200 square kilometres-would be
granted only in areas free of active mineral
exploration.

The result would be that small and big
operators would peg with a prospecting
licence.

The retention of the miner's right was
significant because it would enable
prospectors operating on crown land or
pastoral property to establish their bona
fides.

He knew of cases where lessees had
stopped prospectors at the point of a gun.

Mr Grayden said he had been assured in
talks with the Government that precedents
established under the existing Act would flow
on to the proposed new law where
practicable.

This would remove the uncertainty that
many prospectors thought would result from
the new Bill.

The Government had also indicated that
regulations under the proposed new law
would be made available for study by
interested parties.

"This is important," Mr Grayden said.
"We will be watching these regulations very
carefully to ensure that they are not unduly
onerous."

The proposal for adjacent pegging meant
that a person would now be able to peg the
entire line of a lode, he said.

He expected that other smaller
amendments might be made. But it was not
essential to include them now. They could be
incorporated later when the need arose.

That is what Mr Grayden said. That is what he
promised.

Mr Grayden: Exactly what I am saying.
Mr COYNE: Anybody who tells a deliberate

lie in this Chamber should be penalised.
Mr Davies: I hope you remember that when

there is some voting next time.
Point of Order

Mr GRAYDEN: Mr Chairman, I'ask that that
statement be withdrawn.

The CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that
what 'the member said was, "Anybody who tells a
deliberate lie". I see that as making a distinction
between saying that and saying that a deliberate
lie has been told. Therefore I ask the member for
Murchison-Eyre to continue.

4857



4858 [ASSEMBLY]

Committee Resumed
Mr Davies: That is very clever.
Mr Pearce: The implication was clear.

should be ashamed of yourself.
You

Mr COYNE: There is a lot more to it yet.
Mr Pearce: More lies?
Mr COYNE: What I have said tonight is the

absolute truth, without any additions whatsoever.
Mr Pearce: Are you saying that the member for

South Perth is lying to the Chamber, or not?
Mr COYNE: I am telling the honourable

member that what I have said is the absolute
truth.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member will
address his remarks to the Chair.

Mr COYNE: I am quite prepared to swear on
oath. Of course, there is the fact we have two
other witnesses in the Chamber. I would not lie in
front of them again, if it was possible to do that.

Mr Pearce: What do you mean "again"?
The CHAIRMAN: Order!
Mr Grayden: The Government has failed to

honour its undertakings. That is the point I am
complaining about.

The CHAIRMAN: I ask the member to relate
his remarks directly to the amendment before the
Chair.

Mr COYNE: That was the basic arrangement
that was arrived at-

M r Pearce: Call a couple of witnesses.
Mr COYNE: It was the basis on which I

changed my stance. The public statement from
the Premier's Office went through the
broadcasting media. That Press release was made
public. The fact that it was confirmed on the
6th-the day after-by the member for South
Perth surely spells out-

Mr Grayden: You have betrayed your electors,
and you are looking for an excuse.

Mr Pearce: You are not fooling them at all.
Mr COYNE: They know I am telling the truth.

I can assure the Chamber that what I am saying
is the absolute truth.

Mr Grayden: What happened to the assurances
the Government gave?

Mr T. D. EVANS: Mr Chairman, I would like
to compliment you. You appear to have been
extremely patient and incredibly generous to the
member who has just resumed his seat. He spoke
on an amendment and he did not mention it once.

I would like to go to the amendment, and refer
to the words of the Minister when he spoke before

the member for Murchison-Eyre. What I have to
say is apposite to the comments made by the
member for Murchison-Eyre and the member for
South Perth. They referred to an agreement
apparently made at a meeting between the
Premier, the Minister, and the two members
concerned. The Minister agreed that he would
introduce an amendment to allow the warden to
grant up to 10 prospecting licences, whether they
be contiguous or otherwise.

When the Minister spoke to this amendment,
he said that first of all the member for South
Perth agreed, although he said that it was not
enough. I understood the Minister to be
interpreting the member's words as meaning that
the warden should have been able to grant a lot
more than 10. I understood the member for South
Perth to mean-and I am sure the Minister does
not understand-that the amendment does not go
far enough; that it was a move in the right
direction but, in the absence of two matters, the
amendment was not sufficient.

I will go right to the point of the amendment.
One of the matters which has not been resolved,
unfortunately, is the absence of a small resource
area for gold and other precious minerals. If a
person can apply for and be granted 10
contiguous areas of 500 acres each, he is taking
up an area of 2 500 acres. It is conceivable that
the small operator would be squeezed out. That is
why there is the need for a small resource area.

The second objection to this aspect is that the
10 contiguous licences relate to one mineral field.
It would appear to me that there are none so
blind as-not those who cannot see, but those who
refuse to see. Therefore, at this late hour-I
believe it is too late-this Bill has cast a blemish
upon the Minister and his department. This is the
department which has earned the respect of the
community of Western Australia for 74 years.

Mr Coyne: It still has it.
Mr T. D. EVANS: This Bill has cast a blemish

on that department and on the Minister. Other
members of my party may not agree with me; but
I believe that this Bill, in its embryo form, was
not a political device. It has been drawn up by the
Mines Department and unfortunately accepted by
the Minister without a great deal of scrutiny. As
this debate has shown, it has been accepted
without a great deal of care, or consideration, or
understanding, or empathy by the Minister and
the Government.

Even though I believe it is too late, I appeal to
the Minister now to report progress and to give
consideration to this vital amendment moved by
the member for South Perth.
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Dr DADOUR: I feel I should say something at
this juncture. As I see it, the amendment will
squeeze the little man out and not give him a
chance in the prospecting field.

The member for Murchison-Eyre said that this
Bill was Liberal policy. It is not Liberal policy; it
was never Liberal policy; and it will never be
Liberal policy.

Mr Coyne: You should have a look at the book.
Dr DADOUR: I have read the book, and I have

it in front of me. I will quote from the book-the
bible. It reads as follows-

We will maintain our strong
encouragement for all those who search for
new deposits.

The CHAIRMAN: I would ask the member to
confine his remarks to the amendment before us.

Dr DADOUR: It is obvious that the little man
will be squeezed out-

Mr Pearce: The Chairman has ruled that the
Liberal Party policy is irrelevant. You should
adhere to that.

Dr DADOUR: Mr Chairman, I think you are
being quite unjust about this. I am relating it to
the amendment. I started with the amendment.'

The CHAIRMAN: When you relate it to the
amendment, it is quite appropriate.

Dr DADOUR: As far as the amendment is
concerned, it will squeeze out the little man;

A few minutes ago I heard the member for
Murchison-Eyre say that this was Liberal Party
policy. It is not Liberal Party policy. In 1972,
when a Mining Bill was introduced by the Labor
Government, I opposed it. Again, when a similar
Bill was mooted to be introduced in 1974 or 1975,
I opposed that. I have opposed all of this
legislation on exactly the same basis. I am
probably the most consistent person in this
Chamber. I have opposed this legislation as m any
times as it has reared its ugly head. I oppose it on
principle.

This is not Liberal Party policy as stated by the
member for Murchison-Eyre. I will refer to the
policy, which reads as follows-

As already announced the Bill for a new
Mining Act is being held over for further
examination and discussion with all
interested parties. We intend to continue
efforts to introduce revised legislation based
on a reasonable concensus of these parties.

The Minister has not obtained the consensus of
any of the parties, otherwise, we would not be in
this pickle. Surely these matters should have been
ironed out with the interested parties.

This Dill does not come within the policy of the
Liberal Party. It is contrary to our policy. Our
policy is that the man is greater than the State.
God forbid; he is not greater than the State when
the Minister supports this type of legislation. I
have been saying this all along. I have been
against this sort of legislation. It erodes
democracy as we understand it. This Bill
introduces complete totalitarianism into one
aspect of commerce. This clause is one of the
worst I have seen.

I do not wish~ to delay the Committee any
longer. As far as I am concerned, this is contrary
to Liberal Party policy. I stand on that. I stake
my reputation on that. I will be voting against it,
after having given notice in the right quarters.
Such a pro vision cannot be and must not be
allowed to be enacted.

Mr GRILL: I wish to refer to a germane
statement made by the Minister. The Minister
rather flippantly said that when a prospector has
pegged the equivalent of ive prospecting licences,
he could then apply for an exploration licence.
That is' simply not correct. It is misleading this
Chamber to make that sort of statement. The
granting of an exploration licence is not a simple
matter. It is unlikely that the small prospector
would be able to obtain one. It is completely
wrong to give the impression that a prospector
could go out and obtain one.

Clause 57 of the Bill relates to the grant of an
exploration licence. The grant of an exploration
licence by the warden depends upon whether the
warden is satisfied that the prospector can
effectively explore the land. There will be a
completely subjective analysis made by the
warden. The Hill, in clause 58, applies fairly
stringent conditions on a person making
application for such a licence. All sorts of
conditions have to be complied with before the
small prospector can obtain one. He has to pay
fees; he has to give details of the programme of
work proposed; he has to estimate the amount of
money proposed to be expended on the
exploration. In addition, he has to have the
technical and financial resources available. All of
these things make it extremely difficult for the
prospector to make the application for such a
licence, let alone to hold the licence.

Clause 59(4) says that the Minister may grant
or refuse the exploration licence as he determines;
that is, as he determines, without any criteria,
without any guidelines, without any particular
notion in his head at all. It is as he determines.

In relation to the small prospector, the Minister
says, "He can go out and peg an exploration
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licence." Thai is simply not on. The Minister
knows it is not on. By saying that it is on, and by
telling this Chamber that it is on, the Minister is
misleading the Chamber. It is simply not on at all
and could not be on because the small man does
not have the expertise to apply for and hold an
exploration licence.

The restriction the Minister wishes to place
upon the small prospector by holding him down to
one prospecting licence is to prevent him from
getting in the way of the big companies. The
Minister admitted in debate that he still reels that
the original section is the proper provision because
he got to his feet when he first spoke and said he
had misgivings about the amendment he was
moving.

This provision exemplifies that this is a big
company Bill militating against the small
prospector. I support the amendment moved by
the member ror South Perth which allows the
small prospector flexibility to move from olie
mineral field to the next. The small prospector
certainly does not have that scope under the terms
mentioned by the Minister and never could under
this Bill.

Mr McPHARLIN: The particular clause we
are debating and the amendments to it are
something certain Amalgamated Prospectors and
Leaseholders' Association representatives
discussed with me during a meeting we had on the
proposals in this legislation. They strongly
objected to this particular provision and they
made the comment they would like to see as many
tenements available as are allowed now under the
present Act. The present Act contains no
limitations on the number of claims a person can
hold and the association did not wish this to be
changed. The representatives asked me to support
any amendment to this clause. The men were all
or long experience in the industry. They objected
very strongly to the provision and as I gave them
an undertaking to support any amendment to the
clause, I indicate now that I support the
amendment before the Committee.

Amendment on the amendment put
division taken with the following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Hodge

Ayes 23
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr MePharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Mr Tonkin
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

and a

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor

Ayes
Mr Mclver
MrT. J. Burke
M r Bryce
Mr Harman

Noes 23
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Crane
Mr Spriggs
Mr Watt
Mr Herzfeld

(Teller)

The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I
give my casting vote with the Noes.

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: What we are going to do now

is limit the number of prospecting licences to 10.
This means absolutely nothing. The Minister now,
out of the goodness of his heart, will allow
prospectors to peg 10 contiguous mineral claims
and have them granted by a warden. He will ask
that $8 000 be spent on each claim annually. The
Minister has been misleading the Committee on
this issue; he has done it now several times.

I have asked the Minister what the expenditure
conditions of a prospecting licence were. The
Minister said-

The member for South Perth asked what
sort of conditions on expenditure will be
included in the regulations. They will be
based roughly on the present conditions
where three men work every I00 acres five
days a week for a whole year. However,
possibly they will be less onerous. We will
probably translate this into a man's wage and
say, "Either you spend, say, $8 000 each year
or you work it according to your choice, or
you mix the two."

I say the Minister has been misleading the
Committee and the people of Western Australia. I
asked for that information twice because I wanted
it recorded in H-ansard as I knew the Minister
would go back on his word.

The Minister has spoken about the expenditure
conditions in the Press and said I had used the
$8 000 as the value of one man's work wrongly in
relation to mineral claim labour conditions of
three men for each 40.5 hectares. When the
Minister made that statement he was referring to
the conditions of mineral claims and three men
working 100 acres, five days a week.

However, in the Press he has told the people of
(Teller) Western Australia that I had wrongly interpreted
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this statement. He tried to get out of it by saying
the prospecting licence would replace the present
prospecting areas. As if that would make any
difference.

The Minister has tried to wriggle out of the
situation and wriggle out of what he said in
Parliament. The Minister has now said that
prospecting area conditions will apply. But on
that issue the Act states-

If the area is registered under (a) of
Regulation 5 it shall be so worked by one
man if the area does not exceed twenty-four
acres and by two men if it exceeds twenty-
four acres.

That is outside a goldfield or more than 50 miles
from a mine. If a claim is in a goldfield area one
man must work 12 acres and two men must work
areas of 13 to 24 acres. The Minister has tried to
wriggle out of his statements which are recorded
in black and white in Hansard, but he is
misleading the Committee and the people of
Western Australia. He has done this on numerous
occasions.

The Minister said I meant prospecting areas
when I made a previous statement. He meant
prospecting areas where one man has to work 12
acres full-time and then transferred it into a
man's wages using the figure of $8 000. That is
the situation the Minister is trying to wriggle out
of.

The Minister has said he introduced the
amendment under duress. He does not want to
make any concession to the small man. I had- to
force the Minister to introduce the amendment
without any help from the member for
Murchison-Eyre. I agree with everything that was
said earlier by the member for Murchison-Eyre
and after the meeting I have in mind I went to the
Press.

Mr Coyne: You forgot about that.
Mr GRAYDEN: Until we had the subsequent

statement by the Minister and he repudiated
everything?

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member is
straying too far from the essence of the words to
be added, which relate principally and
overwhelmingly to a limit of no more than 10
prospecting licences. I urge the member to confine
his remarks to those words.

Mr GRAYDEN: This amendment is absolutely
worthless. Why have 10 contiguous claims if the
expenditure conditions are to be $8 000 on each
licence? What sort of man will be prepared to
walk around prospecting in remote areas of the

State if he is to be required to expend $8 000 on
each claim every year?

Mr Coyne: You didn't know about the
expenditure conditions. That Press statement
nailed you and you will stand condemned for the
rest of your life.

Mr ORAYDEN: The member for Murchison-
Eyre has betrayed his electors. He is a Judas
Iscariot. The member ignored his electors to save
his own head.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to
direct his remarks through the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: The amendment is absolutely
worthless because the Minister has repudiated the
undertaking he entered into. The Minister placed
an amendment relating to miner's rights on the
notice paper and then he placed the previous
amendment on it as well. The amendment is
recognised by every prospector in Western
Australia as being worthless.

We all know what happened to the member for
Murchison-Eyre the other day. He went to
Meekatharra and asked the prospectors there for
a vote of confidence and not a single individual
would stand up in favour of his motion. They
voted to retain the old Act and reject this
nonsense.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not find this relevant
to the clause. I ask the member to confiiie his
remarks to the question before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I was simply saying that
prospectors everywhere reject this provision. They
realise it is worthless because of the expenditure
conditions which the Minister will impose on each
prospecting licence area. Those conditions are
absolutely meaningless. There will not be a
prospecting licence area in Western Australia
taken up if these expenditure conditions are
imposed, and yet we are talking in terms of
contiguous pegging.

Those currently engaged in exploration for base
metals-all the prospectors and all the small
exploration companies-will have to cease work
on prospecting in Western Australia. They will
have to go outside this State to do their
prospecting. To what other industry would we do
this? I cannot imagine this type of provision
applying to a section of the Minister's
constituents, yet he is prepared to do it to the
prospectors with the support of the member for
Murchison-Eyre, who is betraying his electors.

It was the Liberal Party which conducted the
meeting in Meekatharra recently and it was made
clear that the present member would not get the
Liberal Party endorsement for the next election.
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The seriousness of ibis clause is that it will put
out of business every small prospector and every
exploration company. Are we to barter with the
livelihood of our constituents? What God-given
right has the member for Murchison-Eyre, the
Minister, or anybody else to barter with the
livelihood or people and small companies? When
these matters were rendered meaningless I went
to the party meeting and simply pointed'out what
had been done, and I said that unless the Bill was
withdrawn I must oppose it. The member for
Murchison-Eyre is not prepared to do that. He
has snivelled in this House, and he has snivelled in
his electorate in an effort to save his miserable
hide. What sort of man are we dealing with?

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member is
straying too far from the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: The member for Murchison-
Eyre was not within 500 miles of the meeting at
Leonora, and when the protestors marched to
Parliament House he was peeking through the
curtains at the windows.

Mr Coyne: And you are in Jones' pocket.
Mr GRAYDEN: The member for Murchison-

Eyre cannot recognise the significance of a person
going to the Liberal Party and saying, "You have
not honoured your undertaking." The situation is
that the member for Murchison-Eyre thinks he
can barter with the livelihood of his constituents.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I suggest the
member is straying from the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: We will have to let this
amendment through in the hope that when the
regulations are brought down, in 18 months or
two years' time-and the campaign will continue
until they are brought down-we will have ample
opportunity to point out any shortcomings. We
will endeavour to ensure that the expenditure
conditions are reduced to a level which will enable
prospectors to set up in business even though at
this stage the Minister has said they should not be
in business. The member for Murchison-Eyre
refers to them as leeches and parasites. If the
expenditure conditions are not acceptable to the
mining industry, motions will be introduced in
this place and in another place for the
disallowance of the regulations. At the moment,
the amendment is of no consequence.

Mr GRILL: Why is there to be no restriction
on thc number of prospecting licences held by any
one company or person?

Mr Coyne: Have you read the report of the
committee of inquiry? You should have got the
evidence from that.

Mr GRILL: I have read the report and it does
not give the evidence. I challenge the Minister to
answer that question tonight. The only reason for
restricting the number of licences is to force out,
of the game the small prospectors, and leave the
field wide open for the large companies. That is
written clearly into the exploration licence to
which the Minister has referred. By the way, he
makes a mistake in equating five prospecting
licenees with one exploration area; it should be
10. An exploration licence cannot be held by a
small prospector.

Mr Mensaros: How can a person have the
resources for 10 areas, if he does not have the
resources for one area?

Mr GRILL: I am arguing about the conditions.
The Bill will make it impossible for the small
prospector.

Mr Mensaros: Y ou shame the law teachers who
taught you.

Mr GRILL: I do not get down to that personal
gutter-type sniping. I take it the Minister cannot
answer the question.

Mr Mensaros: I will not reply more than once.
Mr GRILL: That is the kind of gutter-type

sniping we get.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to

direct his remarks to the amendment.
Mr GRILL: I must defend myself, and the

proper course would have been to ask the Minister
to withdraw his remarks.

The Minister would have us believe that all that
is necessary is for a small prospector to apply for
an exploration licence. He will not be able to hold
one. The Bill does not say that, but those people
who wish to a4ply for exploration licences will be
forced into the situation where they will be
completely at the mercy of the Minister. The
Minister will have hold of the reins; all the power
is centralised in one person. All discretion will be
exercised by one person, and there will be no
criterion as to how that discretion will be used.
The whole thing is arbitrary. The Government
does not want the prospectors to get in the road
by holding areas of land; that is the reason behind
the measure. That is the single golden thread
running through this legislation.

Mr GRAYDEN: It is terribly unfortunate that
the Committee is being asked to support an
amendmerit of this kind. The Minister has already
indicated he is not in favour of it. He has
indicated that it has been forced upon him,
virtually, as indeed it was. I am curious to know
why the Minister is so opposed to this
amendment. It will help the small man in
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Western Australia, so why should he be so
reluctant to grant 10 contiguous claims?

It will make a difference to the small man if the
expenditure conditions can be brought down in
respect of prospecting licence areas. But, it will
not go nearly far enough. The quota should have
been at least permissible in each mineral field
because we will have the situation where a
prospector will peg 10 areas, if they are granted
to him by the warden and then have to cease
prospecting.

Unfortunately, the whole emphasis of this Bill
is against the small man and in favour of the big
man. Why is this so? What charisma is there in
the big cars as far as the Minister for Mines is
concerned? What is so repulsive about small
people in our community? What is so repulsive
about the prospectors at Mt. Magnet and
Leonora?

Mr Coyne: They are the salt of the earth.
Mr GRAYDEN: They are as far as I am

concerned. However, the member for Murchison-
Eyre has referred to them as leeches and
parasites. Has any member ever heard another
member make such comments about his
constituents?

Mr T. H. Jones: Only somebody who does not
want to be in this place for very long.

Mr GRAYDEN: He said that.
The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to

confine his remarks strictly to the words to be
added.

Mr GRAYDEN: Clause 40. in part, reads-
40.(l) Subject to this Act, the warden

may, on the application of any person grant
to that person a licence to be known as a
prospecting licence.

(2) The area of land in respect of which
any one prospecting licence may be granted
shall not exceed two hundred hectares.

The Minister intends to add the following-
(3) Subject to this Act no more than ten

prospecting licences, whether contiguous or
otherwise, may be granted to the same
person without the approval of the Minister.

How could an amendment of that kind ever be
forced on to us by a Liberal Minister? Are we not
the people who go around the countryside
emphasising the importance of and encouraging
small businessmen? Are we not the party that
goes out of its way to talk in terms of
decentralisation? Why then should we impose this
provision on the small businessman who happens

to derive his livelihood from prospecting for
minerals?

It is hypocrisy for the Minister to talk in terms
of helping some businesses through the
Department of Industrial Development, and at
the same time take this kind of action against
another section of small businessmen. How does
the Minister, who is also the Minister for
Industrial Development justify destroying the
livelihood of people in Western Australia who
have traditionally searched for minerals and then
negotiated deals in respect of what they Aind?

The Minister has said, time and time
again-and it is recorded in Hansard and the
Press-that he wants to eliminate that particular
provision. When a large company makes a find, it
enters into a consortium agreement. But, the
Minister has this thing about some businessmen.
How will he be able to hold up his head when he
moves around Western Australia? How will he be
able to go into the mining towns of Western
Australia? Does the Minister think the people will
have any confidence in him? The Minister is
aware that the small prospecting companies have
been in business in Western Australia in that
particular field.

The people who are now engaged in these
businesses are following their parents.

Mr Coyne: And the grandparents.
Mr ORAYDEN: Yes, and in some cases the

grandparents. I would be in that situation myself.
What an incredible situation, and yet the Minister
will say that the people who search for minerals
and then enter into some deal should be out of the
business altogether. This is the Minister from
whom we hear those platitudes about small
businessmen. This amendment will impose a
tremendous burden upon small businessmen
engaged in mineral exploration.

It is a shocking thing that the Minister can
express concern over rising unemployment
figures. How can he genuinely do that and retain
credibility as a person? How can we continue to
express concern about the unemployment figures
increasing week after week, month after month,
and year after year, and yet introduce an
amendment of this kind? We are saying to the
small companies engaged in mineral exploration,
"Pack up and get out of the industry or go
interstate." Think of the extra unemployment this
will cause.

The meeting hastily called the other day
attracted 120 representatives of these small
businesses, all of which employ other people.
When this legislation is implemented many of
them will be out of business. The people who peg

4863



4864 [ASSEMBLY]

in the manner I have referred to will not get a
look in for exploration licences. The big
companies will take as much as they want. Just
consider what would have happened to diamond
exploration had this legislation been in force. The
First company seeking diamonds would have
approached the Minister and said, "We are
interested in diamonds."

In such a situation the Minister would allocate
the company 10, 200-square-kilometre areas-or
40 if necessary-and the diamond situation in the
north would have been locked into one company,
and possibly a wholly-overseas-controlled
company. All these small companies which are
presently pegging in the north would be
eliminated. In the Bill we will limit the small man
to 10 claims and we will say to him, "Once you
have had your quota, you should sack your men
and get out of the industry. You should try a little
exploration in New Guinea or somewhere like
that, because you are not welcome in Western
Australia."

The Minister for Industrial Development has
expressed concern about rising unemployment,
and he has professed an interest in helping small
businesses. How can he then take this action in
regard to quite a large industry in Western
Australia?

Mineral exploration commenced in the very
first days of this colony, and it has continued ever
since. Most of the big inds in Western Australia
were made either by single prospectors or small
prospecting companies. I see in this morning's
Press that Pickands Mather was granted a lease
last year. That is nonsense, of course, because it
was during the nickel boom that this company
had the lease on 40000 square miles in the
Kimberley, and it did not find anything. Since
then of course small prospectors and small
companies have gone into that area and located
all sorts of minerals.

Mr COYNE: It is about time we brought a
little objectivity into the debate. I think it was the
member for Yilgarn-Dundas who referred earlier
to the prospecting licence, and I want to deal
specifically with that matter.

The amendment agreed to was to extend the
200-hectare prospecting licence from a limit of
10, none of which could be contiguous, to a
number up to 10 which could be contiguous and
which the warden could allocate, a further 10
with the warden's approval and the Minister's
agreement, and a further number if certain
specific geological conditions required it.

My fundamental arguments are based on the
report of the committee of inquiry which was

presented to this Parliament in 1971. In that
report the committee relates very clearly the
reason for the necessity for a new Mining Act. I
do not want to quote too fully from this report,-
but simply to refer to certain relevant parts.
Under the heading, "The Mining Act 1904 and
its deficiencies", the report had this to say-

It is said that the Mining Act was largely
written by the gold miners for the gold
miners themselves and certainly it bears
many indications that this was so. Some of its
terms and concepts seem to have evolved in
what has been described judicially as an
atmosphere of frontier jargon and folk-lore.
The accent of the Act is on the search for
gold by individual prospectors and the
regulation of their rights to mine. It pays
very little attention to base metals.

And then on page 10 appears the following
cam ment-

We do not think there is any doubt that
the Act is thoroughly out of date and is ill-
suited to the requirements of the mining
industry as it exists today. The Act might
well be described as a pick and shovel period
Act trying to fulfill the needs of a
mechanised and sophisticated industry.

I remind members that my main concern here is
with the prospecting licence. The committee said
this-

As far as the mining industry is concerned
the principal deficiency of the present Act is
the absence of any provision for a proper
prospecting title.

I am referring to the absence of a provision in
relation to prospecting licences in the present Act.
There is reference to a prospecting area in
relation to goldmining, but no actual prospecting
licence. In the past a mineral claim has been used
both as a mining tenement and as a holding
tenement. This deficiency was pointed out by the
committee of inquiry.

Mr Jamieson: If you talk to the members of
that committee of inquiry you will find out that
they now go back on many of their statements.

Mr COYNE: It is all right to denigrate these
people-

Mr Jamieson: I am not denigrating them, but I
am just pointing out that they have changed their
minds.

Mr COYNE: To continue-
There was fairly general agreement that

the Mineral Claim was an unsatisfactory
form of title and had outlived its usefulness.
It was suggested that it be replaced by a
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form or forms of tenement designed
specifically for prospecting.

Further on it says-
The Mineral Claim, somewhat strangely,

is not mentioned in the Act itself. It is a
creaturc only of the Regulations. It is ill
defined and doubtful as a title and its tenure
is insecure inasmuch as it has no fixed term.

It was pointed out that one of the deficiencies of
the mineral claim was that it was a prospecting
title under which ground could be held
indefinitely. One of the other comments made by
the committee was as follows-

Speculation has been tre and frequently
Claims have been applied for and then sold
virtually as "real estate".

That situation still prevails today. Further on the
committee said-

It appears to us that substantial changes
are needed in the Mining Act to bring it into
line with the changed conditions which now
exist.

The prospecting licence is a tenement that will
take the place of a mineral claim. Let us look at
some of the complaints made during the boom
about the mineral claim. There was criticism that
the mineral claim was obstructing small
prospectors. There were myriads of Press releases
at that time-between 1968 and 1973-on this
particular matter. It became evident that
goldminers and prospectors were being frustrated.
I have here a cutting from The West Australian
of the 2nd June, 1973. It reads as follows-

Mines Dept. cracks down
The W.A. Mines Department has decided

to crack down on speculative peggers of
mineral claims and gold mining leases, to
free ground that has been taken up to sell
rather than to explore.

However, because it is impossible for
department inspectors to police any
significant proportion of claims and leases,
they are relying on complaints from genuine
prospectors.

They will be seeking out likely claims that
are not being worked in accordance with
labour conditions laid down by the Act.

The Minister for Mines, Mr May,
promised yesterday that the provisions
relating to forfeiture would be strictly
enforced.

This move followed a complaint by the
president of the Coolgardie branch of the
Amalgamated Prospcctors' and Leaseholders'

(153)

Association, Mr Harry Boucher, about
speculative pegging.

Mr May warned that claims were not
granted for speculative purposes, and
speculators would not be given exemption
from the obligation to work ground held by
them.

At that time many people were disadvantaged by
speculative peggers who were holding ground.
These people had no other obligation than the
necessity to pay 25c an acre. This was
subsequently raised to 50c an acre. That tenement
is being replaced by the prospecting licence and
that will encourage the turnover of ground; it will
be an incentive to the industry. It will prevent
companies from holding large areas.

In my second reading speech I referred to the
large amount of land being held by the Teutonic
Bore group. I mentioned that this group involved
33 different bodies or individuals. Each of these
33 different bodies or individuals holds an average
of 44 tenements. It is incorrect for the prospectors
to say they will be disadvantaged by this
provision. They were disadvantaged under the old
legislation, and there are many Press cuttings
from that period which show I am right.

This is one of the points I made at the meeting
at Meekatharra the other day. It is interesting
that some of the people listed in these Press
releases were at that meeting. I think Mr Boucher
was one.

In the Kalgoorlie Miner of the 29th July, 1978,
the following article appeared-

PROSPECTORS FEEL TOO MUCH
LAND TIED-UP IN MINERAL CLAIMS
Want Public Meeting Called To
Discuss Position

Gold prospectors attacked legislation
allowing mineral exploration companies to
peg vast areas of land at a meeting called by
the Kalgoorlie branch of the Australian
Labor Party yesterday.

The prospectors claimed at the meeting
that the genuine gold prospectors could no
longer peg a prospecting area or gold mining
lease because so much land had been
swallowed up in temporary reserves or
mineral claims.

It was decided to ask the mayor of
Kalgoorlie, Mr L. A. Alman, to call a public
meeting to gain support for the genuine
prospectors.

It was suggested that all prospectors'
associations, local M's.P. and State battery
managers be requested to attend the meeting.

4865



4866 [ASSEMBLY]

Mr T. Evans, M.L.A., for Kalgoorlie, told
the prospectors that mineral companies were
pegging large areas of land, forcing
prospectors out of existence.

He has now changed his mind. HeI does not
believe that is so at all.

I would like to refute some of the claims made
by the member for South Perth when he
deliberately distorted the explanation given by the
Minister in respect of mineral claims. I have
carried out a little homework on this matter. The
Minister expressed the view that a person would
expect to earn approximately $8 000 if he were
not running a goldmining GNL. If we placed him
as working it we must consider he holds that
claim by his own labour, so we value that labour
at $8 000 a year.

The member for South Perth conveniently tack
that figure and applied it to this three men per
100 acre principle, which worked out at nine men
for each 300-acre tenement. This translated into
an expenditure condition of some $ 120 000.

These are the sorts of emotive statements which
spread fear throughout the mining areas. Ft was
the hysterical outburst of the member for South
Perth which caused all the confusion.

The member for South Perth made the idiotic
suggestion that the Government was agai nst
prospectors. The Government, by its very actions
and the work it has done to help those going into
the mining industry has given tangible evidence of
its support for this industry. Surely it cannot be
construed by any member that the Government
and the Mines Department are conducting some
sort of vendetta against the mining industry. Look
at the help the Government has given to this
industry. It gave SI million to Nepean, $500000
to North Kalgurli, and $150 000 to Hill 50. The
Government has been extremely generous and
very aware of what is happening in Kalgoorlie.
All this can be proved.

The Government is not conducting a vendetta
against prospectors. They are the salt of the earth
of this country. In fact, they are the original
private enterprise people and they are the people I
have sworn to protect. I have told each and every
one of those prospectors in my area that I am the
only one who is accountable. I have told them not
to listen to people who make statements in the
media and over the air. If what I tell them is not
right, I will lose my head. Those other people will
vanish like the morning mist, but I will still be
there.

This Bill will not affect the small prospector
one iota. I say this because my conviction has
been strengthened throughout the time I have

worked with this Bill. I have eaten with this Bill,
drankwith it and slept with it and I believe it is
the best piece of legislation ever to come before
this House. It is a breath of fresh air which will
encourage incentive in the mining industry and
will help attract overseas investment.

Mr Grayden: That is why they howled you out
of every town in your electorate.

Mr COYNE: I do not mind, as long as I keep
my principles. I went up there and told them what
I was going to do; at least they appreciated that.
It is no good skulking around down here and
making empty statements.
.I wish to make just one other point regarding

the emotive statement of the member for South
Perth that prospectors will be required to spend
$120000 a year to maintain their leases. The
expenditure requirement on a temporary reserve
is a minimum of $40 000 a year, plus roughly
$3 000 per application. If we equate that down to
the new type of tenement called an exploration
tenement-where the same values are to
apply-we go from a maximum of 200 square
kilometres to a minimum of 10 square kilometres,
or one-twentieth of the larger area. If we take
one-twentieth of the total expenditure
requirement of $43 000, it equates down to about
$2 500. 1 do not say that is exactly correct; I am
simply trying to give an illustration.

Mr Grayden: Can't you read? Read the
Minister's statement in Hansard.

Mr COYNE: Why should anybody want to peg
a prospecting licence and pay up to 15 times that
amount, as the member for South Perth suggests,
when he can peg an exploration licence for $2 500
and receive 10 square kilometres? Mr Chairman,
that is the explanation I wish to give; F simply
wanted to nail that stupid, idiotic statement once
and for all.

Mr JAMIESON: I wish to include the Minister
in this debate. He is the main feature but tonight
he has not even had a bit part. Some better way
should be found to give far greater protection to
people interested in prospecting in a certain area,
particularly in the remote areas of our State. The
member for Murchison-Eyre has too much
consideration for those tinpot areas he knows. We
should be paying more attention to areas like
Lake Disappointment and further afield, where
prospectors are looking for new strikes. Surely if
these people find some fault line, or a lode, they
are entitled to some form of early protection.

If the Minister does not want to have large
areas tied up, he could be advised when more than
10 such prospecting licences are granted by the
warden and, if necessary, within a certain time
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some of those licences could be forfeited back to
the Crown.

The member for South Perth would know far
better than 1 that there are areas where there has
been movement of the terrain. What looks
attractive in one spot is not attractive on the other
side of the hill, and the lode reappears a few miles
further on. The prospector who finds such an area
should have the right to examine it without the
possibility of it being purloined by somebody else,
or of somebody else gaining an interest in his area
while he is examining it.

If the matter must go before the Minister for
his approval, the world is going to know about it
and the prospector will be in all sorts of trouble.
The Minister will have pressures put on him from
people wanting prospecting licences in that area

I suggest the Minister has another look at his
proposal to see whether he can come up with a
way of securing those areas for the people who are
prepared to go out and do the hard work and find
them. I am not so much interested in the older
areas which have been pegged and repegged and
which have been rehashed several times tonight.
Our State contains large areas which have not
been investigated as to their mineral potential and
it is those areas at which we should be
encouraging prospectors to look.

Mr GRAYDEN: The member for Murchison-
Eyre said he would nail my "idiotic" statement-

Mr Coyne: That is what I said, and [ stand by
it.

Mr GRAYDEN: -that exorbitant expenditure
conditions would be imposed upon these
prospectors. I come back to the Minister's
statement. We have had a lot of prevarication on
this point tonight from both the Minister and the
member for Murchison-flyre. Of course, one
would expect it of the member for Murchison-
Eyre, However, the Minister's statement is in
black and white in Hansard. Therefore, I say the
Minister is guilty of prevarication and of
misleading the Committee. We should not
tolerate such behaviour from the Minister or from
the member for Murchison-Eyre.

The member for Murchison-Eyre, of course,
has misled his own constituents. In addition, he is
trying to mislead this Chamber and the people of
Western Australia by talking in terms of
expenditure conditions of only $250.

Let us look again at the actual statement of the
Minister. 1 asked the Minister a question during
the course of the second reading debate for the
express reason that there be no misunderstanding.

My first question was as follows-

Before you sit down, would you answer one
question? Approximately what expenditure
conditions will be imposed on the holder of a
prospecting licence?

That is the tenement we are talking about;
however, obviously neither the Minister nor the
member for Murchison-Eyre can comprehend
this.

When I did not receive an answer I asked him
again. My second question, by way of interjection,
was as follows-

Getting away from security, what sort of
labour or, in lieu of that, expenditure
conditions are you expecting?

The Minister finally got around to answering my
question. He said-

They will be based roughly on the present
conditions where three men work every 100
acres five days a week for a whole year.

They are the present conditions for a mineral
claim, and the Minister said that the conditions
for the new prospecting licence areas would be
roughly the same. He continued-

However, possibly they will be less
onerous.

He did not say they would not be less onerous,
only that "possibly" they would be less onerous.
He continued-

We will probably translate this into a
man's wage and say, "Either you spend, say,
$8 000 each year or you work it according to
your choice, or you mix the two."

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I again suggest
most strongly to the member for South Perth that
we are debating the addition of words relating to
no more than 10 prospecting licences, and
contiguity. I strongly direct the member for South
Perth to relate his remarks to the amendment
before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: Mr Chairman, I appreciate
your direction. However, the member for
Murchison-Eyre was permitted to state he was
going to nail an "idiotic" statement I made, and I
was simply pointing out there was absolutely no
truth in his statement, or in what the Minister
said. They have bosh been prevaricating, and that
is a serious situation.

I cannot emphasise it too strongly. The
Minister's statement is in black and white in
Hansard and he was replying to a direct question
I put to him. So, rather than the member for
Murchison-Eyre nailing an "idiotic" statement he
was simply highlighting the fact that both he and
the Minister are prevaricating on this issue. Not
only have they misled this Chamber but also they

4867



4868 [ASS EM BLY]

have attempted to mislead the people of Western
Australia.

The member for Murchison-Eyre said the old
Act must be changed because it was a pick and
shovel Act. I would agree it contains some dead
wood and some redundant provisions. However,
they could be eliminated from the Act in about
two hours. What else is wrong with the old Act?
It has everything the new legislation contains. It
provides for temporary reserves; the new
legislation calls them "exploration licences",
which amounts to the same thing. The new
legislation provides for prospecting licences of 200
hectares, whereas the old Act describes them as
",mineral claims"-once again, exactly the same
thing except, of course, that a prospector can
obtain a mineral claim for 50c an acre under the
existing legislation whereas under the proposed
Act, the Minister will seek to impose extortionate
expenditure conditions.

When the Minister told us of the conditions to
be imposed on the holders of prospecting licence
areas, he also stated that, due to the streamlining
which would take place in his department he
would be in a position to free officers in order to
police the conditions to ensure expenditure was
being carried out. So, the Minister's intention is
absolutely clear, and it ill behoves him to talk in
terms of there being dishonest people in this
Chamber. If there is a dishonest person in this
Chamber, I believe the Minister should examine
his own conscience. It was a despicable and
scurrilous statement. I ask the Minister again to
examine his own conscience in the light of the
way he has misled this Parliament and the people
of Western Australia.

The member for Murchison-Eyre spoke in
terms of mineral claims not giving a satisfactory
prospecting title. What absolute nonsense! There
are several million mineral claims pegged in
Western Australia at the moment. They are the
equivalent of this prospecting licence area. Those
mineral claims are of 300 acres each, and the
prospecting licences will be of 500 acres. The
mineral claims give an infinitely better title than
the proposed prospecting licences. A person can
peg a mineral claim and work it. He can actually
conduct mining operations on it if he wishes to, or
he can keep il as a holding tenement. A mineral
claim is better in every way than this rubbishy
sort of prospecting licence which the Minister is
trying to write into this Bill.

While the member for Murchisort-Eyre has
rubbished the miners in Western Australia, he has
simply said that people are taking up areas of
mineral claims, but he did not complain about the
huge temporary reserves being granted which

were doing exactly the same thing. The member is
not criticising this sort of temporary reserve. He is
saying that the small man who uses the mineral
claim of 300 acres should not have the
opportunity to do so.

He makes no criticism of the big companies
and the huge areas they have taken out. There is
criticism of the small prospector for using the
mineral claims.

The member for Murchison-Eyre spoke in
terms of it being necessary to change the Act
because of the new technology in the industry.
The very reverse is the truth. There is a satellite
which revolves around the earth and passes over
Perth between the hours of 9.00 and 9.30 once
every 16 days. It travels at a height of 920
kilometres, and it constantly beams television
pictures to the space headquarters in the United
States. Those pictures are of the country the
satellite is passing over. This data is made
available by the United States throughout the
world, free of charge.

The smallest company in Western Australia
can obtain pictures of a certain area. This
technology is being made available free of charge.
The scanning taking place in the LANDSAT
programme enables a prospector to obtain a
picture of a particular area he is interested in.
That picture delineates various things including
the faults in the earth's crust. The intersections of
those faults are often highly mineralised. The
prospector, in his office, without walking around
the countryside, can obtain a picture of the Port
H-edland area and he can pinpoint an area-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member's time
has expired.

Mr GRILL: I would like to clear up an
impression that the member for Murchison-Eyre
tried to give. He tried to give the impression that
this amendment to the Bill was merely echoing
and duplicating the recommendations of the
commission which inquired into this Act. That is
a long way from the truth. The recommendation
pertaining to this particular clause is
recommendation No. 2(t3)(b) which reads as
follows-

No person should be able to hold or
control a group of more than ten contiguous
Prospecting Licences;

The amendment we are considering now reads-
(3) Subject to this Act no more than ten

prospecting licences, whether contiguous or
otherwise, may be granted to the same
person without the approval of the Minister.
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That is something quite different. The mere fact
that the member could construe those words as
meaning the same thing is absolutely amazing.

I do not agree with what the committee was
saying; but it was saying that a person should not
have more than 10 contiguous prospecting
licences. However, that person could have 10 lots
of IC, or he could have 20 lots of one, or 30 lots of
one. He could have a variety of combinations.

This particular amendment says that a person
cannot have more than 10, subject to the
Minister's approval. That is an entirely different
matter. In the recommendation by the
commission, a person could hold up to 100 or 200
prospecting areas, given that there are 20 mineral
fields in Western Australia. That is just simple
arithmetic. This limits the prospector to 10.

Let us now consider the recommendation of the
committee with respect to exploration licences.
Members will notice a very big difference
betwccn what the Minister recommends in his Bill
and the recommendations of the committee of
inquiry.

Mr Mensaros: How does this relate to the
amendment?

Mr GRILL: The recommendation reads-
No person should be able to hold or

control an Exploration Licence which is
contiguous to another prospecting tenement
held or controlled by him;

Under the Bill, a person could hold as many
exploration licences as he wished, and they could
be contiguous or otherwise. That highlights how
harsh the Government and the Minister have been
in relation to the small prospectors. It highlights
how easy they have been on the big companies.

Sir Charles Court: Are you supporting this
amendment in the light of that? I gather you are
opposing it.

Mr GRILL: I would like to see an amendment
in much wider terms.

Under the Bill there is the situation where a
person can hold as many exploration licences as
he wishes, and they can be as contiguous as he
wishes. That highlights the differential attitude of
the Government towards the prospectors and the
big companies in respect of this particular
legislation.

This gives the lie to the statement by the
member for Murchison-Eyre that this Bill echoes
the recommendations of the committee of inquiry.
That is just rubbish. The member for Murchison-
Eyre referred to this report as his bible-

Mr Grayden: The recommendations have not
been followed anywhere.

Mr GRILL: Obviously the member for
Murchison-Eyre has not read the report. He is
implying that other people have not read it or do
not understand it. That is absolutely ridiculous.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr GRAYDEN: I wish now to speak on the

clause. There is a matter I wish to draw to the
attention of the Minister because obviously he has
not realised it. This illustrates how farcical the
Bill is. We now have a clause which reads-

40. (1) Subject to this Act, the warden
may, on the application of any person grant
to that person a licence to be known as a
prospecting licence.

(2) The area of land in respect of which
any one prospecting licence may be granted
shall not exceed two hundred hectares.

(3) Subject to this Act no more than ten
prospecting licences, whether contiguous or
otherwise, may be granted to the same
person without the approval of the Minister.

That is the situation in the Bill as it now stands,
and that will be the situation in the Act, if ever it
is assented to.

When the Minister introduced that amendment
he made it clear he would grant only a further 10
leases. He would grant more under exceptional
circumstances if geological considerations
warranted it. This will grievously affect the big
companies. The Minister will not merely liquidate
the small companies but also the big companies.
Big companies in Western Australia will be in the
same position as small companies in relation to
pegging with prospecting licences. Big companies
such as Western Mining will be affected. If they
have their quota now they will have to rely on
exploration areas. There will be a lot of areas
these companies will not be able to explore
because already there will be activity in them.
Irrespective of what the Minister's motives may
be, the Minister will never be able to grant an
exploration licence in areas of activity.

He granted temporary reserves to Newmont,
which is a wholly-owned American company,
currently sending out of Australia $I million
weekly, on which no tax is paid.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
draw the member's attention to the fact that
clause 40, as amended, relates to prospecting
licences. The member will have ample opportunity
in later clauses to relate his remarks to the
matters he is now touching upon. The member
should relate his remarks to the subject before the
Chair.
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Mr GRAYDEN: In the light of the Minister's
statement, the Bill, as amended, makes the whole
thing farcical. Even though it is not written into
the amendment, the Minister has made it
absolutely clear how he is going to apply these
provisions, unless of course he is again going back
on what he has enunciated. The big companies
will be grievously affected and once they have
their quota they will be out of the exploration
business. Is the Minister going to go back on his
statement, just as he has gone back on what he
has enunciated in respect of expenditure
conditions? His words have been recorded in
Hansard several times.

The Minister will have to go back on his
statements after these regulations are
promulgated. If he has not already gone back on
this one, every big company in Western Australia
will be in the net. Western Mining will not be
able to go from one mineral field to another
except by having the Minister allocate additional
exploration licences. If that happens in areas of
activity the matter will be brought up in this
Parliament.

By refusing the previous amendment to allow a
quota in each mineral field the Minister has
indicated the granting of additional exploration
licences is not on; once a quota has been given,
that will be the end. If the Minister deviates from
this and starts to hand out special licences the
matter will be brought to Parliament. This is the
end of exploration with prospecting licences as far
as the big companies are concerned.

During d recent meeting of the Chamber of
Mines at which the Minister was present, a man I
believe to be the president of that chamber
indicated his firm was the first in the Teutonic
Bore. Surely the member for Murchison-Eyre
would not call him a liar.

Several members interjected.
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! The

member for Gosnells should keep order. The
member for South Perth.

Mr GRAYDEN: I asked the gentleman why he
did not apply for temporary reserves on that
occasion and he indicated his company prefers to
peg with mineral claims, in this case with
prospecting licences. He did not want to go to the
bother of taking out temporary reserves for
exploration licence areas.

If the Minister for Mines sticks to the
statements he made the other day he will be
confining big companies to their quotas, just as he
will confine the small companies. Surely we will
not see special dispensation for the larger
companies.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! Can the
member relate his remarks on exploration licences
to the clause under discussion, which specifically
relates to prospecting licences? Either he relates
his remarks to prospecting licences or I will be
obliged to sit him down.

Mr GRAYDEN: We are making provision for
prospecting licences to be used, but we are
limiting them. After the companies get their
quotas they will have to make use of exploration
licences which will be of no use to them if there is
any activity in the area they wish to search. They
will be debarred from these areas if this Bill
becomes law. I do not think it will become law
because it is full of provisions of this kind. We
will have every big company on the back of the
Minister, the Premier, and various members who
represent these far-flung constituencies.

Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 41: Application for prospecting

licence-
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 33-Delete paragraph (d).,
I refer members to the wording of subelause (1),
paragraphs (a) to (d). I am moving this
amendment because I believe paragraph (d) is an
imposition on the small man. Because a person
happens to be pegging with a prospecting licence,
he will have to go cap in hand to a warden, and
one can imagine the trouble such a person would
have to go to if he has nine prospecting licences.
He will have to give details of each licence. He
will have to give details of any prospecting licence
held or any current application for a prospecting
licence. That is humiliating in the extreme. Why
should it be requested?

Later on in the Bill we have the situation where
people are making applications for exploration
licences. This involves big companies. They do not
have to go along cap in hand to the warden and
say, "W already have 200 square kilometres in
exploration licence areas." They will not have to
give details of those licences. If they do not have
to do so, why should the small man have to go
along and give details of this kind to a warden?

It is another situation where the Government is
penalising the small man and pandering to the
large companies. There is absolutely no reason
that we should place this imposition on the small
man when a similar provision does not apply to
those who hold exploration licence areas. I do not
know whether the Minister Will agree with this. If
he does not, I shall move an amendment later on
to ensure that a person who applies for an
exploration licence area has to go along cap in
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hand and give details of any other exploration
licence areas he may have.

I do not believe I need to go any further. It is
self-explanatory.

Mr MENSAROS: The Committee has
accepted clause 40, which imposes certain
limitations. Because of this, it stands to reason
that in order to simplify the administration of
applications, an applicant should show he holds
already certain prospecting licences so that the
procedure taken by the warden can be carried out
more quickly. If this is not done, the process is
held up because a search would have to be made.
That is the reason for paragraph (d).

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 33, line 9-Delete the word
"applicant" and substitute the word
"warden".

I refer members to the wording of subelause (2).
A warden is sitting in an office with a typewriter
and all sorts of facilities. Somebody makes an
application which must be processed. The warden
has access to local authority maps of the district
and to information as to the owner's name, etc. If
the application is made in relation to the
Meekatharra area, the warden has maps of all the
pastoral properties there. He has the name of the
owner of the station and where he can be reached.
He has all this information at his fingertipa.

Mr Coyne: I have a map here if you wish to
have a look at it.

Mr GRAYDEN: The member is trying to be
facetious again. This matter affects his
constituents grievously as was evidenced by the
thorny reception given him at the meetings in his
electorate over the weekend.

Mr Pearce: And the ones he did not go to. H-e
did not go to all of them.

Mr GRAYDEN: This clause relates to the
service of notice on the owner or occupier of the
land. In most cases it would be the owner of a
station. The warden should serve notice. The
applicant has to put up security and enter into all
sorts of expenditure conditions. In the
circumstances, when an application is made for an
exploration licence, the warden should advise the
owner rather than the applicant.

Mr SKIDMORE: I support the amendment. It
is fair and equitable under the circumstances.
People have to take certain action when applying
for an exploration licence. This is an imposition
on people who are not always able to carry out the
provisions in the Bill.

In my opinion the warden should notify the
owner. A prospector could go out into an area at
the back of Leonora and find land which was
attractive to him and for which he wished to
obtain a prospecting licence. He has to come into
town to register the land and notify the owner
who may be hundreds of miles away.

Mr Mensaros: IHe only has to go to a letter box.
Mr SKIDMORE: The Minister is correct; but

he should read the rest of the clause. It goes on to
say that notice should be served on such other
persons as may be prescribed. He does not have to
serve notice on the landowner only; other people
may be prescribed and notice would have to be
served on them also. It would be much simpler
and it would help the small man-the people who
do not really understand the law which is being
foisted upon them by this Government-if the
warden served the notice.

The prospectors in the goldfields are, as
mentioned by the member for South Perth, the
salt of the earth. They do not really understand
what the law is all about. They are prospectors;
they go out and find a lease, they peg it, and get a
prospector's licence. The amendment proposed by
the member for South Perth will simplify the
matter. It will cost the Government absolutely
nothing and will put it a little on-side with the
small prospector.

This does not seem to be a great deal to ask a
Government which takes into account the
interests of the small person and the way in which
he will conduct his business under the legislation.
Does the Government intend to make it as
difficult as possible for a small miner to register a
tenement? If the small miner does not register it
properly, will he sutddenly disappear and will a big
company, such as Telfer Mines, take over the
development?

That is exactly what I want to prevent. I want
the small prospectors to have an opportunity to be
looked after. The amendment will be a step in the
right direction. It would indicate that we do not
have a halfhearted, callous Government with no
concern for prospectors, It would indicate the
Government is prepared to do something for the
little guy trying to prospect in these areas. I
support the amendment.

Mr MENSAROS: Again I briefly and
concisely reply. It is quite clear, as has been said
ofteni, that one of the aims of the Bill is to reduce
administration. In the Act, which members want
to retain, the provision has always been there.

Mr Skidmore: It does not necessarily make it
good.
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Mr MENSAROS: I know the honourable
member's argument. I am telling him the facts
which he does not know. If he wants to interject, I
will not reply.

I have said it often, and I say it again, that in
this simultaneous game of chess when I am
playing against about 21 players I am prepared to
reply once on every clause. I would think
members would be intelligent enough to submit
all their arguments in I5 minutes and therefore
they should not challenge me to reply again.

In this instance I reply by saying that in
sections 150 and 154 of the Act, relating to
private land, the obligation was always on the
applicant, as it rightly rests. In section 270A, the
same obligation relates to pastoral leases. In all
events the applicant has to make the notification.'If we do not include the reference to other
prescribed persons the member for Swan would be
the first to complain about the little old lady who
has a mortgage, for instance. He would ask:
Should she not be notified or should she be
ignored? Or is the honourable member saying
that anyone with an interest should not be
notified? I have explained the situation and I
oppose the amendment.

Mr B. T. BURKE: It is very discouraging to
see a Minister perform in the fashion in which
this Minister is constantly performing tonight in
reply to points raised on different clauses-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! I would appreciate the member speaking
to the amendment the Committee is discussing.

M r B. T. BU R KE: Wit h due respect, I have not
quite finished the first sentence of my speech. Sir,
your perspicacity is amazing if you can foretell
those things about which I will speak.

Nevertheless, I continue to say that the
Minister does this Committee no favour by
constantly telling us how obliging he is by
replying to arguments raised by members on both
sides of the Chamber about this horrific piece of
legislation. The Minister does the Committee no
favour by saying from time to time that he is able
to change his arguments, reverting to the merits
of the present Act to defend his present actions.
When it suits him the Minister talks about the
merits of the Bill, but now he overturns-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I have
asked the honourable member to relate his
remarks to the question before the Chair. We are
currently discussing an amendment to delete the
word "applicant". I call on the member for
Balcatta, if he wishes to continue his remarks, to
do so on the amendment.

Mr B. T. BURKE: If I could recap briefly, I
would say that in replying to those arguments
raised by the Minister, it is necessary to refer to
the arguments; and in defence of his action on this
part of the Bill the Minister said it was this part
of the Bill which was also contained in the present
legislation. He defended this part by referring to
those people who have held up the present Act as
some sort of paragon of virtue.

It becomes quite clear to members on both
sides of the Chamber that this part of the Bill
simply seeks to ensure that those people who need
to be notified are notified and the amendment of
the member for South Perth makes eminently
good sense because it ensures that if that is the
intention of the Bill those people who are best
equipped to carry out the notification shall be
obliged by the legislation to do so.

It is not important to talk about many of those
things which the Minister raised in his defence. It
is important simply to realise that if the Bill's
thrust is to ensure the notification of those people
who should be notified, it is essential to go along
with the amendment moved by the member for
South Perth to delete the word he seeks deleted
and to replace it with what he is proposing.

It is not an important part of the Bill, but the
Minister's attitude, combined with the attitude of
the Government, amply illustrates the inflexibility
and totality of the Government's position on the
matter. The Government is intent at any cost to
push through the legislation which has caused so
much concern. The attitude of the Minister to this
small amendment-which is supported by the
Opposition, which makes good sense, and which is
non-controversial-is just a glimmer of the great
hatred the Premier and the Minister have for any
people who dare to oppose them even in the
smallest of measures.

Mr GRAYDEN: I think I have stated most of
my objections, but another comes to mind. I am
simply saying that we should delete the word
"applicant" and insert in lieu thereof the word
'.warden". I have moved the amendment for one
particular reason.

The Minister has made it clear that one of the
purposes of the legislation-apart from
eliminating the small prospector and the small
company from the scene-is to streamline
procedures in the department. It will certainly
have that effect because following the elimination
of the small people the department will have to
deal for the most part with only big exploration
licence areas.

As a result many people in the Mines
Department will be sitting down doing nothing.
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Those people who at present have mineral claims
and tenements will not bother the department by
applying for a new tenement under the Bill
because of the expenditure conditions which the
Minister has mentioned and as recorded in
Hansard. The department, with its huge staff,
will administer only a handful of large exploration
licence areas. Consequently, widespread
dismissals will occur in the Mines Department.

Let us consider the situation in the warden's
office in Meekatharra, Leonora, or Mt. Magnet.
Currently the warden is kept relatively busy
servicing the mineral claims of which there are
several million in Western Australia. Rent on
each must be paid every year, so the warden is
relatively busy.

Mr Coyne: For only one day a month.
Mr CRAYDEN: That is because in the

electorate of the member for Murchison-Eyre
there are a number of offices and if the warden is
not in one, he will be in another.

Under the Bill prospectors will not be able to
take up areas because of the ridiculous
expenditure conditions the Minister has
mentioned. All the warden will do is receive an
occasional application for an exploration licence
area. It will certainly be an occasional application
because the area involved is 200 square kilomectres
and we do not need much of an imagination to
realise there will not be too many applications for
such an area floating around.

So a warden will be sitting there probably
wondering what to do with himself, and probably
wondering whether he should go fishing or rock
hunting. There will be very little for him to do.
The small man will have been eliminated because
he will not be able to use the ludicrous PL due to
the expenditure conditions. It is probable the
warden will be sitting in an air-conditioned office
with all the facilities in the world and looking for
something to do. Would it not be reasonable for
him to serve the notice on the owners of the
property? He will have a map showing the
location of the pastoral property, and he will be
able to look up a reference book to Aind out the
name of the owner. He would then simply write to
the owner and serve notice that an application
had been received.

We are to ask the prospector to do that work.
He will come from his lease, and have no facilities
available to help him Aind out the name of the
owner of the property. The owner could be in
Singapore, or somewhere else, but the prospector
will have to serve notice on him.

Here is a way we can assist the prospector by
streamlining procedures; precisely what the

Minister is talking about. The Minister's idea is to
eliminate the small man to lessen the work in the
Mines Department. It is exactly the same
situation as the person who keeps some fowls in
his backyard, and who decides to kill them off
because they are laying too many eggs, and he is
too lazy to collect the eggs!

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! I hope the member. will relate eggs to
applicants.

Mr GRAYDEN: We will streamline
procedures within the department by eliminating
small prospectors. A sum of $1.7 million will be
pruned from the Consolidated Revenue Fund
each year. If we are to streamline procedures to
that extent, surely it is not too much to expect a
warden, who will be relieved of his usual duties, to
serve notice on the owner of the station
concerned. It is a simple amendment, and it is a
way to ensure that the bureaucracy serves the
little man. Surely that is what we are striving for
in all our legislation. This is a situation where the
members of this Committee can direct that the
warden, sitting in his air-conditioned office, will
serve the notice.

The prospector could be involved in staying in
town for an additional day in order to obtain
information, and to comply with pettifogging
requirements. For that reason, I ask members to
support my amendment.

Mr SKIDMORE: I want to draw to the
attention of the Minister some of the pitfalls he
will face. He has indicated his desire to protect
two people: the landowner and the person lodging
the application for a prospecting licence. One
would expect the procedure to be as simple as
possible. If the warden undertook the duty of
carrying out the necessary notification, on behalf
of the applicant, that would avoid any possibility
of wrongful acknowledgment.

The Bill makes no allowance for the time
factor. A prospector could comply with the
obligations of the Act, and send away his
application. The landowner could simply say that
he had not received the application. The Bill does
not set down the procedure for the serving of a
notice. Most other legislation contains clear and
concise determinations on how notices will be
served. A prospector will simply place his notice
in a letterbox, and his risk will be gone. That is
not protecting the landowner.

If the Bill is amended as suggested by the
member for South Perth, the word of the warden
of the court could be taken as evidence that an
application had been sent to a landowner. That
seems to me to be streamlining administration,
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and it certainly would protect the prospector from
anything he might do inadvertently.

A landowner may not be a resident owner, or
he may have changed his address several times.
However, the prospector Will fulfill his obligations
by sending an application to the address of the
owner. It is not unreasonable to protect both
parties-the prospector and the landowner. It
seems to me that in this instance the Minister has
seen fit to be as arrogant as he was when he
replied to a question I asked, and spoke about a
little old lady. I am sure I have more humane
feelings towards little old ladies than has the
Minister. In fact, if the Minister demonstrated
the same desire to protect a little old lady as he
has demonstrated to protect the prospector, the
little old lady would be damned.

The situation should not cause the Government
to wring its hands in anguish because it has been
forced into an amendment.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman

Mr Clarke
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr H-assell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Ayes
Mr Mclver
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin
The DEPUTY

The voting being
with the Noes.

and a division taken with the

Ayes 23
Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. "-. Jones
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
M r Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tray
Mr Wilon
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'NciI
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
M r Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
M r Williams
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Young
Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Spriggs
Mr Watt

CHAIRMAN (Mr
equal, I give my cast

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr SKIDMORE: I want to make one last
attempt to get some reaction from the Minister on
this clause. I realise I cannot debate the

(Teller)

amendment that has been moved but I can debate
the Bill.

I make a final appeal to the Minister to have
the question raised in the amendment considered
in another place. As I said previously, I believe
the arguments I have put forward are valid and
that protection should be given to both parties. If
the amendment defeated here were further
considered by the Minister, I am sure he would
see the wisdom in it and have the matter dealt
with in another place. In my opinion both parties
would be disadvantaged by the Bill as it stands.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 42: Hearing of application for

prospecting licence-
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 33, line 24-Insert after the Word
"prsn the words "deemed to have an
interest in the application".

Clause 42 reads-
(1) An application for a prospecting

licence shall be heard by the warden in open
court and any person is entitled to object to
the granting of the application.

Any person may object; it might be Joe Blow off
the street. Anyone at all is entitled to object. With
my amendment the clause would read-

(I) An application for a prospecting
licence shall be heard by the warden in open
court and any person deemed to have an
interest in the application is entitled to object
to the granting of the application.

It denigrates the tenement of a prospecting
licence if, when the application is heard in open
court, anyone at all can walk in and object. It
could be someone who has a dislike of the
individual who is making the application, and he
may object for that reason only. My amendment
would overcome frivolous objections. Without
question, on many occasions frivolous objections
will be made, and I do not think there could be
any objection to my admendment.

(eller) Mr MENSAROS: The Bill as it stands gives a
right of objection to anyone, but it stands to
reason that the person who goes to the trouble of
objecting automatically has an interest, and that
is the reason he will object. Therefore, on a proper

Blaikie): reading of the clause the amendment is, first of
all, superfluous and, secondly, it would extend the

ing vote procedure.

How will it be proved that a person has an
interest? The amendment says "deemed to have
an interest'. Who will deem it? Who will decide
it? Another procedure would have to take
place-which presumably would have to be
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legislated for-where someone is in a position to
decide whether the objector is deemed to have an
interest. How can that be decided before a person
puts forward his objection and talks about it?

The amendment is superfluous because to
anyone who can read legislation the clause implies
that only persons who have an interest will object.
In addition, the amendment would involve
another procedural decision by an unspecified
person to prove the interest.

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not accept the Minister's
explanation. As the clause stands, any person at
all is entitled to object. As an instance of what
can happen, we have only to consider all the
objections which have been lodged by
conservationists in respect of diamond mining in
the north-west.

I am not condemning conservationists but if a
person applied for a prospecting area in the
Peterman Range, 50 conservationists could say,
"We will make an issue of this and all go up and
object." They might live 1 000 miles away from
the operation and know nothing about it, but they
could go up to the Warden's Court and
demonstrate and make an issue of the Situation. It
is idle for the Minister to say there is no necessity
for the words that I propose be inserted to ensure
a person has some kind of interest, otherwise he
cannot object.

It could be the pastoralists, someone who holds
leases in the vicinity, or someone using the water
resources in that particular area for a different
purpose. Such people could object to the
application, and they would be deemed to have an
interest in the application.

Let us consider, for instance, an area pegged in
the vicinity of Port Hedland. It may happen that
for some reason the people of the district have a
dislike of the applicant. They could plan a
campaign and different people representing
different interests could object before the warden.
The warden might think that the objections were
valid, and he might not then recommend the
application.

It is perfectly reasonable to insert the words
contained in my amendment. The clause as it
stands would leave an application for a
prospecting licence open to objection for frivolous
reasons. If the Minister changes his mind and
amends the expenditure conditions to something
reasonable-and he has no alternative if this
measure is ever to be acceptable to the industry
and used-the principal form of mining tenement
will be the prospecting licence. Without question
many amendments will be necessary to this
tenement in the future, but it must be the

principal tenement used because the exploration
licence simply cannot take its place. In the
circumstances I believe we should add the words,
"deemed to have an interest in the application".

Amendment put and negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 33, line 29-Add after the word
"objection" the words "and the warden shall
advise the applicant of the objection".

Subclause (2) of this clause reads as follows-
A person who desires to object to the

granting of the application shall lodge at the
warden's office within the prescribed time
and in the prescribed manner a notice of
objection.

My amendment would mean that when an
objection is made to an application, the applicant
should be advised of that fact. In my opinion the
warden is just the man to advise the applicant
that an objection has been lodged. This is a very
reasonable amendment and it will ensure that an
applicant has some knowledge of the fact that his
application has been objected to. If he does not
have this information, he could perhaps travel
thousands of miles to the Warden's Court, only to
find when he gets there that one or more
objections have been lodged. He would not be
prepared for that.

Under the provisions of the Bill before us, the
poor old applicant will have to do all sorts of
things. He will have to lodge security and fulfil
other requirements before he is granted a
prospecting licence area. All we are asking is that
he should be advised of an objection to his
application.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition supports the
amendment, although it may be that the situation
will be covered in the regulations and that the
amendment would be superfluous under normal
conditions. However, this is another example
which illustrates the necessity to know what will
be in the regulations. Without some guarantee
that some such provision is contained in the
regulations, it is quite important that we should
include these words. In view of the fact that the
regulations are not before us, we support the
amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: Does the Minister intend to
reply to this amendment? If the Minister can give
some sort of assurance that such a provision will
be included in the regulations, quite obviously the
amendment will not be necessary.

Mr MENSAROS: I always reply to questions
that are raised. In this case the reply was virtually
given by the member for Yilgarn-Dundas.
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Regulation 159 of the present Act caters for such
procedural matters. However, I will have to
disappoint the member for South Perth; the
situation will remain as at present, and the person
who lodges the objection must inform the
applicant.

Just a few moments ago, in connection with
another clause, the member for South Perth said
that many people without an interest could object
to such an application willy-nilly. I cannot quite
agree with him there, because I cannot see that a
person without an interest would object. Even if
an objection is lodged by a conservationist who is
I 000 miles away, obviously he would lodge the
objection because of his interest. However, based
on the previous argument that people could object
without being deemed to have an interest in the
application, quite obviously it stands to reason
that the objector must be burdened with the
obligation to serve notice of his objection on the
applicant. Therefore, not only is the amendment
superfluous, but also an Act of Parliament should
not be-burdened with it.

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 43 put and passed.
Clause 44: Power to grant prospecting licence

over all or part of land in application-
Mr GRILL: This clause reads as follows-

A prospecting licence may be granted by
the warden in respect of all or part of the
land to which the application therefore
relates.

The prospectors feel that this clause gives the
warden a new power: namely, the power to grant
a prospecting area for a lesser area than initially
applied for. I am told that this provision is not in
the present Act; although I have not had an
opportunity to check this out, I believe it to be the
case.

Every warden has the right to recommend a
mining tenement on the basis that, where that
tenement overpegs another tenement, that portion
of it will be excised. This particular provision goes
further than that; it gives an open-ended power to
the warden to grant a smaller tenement without
setting any guidelines as to how that might be
done. It will not be a simple matter of excising a
piece of land or a part of a tenement where it
happens to run across another tenement. It
appears that this provision goes much further.

Mr Coyne: It sounds like you are attacking the
warden now.

Mr GRILL: I am not attacking the warden: if
the member had been listening to me he would

know I am saying this provision probably would
confuse the warden himself regarding what
powers he has. Probably it is a mistake in the
drafting. The clause gives the warden more power
than he needs, and certainly more power than he
has under the present Act. In my view it is
unnecessary.

In its submission, the Amalgamated
Prospectors and Leaseholders' Association said-

This is a new provision not found in the
present Act in that the Warden will have a
discretion to reduce the area the subject of
the application whether or not the ground
encroaches on other tenements. Prospectors
find this Clause objectionable as it introduces
further uncertainty into the legislation.

I have to agree with that; superficially it seems to
be the case. If the clause seeks to give the warden
power to grant a smaller tenement where a larger
one is applied for, but there are no guidelines as
to how, why, or where it should be done, then I
think the Minister should give us an explanation.

Mr Coyne: You are just as bad as they are; you
are not specific.

Mr GRILL: That is the point; the provision
itself is not specific. I doubt whether the
regulations could amend this sort of situation. It
is a vague sort of clause, and I would like to hear
an explanation from the Minister.

Mr MENSAROS: I wish this Bill could be
dealt with by people who have some experience in
mining. This new provision is in the interest of
anyone who applies for a prospecting licence,
because under the present Act only what has been
applied for can be granted; and if the application
is wrong by including in it an area which has been
taken up previously then the application must be
refused and the whole endeavour of the fellow
who has pegged the area is null and void. In
addition, it has been aired in the Warden's Court
and somebody, sensing that the warden would
have to reject the application, could rush out
during the proceedings and peg the area.

As I said, I wish the people who speak to this
Bill have some feeling of what is happening in
practice. Is it not more sensible and equitable to
say that the warden does not have to reject the
application but can grant the area which is free to
be granted? No regulations are needed; it is
crystal clear; and it is in the interest of the
prospectors.

The prospectors are against this Hill; they have
a fund to create demonstrations, etc. They have
commissioned a solicitor to find whatever
objections he could possibly find to the Bill.
Therefore, when the solicitor finds something that
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is not in the present Act, he raises an objection to
it. The particular author in this case does not
appear to be well versed in these matters, either.

When I discussed the matter with the
prospectors three years ago they were in a
different mood entirely and agreed with the
submission. However, in the present
circumstances they have gone to a solicitor and
simply asked him to find objections.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 45: Terms of prospecting licence-
Mr GRAYDEN: This clause states that a

prospecting licence shall remain in force for a
period of two years. I propose to move an
amendment to enable it to remain in force for
three years. The Bill makes provision for persons
to hold exploration licence areas of 200 square
kilometres -for Five years; certainly a certain
amount of land must be shed after a period, but
they have the rest for five years.

However, when we talk about a prospecting
licence of 200 hectares, which is the tenement
which will be used by the small man if we can get
the expenditure conditions reduced to make it
possible for small people to take them up, we find
a person is permitted to hold a licence for only
two years. Therefore, I move an amendment-

Page 34, line 5-Delete the word "two"
with a view to substituting another word.

1 propose that the word "three" be substituted. In
fact, J suppose I should move to insert the word
"-five" to make the prospecting licence consistent
with the exploration licence. An exploration
licence will involve huge tracts of land and is the
licence which in many cases will be used by the
large companies which have the finance to take
up huge areas. They will be permitted five years
in which to explore those vast areas; yet the small
prospector who is compelled to peg the smaller
prospecting licence ares is to be permitted to hold
the claim for only two years. Certainly, if after
two years a prospector finds something, he can
attempt to Convert the licence into a mineral
lease, which will give him more security of tenure.

We do not know, of course, what conditions will
bc imposed in respect of mining leases or how
arduous will be the expenditure conditions. We
have been absolutely frightened to death by what
the Minister has foreshadowed, because he has
explicitly said the conditions will be roughly the
same as those which apply today. What he did not
say is that the conditions already written into the
regulations under the present Act are never put
into practice. However, as far as new tenements
arc concerned we know precisely what will be

expected by the Minister; we will have arduous
expenditure conditions.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! In no way does this
relate to the amendment before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: Could I relate it to the
amendment in this way: Two years is insufficient
time for such a licence. As a result of the onerous
expenditure conditions foreshadowed by the
Minister people will not hang on to licences unless
they need them. I say now the expenditure
conditions are so ludicrous that people will not
even take up areas. It would be far better for
them to buy property freehold than to pay what
the Minister is contemplating should be paid. In
the richest areas of country, land would cost only
$100 an acre or perhaps $200 in some select
areas. Therefore, buying the land freehold were
that possible would be an infinitely wiser step
than taking up tenements under the Act and
suffering the expenditure conditions foreshadowed
by the Minister. People are going to drop these
areas as soon as they possibly can.

In those circumstances, why limit them to only
two years? We should be saying, "Let them have
the areas for five years, because we well know
they are not going to hang on to them for that
time due to the expenditure requirements placed
upon them." We should make the term applying
to prospecting licences the same as that applying
exploration licences; namely, five years.
Exploration licences can cover an area of 200
square kilometres, yet the people who obtain them
are permitted to hold them for five years.
However, the holders of prospecting licenees are
limited to only two years.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition supports the
amendment. The Government is being far too
idealistic in this respect, because two years is far
too limited a term. The realities of the situation
are such that the exploration of these mining
tenements and the negotiations which go on with
respect to either farming them out or selling them
normally take far longer than two years.

We go al'ong with the Government's idea that
the land should be turned over, and that as much
land as possible should be opened for exploration
at any one given time. However, we do not think
the Government is being realistic in this case. It is
not taking into account all the vicissitudes in
respect of the prospector's problems in obtaining
finance and actually getting out and exploring the
area and perhaps, in some eases, drilling the lease.
All these things must be taken into account, and
two years is far too short a term.

We must remember this tenement is replacing
the mineral claim. The mineral claim is a hybrid
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sort of animal. Initially, it started out as a
production tenement but later became, really, a
prospecting tenement and as such, with its 300
acres and its other conditions, it is similar in
many respects to a prospecting licence.

However, it is certainly very dissimilar in many
other respects. To begin with a mineral claim does
not have a limited life. So, we seem to be going
from one extreme to the other. On the one hand
we have a situation under the present Act where
the major prospecting tenement-the mineral
claim-has unlimited life, and on the other hand
the proposed tenement in this Bill-the major
tenement to be used by prospectors-has the very
short life of two years.

We would like to see a more realistic
assessment of the situation. It is my feeling that
three years might be a little short and that
perhaps the suggested five years might be even
better. However, three years certainly is an
improvement in the right direction.

Mr MENSAROS: Quite naturally, the matter
of time limits on prospecting licences and
exploration licences had to be an arbitrary
decision. It was discussed for a long time.
Opinions and views were sought but eventually,
some time had to be arrived at.

However, it stands to reason that if we have a
large tenement of a maximum of 200 square
kilometres and, opposed to this, we have a small
tenement comprising up to only 200 hectares, the
small tenement should have a shorter time limit
imposed upon it than the larger tenement from
the point of view of exploring it. Equally it stands
to reason that during this shorter time a person
can do much more on the prospecting licence
because of its smaller area.

Would the member for Yilgarn-Dundas be
happy if the Bill contained a provision allowing
the time to be extended? The honourable member
nods his head; I assume he would be happy. I
remind him therefore that clause 43 contains such
a provision. Thence, the arguments fall down. I
simply wanted to ask the member for Yilgarn-
Dundas whether he was aware of that provision.

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not accept that
explanation. Clause 45 provides that a
prospecting licence shall remain in force for a
period of two years from and including the date
from when it was granted, and shall then expire.
If it is good enough for the holder of an
exploration licence of 200 square kilometres to be
given a Five-year limit, surely it should be goood
enough for the holder of a small tenement to have
the same time limit applied. We should bear in

mind that all sorts of onerous conditions are to be
placed on the holder of the small tenement.

The Minister has made it clear he wants this
section out of the mining industry. When the Bill
was first introduced he was going to ensure
prospectors could not even peg contiguously, and
that if they pegged a prospecting licence they
would have to go at least one mile away before
they could peg another licence. That indicates
quite clearly the intention of the Minister.

Although the Minister has now accepted
contiguous pegging, he is insisting that the
prospecting licences must be relinquished after
only two years. We could allow these prospecting
licences to go on forever and it would not matter
one iota because, as the Minister has said, he will
impose all sorts of tough expenditure conditions.
If the prospecting licence contains minerals, it can
be converted into a mining lease. But if it contains
no minerals, why not let the prospector have it for
as long as possible? If there are no minerals on
the lease, what is the point of restrict ing the
prospector to a certain period? As long as he is
happy to meet the expenditure requirements, we
could let him hold the licence for lire. There is no
logic in the Minister's argument.

In actual ract, as soon as the legislation
becomes law and the Minister imposes these
excessive expenditure conditions, people will not
be pegging areas as they do now. They will simply
roam across the face or Western Australia and
carry out their prospecting without a prospecting
tenement. They certainly will not be taking out
prospecting areas. They will do their prospecting
and pick the eyes out of any areas. Ir a prospector
found a highly mineralised area in one particular
spot he could take out a mining lease of only one
acre, and it would not be worth anybody else
prospecting to see whether there were any
enriched areas in the vicinity of the highly
mineralised claim. They will hold that relatively
cheaply. All the prospecting will be without a
prospecting tenement.

Mr H. D. Evans: Would it be legal to do that?
Mr GRAY DEN: Yes. They will do it that way,

and the Consolidated Revenue will decrease by
$1 .7 million as a consequence.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! Would the member
relate this to the amendment before the Chair,
which is to delete the word "two".

Mr GRAYDEN: I am simply saying that the
prospecting will be done, in any case, without the
use of this tenement. Therefore, what is the
objection to extending the period for those people
who do make use of it? They will be as scarce as
hen's teeth, without any question at all. The
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people prepared to abide by the expenditure and
other conditions imposed by the Minister will be
few and far between. If the people are prepared to
abide by those conditions, the Minister might well
let them have the lease forever, and certainly not
restrict them to two years.

I have already pointed out that the big
companies will be restricted to their quotas,
similarly to the small prospectors being restricted.
It will not suit the big companies. Shortly, the
Minister for Mines will have representations from
the mining companies. They will claim they are
being denied the right to prospect in Western
Australia because of the quotas placed on them
by the Minister.

The Minister has indicated his intention in
Mansard and in the Press. He has refused an
amendment to allow quotas to be held in each
mineral field. We know precisely what the
Minister will do.

The Minister is freezing out the big companies
and thc small companies as far as prospecting
licences are concerned. We will be left with the
situation where there will be no point in limiting
leases to two years. A big company taking up 20
leases would not be able to do the prospecting
work in one or two years. The Teutonic Bore lease
was taken up several years ago. It has been
worked on ever since. That time has not been
sufficient. It would be ludicrous to have a limit of
two years, and therefore I have moved this
amendment.

I placed an amendment on the notice paper to
the effect that I would insert the word "three" in
lieu. In the light of the situation presently
existing, I think we should disregard that. I will
insert the word "five" because of the time which
would be required to handle the work involved.

I can assure the Minister he will find himself in
difficulties with the big companies. They will take
out quotas, and they will be debarred from
further prospecting and making use of these
particular tenements. If a company took out 20
leases, it may take 10 years to explore them
thoroughly.

If we were talking in terms of exploration
licence areas, it would be ridiculous for the
Minister to speak in terms of two years. I
therefore commend my amendment to the
Chamber.

Mr GRILL: The Minister, in his reply,
indicated that two years was an arbitrary figure.
1-lc then contrasted that with the situation in
respect of the exploration licence. He merely
thought that the two figures should not be the

same. However, he gave no reason for thinking
that two years was sufficient.

The Minister asked me whether I would be
happy if the Minister had the power to extend
these periods, and I nodded my acceptance.
However, he then said, "Well, your argument
falls down because subcla use (3) grants that
power." It does not really grant that power. It
grants a power, but not that one. That subelause
reads as follows-

the Minister may in exceptional
circumstances extend the term of a
prospecting licence by a further period or
periods of one year.

Those words "exceptional circumstances" were
not the words I heard the Minister mention when
he asked me that question. They certainly were
not the words I was contemplating when I
answered him by my nod.

I would ask the Minister, in view of the fact
that I would agree with him if he had the power
to extend for a period of a year, whether he would
agree to removing the words "exceptional
circumstances" in subelause (3).

Mr Grayden: I have an amendment along those
lines.

Mr Mensaros: That is the next amendment.
The CHAIRMAN: The question before the

Chamber is the amendment to delete the word
..two".

Mr GRILL: I would have thought 1 was
dealing with that. I do not know what you are
thinking of, Mr Chairman; but I am certainly
dealing with that subelause.

I am endeavouring to explain to the Chamber
that the period allowed is not sufficient, and that
any extensions granted under subulause (3) would
not cure the situation, especially when couched in
the words of the subclause.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 23

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowant
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr Crayden
Mr Cr11
Mr Harman

Mr Hodge
Mr Jamieson
MrT. H. Jones
Mr MePharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr SkCidinor
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teler)
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Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rush ton
M r Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Shalders

Ayes Pairs Ne
Mr Mclver Mr Young
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Herzfeld
Mr Bryce MrSpriggs
Mr Tonkin Mr Watt
The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I

give my casting vote with the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: There is another aspect of

this clause to which I take exception. Therefore I
move an amendment-

Page 34, lines 23 and 24-Delete the
words "in exceptional circumstances" and
substitute the words "on the recommendation
of the warden".

We have just pointed out that a period of two
years will be hopelessly inadequate. We will have
a situation where company after company will be
coming to the Minister saying they have not had
time to prospect and would like more time. The
Minister will be put in a position of deciding
whether exceptional circumstances obtain and, if
so, extending the period beyond two years for
further periods of either one year or more.

I do not think the Minister should have that
power because we could well have the situation
where a Minister could simply be extending the
duration of prospecting licences in certain cases
only. He could be making ad hoc decisions,
perhaps for political expediency. Why should we
put a Minister in the position of extending the
licences in some case and refusing applications
for extensions in others?

If the Committee accepts my amendment it
would remove the allegations likely to surround
the actions of a Minister making ad hoc decisions
and granting extensions in certain cases only. A
great deal of dissatisfaction could be caused as a
consequence of such action.

It could be that in the case of Western Mining
and its operations at Teutonic Bore the Minister
may decide to extend its prospecting licence.
Someone could have tenements right alongside
the Western Mining tenements and for reasons of
political expediency the Minister may indicate to
the second company that he will not grant
extensions and it will have to relinquish its

Mr Blaikic
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr MacKinnon
'Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

tenements, while the favoured company is able to
continue.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition strongly supports
this amendment as the period of two years will
prove to be absolutely inadequate. In due course,
the use of the term "exceptional circumstances"
will be of tremendous embarrassment to the
department. The department will be absolutely
flooded with applications for extensions of time on
mining tenements, especially prospecting licences.

What does the term "exceptional
circumstances" mean? That is something which
the department will have to interpret in each case.
the decisions will not be left to the Minister
because there will be far too many applications.
The department will have to make decisions; not
in open court where the applications can be
examined by the parties the subject of those
decisions, but behind closed doors.

Decisions that go against the present holders of
tenements will leave a stigma on the department.
I would imagine the department would shy away
from this sort of thing. The amendment would
place an application in the Warden's Court and
allow the whole matter to be aired. The present
wording would mean very few applications would
be granted. In practice, that could not be the case.

It would do the Minister, the department, and
the parties to the matter a lot of good if their
applications could be decided in open court where
everyone had an opportunity to air his point of
view and with everything being looked at
impartially.

Mr MENSAROS: The necessity for these
provisions is based precisely on the arguments put
forward by the member for South Perth. It stands
to reason the "exceptional 6ircumstances"
provision should be there and it stands to reason a
fairly consistent jurisdiction should be developing
in connection with these extensions. If every
warden granted the extensions, it is inevitable the
jurisdiction would vary from place to place.

Quite apart from the fact that these powers
belong to the Minister under the present Act, this
provision is speeding up the whole process. One
does not have to go to a court and wait for the
proceedings. It is a question of extending a tenure
on a tenement or not. Therefore it is speedier if it
is done by the Minister and it is achieving
consistent usage.

I see the exceptional circumstances to be quite
in line with the aims of the Bill, and the member
for Yilgarn-Dundas has said he agrees the ground
should be turned over unless it is worked. If an
applicant came to the Minister and said, "I have
spent so much on exploration so far and I am
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prepared to spend more because there is a
prospect", he would, get the extension without
question. If a person said, "There is a good
prospect, but I do not have sufficient muscle to
develop the exploration further and I am
negotiating with someone who is stronger", or if
he says he is selling the area to someone else, then
again there is no question of his not getting the
exemption. The only time he would not get an
exemption is when he cannot prove he has done
work on the tenement, or prove he intends to do
further work. Then, as the member for Yilgarn-
Dundas said, the land should be turned over to
the other genuine prospectors. I believe I have
replied adequately and I oppose the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: I cannot accept that
explanation from the Minister. He has told us
that one of his objectives in introducing this Bill is
to streamline the procedures as far as the
department is concerned. Yet here he is retaining
the power instead of delegating it. Certainly he
has the authority to delegate his power; but that is
another reason I object to this.

Let us deal with the matters- in sequence. The
Minister has power to delegate and in many cases
the officers of the Mines Department will be
making the sort of decision we are speaking about
here. A decision may be made affecting a
prospecting licence area in the Kimberley, a
couple of thousand miles away from the Minmes
Department in Perth. The officer knows nothing
about the situation. A friend of his might have
approached him in the street about the matter.
The individual sees a clerk in the Mines
Department and says, "What about extending
this for a year?" A junior clerk will deal with this,
because the Minister has the power of delegation.

The person making the decision in the Mines
Department has no knowledge of the actual
situation on the ground. The person who is in the
position to have the knowledge is the warden of
the district concerned. He is on the spot. He
knows what is happening in that particular area.
Is he not the one to make a recommendation to
the Minister? The Minister will not make the
decision except in exceptional circumstances. He
will delegate his power, but then we have the
argument put forward by the Minister that he
wants to streamline the procedures. Are we not
streamlining the procedures by saying, "Let the
warden on the spot make recommendations of this
kind"? Let us have a decentralised system. The
Minister is being contradictory.

The Minister, or the people to whom he is
delegating authority, will be inundated with
requests for extensions. The last annual report of
the Mines Department is for the year 1975. The

department is two or three years behind the times
with its annual reports. The figures supplied are
the latest published figures available. We have
only to look at the 1975 report to see the number
of hectares in Western Australia covered by
mineral leases. In that year there were 1 173 304
hectares of mineral claims in Western Australia.
A further 344 071 had been applied for. Instead
of mineral claims, we will have prospecting
licences, provided we can get the expenditure
requirements down to a reasonable level.

The Mines Department will be plagued with
requests for extensions. For that reason the
Minister should have accepted the amendment
which would have permitted the licences to
remain in existence for five years; but under the
Bill at the end of two years the people who hold
these prospecting licences will have to apply for
an extension. After that they must apply for an
extension every year. The Minister has said he is
streamlining the procedures of the department.

At the moment people who have taken up
mineral claims may retain them until they decide
to relinquish them. They do not have to seek a
renewal every year; but that is what will be
expected with the new prospecting licence.

As a result of the numerous requests for
extension, the department will be employing
additional staff instead of sacking them or
sending staff out into the field to carry out police
work, as suggested by the Minister. The reason
given by the Minister for the introduction of this
Bill, which was to streamline procedures, goes by
the board as a result of what is contained in this
clause.

Mr Davies: That is very true.
Mr GRAYDEN: I quoted from the 1975 report

of the Mines Department in respect of mineral
claims. A total of 4 416 528 hectares is taken up
in temporary reserves and in addition another
184 380 hectares have been applied for as
temporary reserves. These figures are contained in
the 1975 report. If we get the expenditure
conditions down to a reasonable figure, we can
anticipate that a similar area will be taken up
with the new prospecting licences and yet the
Minister will require the holders of all those
licences to call at the Mines Department after two
years once a year in order to obtain an extension.
It is ludicrous to expect all that work to be
performed by the Mines Department. We should
delegate that authority to a greater extent or we
should decentralise it. We should ensure that the
warden who is on the spot-he is sitting in an air-
conditioned office and does not have a great deal
to do-makes a recommendation as to whether
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the exploration licence should be extended. It
would be a formality then for the Minister to
approve. The warden should be given the power,
rather than the Minister in Perth, or the person to
whom he delegates his authority in Perth, making
the relevant inquiries. It is far better for the
warden who is in the mineral field concerned to
make the recommendation.

Mr GRI LL: I should like to make a few further
comments on this matter in view of the Minister's
answer. I understand the Minister's reasoning on
this subject; however, I believe he is making a
grave mistake. HeI talks about matters being dealt
with more speedily. I cannot really see that will be
the case. The work will come into the one central
point in Perth to be dealt with. The Mines
Department will be clogged up and the
applications will not be dealt with speedily.

It is a fact that applications for exemption of
this sort today-

Mr Mensaros: You should have a look at the
Bill to see what we are talking about. They would
still have to come to the department after the
warden had dealt with them according to the
amendment. Why do you not read it instead of
hopping up and down like that?

Mr GRILL: The Minister should look at his
own Bill to ind out the true situation instead of
getting upset. He should read it now and again.

Mr Barnett: You will do yourself harm if you
get angry.

Mr GRI LL: The fact is mining wardens in this
State deal with applications of this sort very
speedily. For instance, applications for exemptions
are granted a hearing date within two weeks of
lodgement.

Mr Mensaros: It has to go to the Minister
afterwards. Are you saying it is quicker if it goes
to the warden and the Minister than if it goes
only to the Minister?

Mr GRILL: Once these matters go to the
warden it is merely a formality for the Minister to
give his approval to them. At the moment these
matters are dealt with speedily. To deal with them
at one central point would be ridiculous. Local
conditions must be takcn into consideration and if
they are not some terrible mistakes will be made.

In referring to exccptional cricumnstances, the
Minister does not seem to use the English
language in the way most people use it. He gives
examples which would be normal usage to those
who apply the English language normally. He
said that in any normal sort of ease it would be
approved, but the legislation refers to exceptional
circumstances. The Minister gave us examples

which were not exceptional but were normal. It is
a strange way to use the English language and the
provision will result in the department being
severely fettered and clogged up. It will bring the'
department into disrepute if decisions are made
behind closed doors as was suggested by the
Minister. In those circumstances people will
become disgruntled and they will impugn the
honesty and veracity of departmental officers,
which is something not done today.

I wish to raise another point. If someone wants
to object to a renewal, how does he go about it?
Does he speak to the Minister? Does he closet
himself in the office of the person to whom the
Minister has delegated his authority? That is
what he would need to do rather than submit his
case in open court. As soon as people have to
speak confidentially to the Minister or the
departmental head or whoever has the delegated
authority it is said they have an "in" with the
person involved as has been said about certain
companies at present in respect of the granting of
prospecting areas.

There is every reason in the world for this
power to be given to the warden and used in the
same way as he u ses his powers in respect of
exemptions, renewals, and such like.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H-. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laura nce
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich

Ayes
Mr T. D. Evans
M rT. J. Burke
Mr Bryce
Mr Tank in

.and a division taken with the

Ayes 23
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H-. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr Young
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Spriggs
Mr Cla rko

(Teller)

(Teller)
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): The
voting being equal, I give my casting vote with the
Noes.

Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 46: Conditions attached to every

prospecting licence-
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 34, lines 31 to 35-Delete paragraph
(a) with a view to substituting the
following-

(a) that all minerals of economic
interest discovered in or on the land
the subject of the prospecting
licence be reported in writing by the
holder to the Minister on or before
the expiration or surrender of the
tenement

I will explain the reason for my amendment. The
licences will be issued for a two-year period.
Because the individuals who obtain them will
have to outlay the money foreshadowed by the
Minister they will be restricted in the number of
licences they may acquire. If they get on to
something of consequence they will want time in
which to prospect the area thoroughly in order to
decide whether or not to take up mining leases or
something of that nature to cover what they have
found.

If they must immediately disclose to the Mines
Department any information with regard to their
find, there will be nothing to stop anyone in the
department passing on the information and then
someone else could surround the discovery with
prospecting licence areas.

If an individual finds something he has
promptly to give the information to the
department, otherwise he could have his
prospecting licence forfeited. If he fails to take
that action he will be in all sorts of dire straits.
However, let us think about what we will be
asking the prospector to do. He might have one
prospecting licence and he might get on to an
indication of nickel. He will have to down tools in
order to pass that information promptly to the
Mines Department. Prom that point on it is no
longer his secret. It could be made available to
other people through an unscrupulous individual
in that large department-and many people, not
all above reproach, are involved. Now and again
we could get someone in that situation who would
pass on information.

How absurd it is for an individual to have to
advise the department he has found minerals
before he has time to determine the extent of the

minerals and safeguard himself. The people in the
Mines Department must be completely out of
touch with what goes on if they think a prospector
will come in and give that information. He will be
forced, from the outset, to break the law.

The words I propose to insert will provide that
a prospector with a tenement for two years could
continue to prospect for that two years. Then,
when he surrenders the tenement, or immediately
afterwards, he would tell the department if there
was something there. That is quite reasonable
when he leaves the tenement. He should not be
forced to give information to allow other people,
in certain circumstances, to surround his
tenement with prospecting licences. Those other
people might have the money to do that once they
learnt his secret, whereas the prospector himself
may not have the finance to take up additional
areas.

Tenements will be subject to the discretion of
the Minister, and the Minister may not grant a
prospector in that situation any additional
tenements. The Minister might flatly refuse to
issue any additional exploration tenements and
that would prevent him from safeguarding his
discovery. In those circumstances it would be
ludicrous to leave the provision in the Bill.
Nobody will abide by it. A law of that kind is a
bad law and we will force people to break it. In
breaking the law, people will jeopardise their
tenure of the Prospecting area.

Mr GRILL: We in the Opposition support the
amendment. It is eminently sensible, and
obviously it will achieve what the member wants
to achieve with clause 46(a). It will not be
harmful to the prospector, and the prospector will
abide by it. There is no way that a prospector will
do what is now set out in clause 46(a). The
obvious aim of the Government is to have a record
of the mineral potential of the ground so that
later explorers will be able to use that information
and build upon it.

Mr MENSAROS: This might appear to be a
trend in the mining rules generally, but firstly it
does exist in connection with petroleum
exploration. It must be said also that every
company which is in the field, and seriously
prospecting and mining, supplies this information
automatically.

I do not think the word "promptly" is
equivalent to the word "immediately" or the word
"forthwith". I am sure that in the regulations the
period will be specified as two or three weeks,
which will be the period during which anyone,
even in the remotest areas, would occasionally go
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to a place where he would be able to
communicate.

The Crown, through the State, is perfectly
entitled to know what sort of minerals are
available. That applies particularly when there is
so much reference to unemployment and other
undesirable situations.

It will be in the interests of a prospector, if and
when he seeks an extension of the two-year
period, to have it recorded that he had already
reported some minerals. Obviously, that will be in
his favour when the extension is under
consideration.

If I understood the member for South Perth
correctly, there is one sentence-or a number of
sentences-which I would like to reject because
the Department of Mines is not in a position to
defend itself. I most strongly and definitely reject
any reflection on the department that such reports
will become the property of other persons. There
never has been an instance in the past. There has
always been an obligation to provide information,
and the State is entitled to that. I challenge any
member to cite one case where confidence has
been broken. The department is not in a position
to defend itself and it is absolutely unfair to make
reflections on it.

Mr GRAYDEN: 1 think it is puerile for the
Minister to get on his high horse on an issue of
this kind. I am not casting aspersions.

Mr Coyne: No much.
Mr GRAYDEN: I would on you.
Mr Coyne: I would on you, too.
Mr GRAYDEN: The member should get back

to the Murchison. They will not welcome
snivelling people of his kind. He should get back
and face his constituents, and not desert them at
this partic ular time.

I am saying that nobody is casting aspersions
on the Mines Department. I am simply
saying-human beings being what they
are-sooner or later there will be people in that
department who will pass on information. For the
Minister to get up and say it has never happened
in the past is nonsense. How does he know?

Mr Mensaros: When did they? Tell me. You
arc slandering other people who are outside ahe
Chamber. I am prepared to take you on, if you
repeal this accusation outside Parliament.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt):
Order!

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister should learn to
tell the truth. That is the First requirement.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Order! I request
the member to direct his comments to the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I strongly resent the Minister
suggesting aspersions of that kind are being cast
on the Mines Department. That is not the
situation. I am pointing out what could happen in
the Mines Department. I am saying if that sort of
information has to be passed on to the
department, in certain circumstances it could well
be taken by an unscrupulous clerk and handed on.
We have to bear in mind that the Minister will be
able to delegate his powers.

The Minister has previously refused any sort of
right of appeal wher e decisions are made
improperly, yet he is demanding that people with
a prospecting licence promptly report the
d iscovery of mi neralis of economic interest.

It is ludicrous for him to say these conditions
exist in the Petroleum Act. We are not talking
about petroleum at the present time. We know
what the situation is when drilling takes place on
the North-West Shelf, for instance. Naturally, if
an oil company discovers oil it is of tremendous
consequence to the nation and has to be reported,
but that does not apply in respect of minerals
discovered by a prospector. To ask him to report
that discovery promptly simply invites a situation
where he will break the law. I do not think we
should write that sort of provision into legislation
of this kind.

Mr JAMIESON: I do not think the member
for South Perth's objection to this provision is as
unreasonable as the Minister would have us
believe. As the member for South Perth said, the
people dealing with such matters, being human
beings, are subject to all the frailties of human
beings. While no aspersion is cast on particular
persons in the Mines Department, both mining
wardens and registrars have access to information
when reports come in, as have departmental
officers.

I remember when the Ton kin Government was
in office grave consideration was given to the
security of the Mines Department, because it was
thought information was escaping. Certain action
had to be taken to ensure it did not. This was at a
time when certain booms were on and people were
wanting to get information, not necessarily from
the Mines Department officers but perhaps from
cleaners. The member for South Perth has
proposed that a discovery should not have to be
reported until a later time and has suggested that
on or before the expiration or surrender of the
tenement would be a more fitting time.

I have questioned the Minister about matters
relating to people in this State who should have
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reported that they bad drilled into coal seams. He
knew nothing about it, and as far as I know he
still knows nothing about it; yet the engineers
evaluated those rinds quite well, If these
discoveries are not being reported to the Minister
in the ordinary circumstances but to other people,
we are not getting the information requested in
this way. It will be hidden in some way and the
people concerned will say the information was not
available or they did not have the full assessment
at the time.

I suggest it is more reasonable to adopt the
proposal of the member for South Perth than to
retain the provision in the Bill. It would not be the
first time people acting on behalf of the Mines
Department as registrars and so on had made use
of information available to them to make a profit
on their own behalf.

Amendment put
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
MrG rewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor

Ayes
MrT. D. Evans
Mr T. J. Burke
M r Bryce
Mr Tonkin

and a division taken with the

Ayes 23
Mr Jamieson
M rT. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmiore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman (elr

Noes 23
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Hcrzfeld
M r Spriggs
Mr Clarko

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): The
voting being equal, I give my casting vote with the
Noes.

Amendment thus negativcd.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 34 line 38-Insert after the word
,.prospecting" the words "and while he was
so acting".

Paragraph (b) reads-

(b) that all holes, pits, trenches and other
disturbances to the surface of the land
made while prospecting and which are
likely to endanger the safety of any
person or animal will be filled in
together with such other holes, pits,
trenches and other disturbances as the
Minister directs;

I propose that the words "and while he was so
acting" be inserted after the word "prospecting";
otherwise we will have the situation where a
prospector will take up a prospecting licence on
certain ground and will be responsible for filling
in holes which may have been made 50 years
previously.

The prospector would have the task of having
to render the area safe either for people or
animals. This is bad drafting. My amendment
would overcome the problem. Its only purpose is
to ensure that the prospector will be responsible
for the holes he has made and not for those made
by prospectors and miners in the past.

Mr G.RILL: The Opposition does not support
this clause. We believe that holes, pits, trenches,
and other disturbances are in fact indications of
what is in the land and that prospecting is carried
out on just such a build-up of information.

If we are to destroy these pits, cosreans, etc., we
will destroy the evidence of what is in the land.
Most minerals are not round on the first
inspection; they are found on second or
subsequent inspections, after the prospectors have
built up information about the land and made a
reassessment. Some of the largest mines in the
world are in Canada, and in these cases minerals
were found after areas had been worked over up
to Five times. If we obliterate the very information
which allows us to make assessments of the land,
we will be going against successful prospecting
and exploration practices.

It is our belief that these holes should be left,
apart from those exceptional circumstances where
they represent an extreme hazard. for a long time
the situation in the goldfields and other areas has
been that these pits, shafts, etc., were not filled in,
although many of them could be classified as
dangerous to animals, either wild or domesticated.
I suppose in this case the term "animals" could
include kangaroos and emus. These pits have not
represented any real practical danger in the past.

I made the point during my second reading
speech .that there are two instances within this
particular provision where the pits, etc., have to
be filled in. On one occasion the Minister has
absolutely no discretion in the matter, and on the
other occasion he does have some discretion. We
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feel that the provision in this clause is far too
imperious. No flexibility is provided at all.

It is just plainly ridiculous to expect that these
holes will all be Filled in on the goldfields, and I
believe in his heart the Minister realises that fact.
For some reason unbeknown to me, and probably
known only to him-perhaps not even known to
him-the Minister is stubbornly sticking to this
clause. I do not think the amendment moved by
the member for South Perth will remedy the
situation, although it would make the clause
much more just. If the Government intends to go
ahead with the clause, it should accept the
amendment. We would like to see the whole
clause withdrawn; it is detrimental to the
prospectors and it will not be of any great benefit
to anyone.

Mr GRAYDEN: I share the sentiments
expressed by the member for Vilgarn-Dundas.
When we discussed this matter the other day, be
spoke along the same lines. It is ludicrous to ask
people to fill in these holes which could be of such
immense value to the prospectors coming after
them.

It may happen that a prospector transports a
bulldozer, at considerable cost, to a remote area
to cut a costean. If he then surrenders the
tenement, he would have to arrange for the
hulldozer tn return to fill in the costean, even
though the costean could be of such tremendous
value to prospectors in the future. This is a
ludicrous provision, and I am simply trying to
make it a little more just. At least we should not
ask a prospector to fill in the holes for which he
was not responsible.

Mr MENSAROS: It should be quite obvious
that the amendment is superfluous. The clause
provides that certain actions must be taken while
prospecting and it will mean exactly the same
with the addition of the words proposed. [ cannot
see the reason for the amendment. We simply
wish to provide that prospectors will fill in holes
and pits which may endanger the safety of
persons or animals.

The member for Yilgarn-Dundas spoke to the
clause rather than to the amendment, and for this
reason I will reply to the points he raised now. As
I have said on previous occasions when discussing
this matter, he is quite right. Anyone who is on
the miners' side has no enthusiasm for this
provision, but we have to accept that there are
other land uses today. Even 20 years ago-let
alone 70 years ago-miners could simply leave an
area after they had Finished working it, but now
we must look after the interests of other people
such as the environmentalists, pastoralists, and

other land users. Obviously the mining companies
and individual miners may not like this provision
but, as I explained before, their expression was,
"We are not the robber barons we were hundreds
of years ago; we have to acknowledge that others
are involved. We have to live with these changes
whether we like them or not."

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clauses 47 and 48 put and passed.
Clause 49: Holder of prospecting licence to

have priority for grant of mining or general
purpose leases-

Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-
Page 36, line 24-Insert after the word

"conditions" the words "equivalent to or".
I draw the attention of members to the wording of
the clause, which states that where the holder of a
prospecting licence is refused a mining lease or
general purpose lease over the same land, then no
other person shall be granted a mining lease or
general purpose lease on conditions more
favourable than those to which the holder would
have been subject. I am saying no other person
should be granted a mining lease or general
purpose lease over that land on conditions
equivalent to or more favourable than those to
which the original holder of the prospecting
licence would have been subject. There could be
plenty of situations where somebody else could
get that lease on conditions equivalent to those of
the original holder. Without any question at all
we should ensure that should not happen by
accepting my amendment.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition supports the
amendment because we feel it makes the clause
much more just.

Mr MENSAROS: I do not disagree with the
intention of the member for South Perth. This is
precisely the reason that we added the second half
of clause 39 to the original provision, which ended
somewhere in the middle in the 1975 Bill.

Let us go back to the period between 1975 and
1978. 1 feel I must explain this again, although it
was explained during the second reading debate.
Some people said that if we place conditions on a
mining lease after the exploration tenement has
expired, that means the finder will not have the
security of tenure because the Government is evil
and will deliberately place such conditions upon
the lease that the original explorer will not be able
to accept them, as these will make it impossible
for him to have a profitable operation, Therefore
he will have to return the licence and then the evil
Government will wait for the door to open and
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behind it will be a friend who will be given the
area under lesser conditions.

I said at that time that the Government would
never allow that to happen, and I doubt very
much that a Government from the other side of
the Chamber would allow anybody else to come in
and take up the area on lesser conditions.
Nevertheless to prove my point the Government
inserted that second half in the clause. Therefore,
that argument was shot down.

Then two more arguments were introduced.
One argument was, "Why is it for one year
only?" The answer was that if we perpetuated the
time it would mean a tenenlent could never be
granted and the land would remain unused. Also
the conditions placed on the land by the
department and the Minister for Mines, who
represents the interests of the miners, might
ameliorate as a result of other land uses. For
instance, a tenement might be refused by the
applicant because of a certain condition connected
with a town planning proposition; but in a year's
time it could well be that the town planning
people have changed their minds and have
decided to put the residential development, or
whatever it is, somewhere else, thus enabling
mining to go ahead. Therefore, the conditions
could be lesser in a year's time or later.

If we were to accept the amendment-and we
arc not against its intention-we would land
ourselves with precisely the same conditions
because if we insert the words "equivalent to" the
tenure could be blocked and the land would not be
turned over. Supposing conditions had to be
applied to the tenement, whether in connection
with the' environment, Aboriginal affairs, town
planning, water supplies, or whatever, if we said
that nobody could get the land on equivalent
conditions then the land would remain unused if
the conditions did not change. Alternatively- the
Minister would have to show some cleverness and
include, say, two more words which could prove
that the conditions arc slightly more onerous and
extricate himself from the position in that way.

However, as I have said, the amendment is
superfluous and does not serve the purpose
intended by the member for South Perth because
it would block the allocation of land if the
conditions were such that the holder of a
tenement could not accept them.

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not accept the
explanation of the Minister. Here we have the
situation of a person who has been working a
prospecting licence and has found some minerals,
so he wishes to take out a mining lease. Let us
assume he has held the prospecting lease for a

couple of years and has spent a lot or money on it.
The Minister may tell him he cannot have it. All I
wish to do is to ensure that no-one else will get
that land on more favourable conditions.

Mr Measaros: Less favourable conditions.
Mr GRAYDEN: No, on conditions more

lenient than those applying to the original holder.
As the provision stands the land could be granted
to someone else on the same conditions.

Mr Mensaros: Yes, the already rejected
condition.

Mr GRAYDEN: lust read the clause. It
states-

Subject to this Act and any conditions to
which a prospecting licence is subject, the
holder thereof has, while the licence
continues in force the right in priority over
any other person, to have granted to him one
or more mining leases or general Purpose
leases or both in respect of any part or parts
of the land the subject of the prospecting
licence-

Clause 49 continues-
-but where the holder's application or
applications for such lease or leases is or are
refused, no other person shall be granted a
mining lease Or general purpose lease over
the same land applied for by the holder on
conditions more favourable..

I should think he would not be granted the area
on conditions more favourable! I would go
further: If one prospector has acquired a
prospecting licence and has spent a lot of money
prospecting and eventually has found the minerals
and his application for a mining lease is refused
by the Minister, the area should not be allocated
to somebody else even on the same conditions.

The Minister should not have the power to
refuse a person a mining lease on certain
conditions-that person having found the
minerals-and grant it to someone else on
equivalent conditions. The Minister would need to
make the conditions a little more severe, and that
is the way it should be.

The Minister is going to delegate this power to
someone in the Mines Department; that person
will be in the position to refuse the application of
the person who actually found the minerals and
grant the application of somebody else for the
same area under exactly the same conditions, and
the aggrieved prospector will have no right of
appeal against the decision. This is the classic
case to which I referred when I moved an
amendment earlier in the debate to insert appeal
provisions into the legislation. When the Minister
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knocks back an application, the prospector should
be able to appeal.

Mr Mensaros: The Minister cannot knock it
back. The only person who can knock back the
application is the applicant himself, by way of not
accepting the conditions.

Mr GRAYDEN: That may be so, but the
Minister may impose conditions so onerous that
the prospector would not be able to take up his
lease, and would be forced to knock it back. I
believe this clause to be unfair and unwarranted,"
and I commend my amendment to the
Committee.

Mr GRILL: I support the amendment moved
by the member for South Perth; his argument
appears to be very soundly based. The wording of
the clause is quite clear in that it states-

...but where the holder's application or
applications for such lease or leases is or are
refused, no other person shall be granted a
mining lease or general purpose lease over
the same land applied for by the holder on
conditions more favourable ..

It is quite clear; the word "refused" is used. It
does not say, "where the applicant does not accept
the conditions".

Mr Grayden: Quite obviously, the department
or the Minister refuses the application.

Mr GRILL: Yes. So, if what the Minister said
by way of interjection-I notice he did not get to
his feet to say it-that the only person who can
refuse an application is (be person who makes the
application is true, the Bill makes nonsense of the
English language; certainly, that is not what
clause 49 means.

The real lie to what the Minister tried to put
forward by way of interjection is found in clause
7 1 of the Bill where it states-

Subject to this Act, the Minister may, on
the application of any person, after receiving
a reconmmendation of the warden in
accordance with section 75, grant to the
person a lease to be known as a mining lease
on such terms and conditions as the Minister
may determine.

Thcrefore, the granting of mining leases is
entirely at the discretion of the Minister. When
the Minister then says the only person who can
refuse the application is the applicant himself, he
not only misuses the English language but he also
completely forgets the fact that mining leases are
granted only at his discretion. He and nobody else
is the refuser or granter of a mining lease.

If by "refusal" in clause 49 the Minister means
"not accepted", that is an amendment he should

make here and now so that the situation is
clarified. Certainly, that is not the situation at all.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 23
Mr Barnett Mr Jamieson
Mr Bertram Mr T. H. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Mclver
Mr Carr Mr McPharlin
Mr Cowan Mr Pearce
Dr Dadour Mr Skidmore
Mr Davies Mr Stephens
Mr H. D. Evans Mr Taylor
Mr Grayden Dr Troy
Mr Grill Mr Wilson
Mr Harman Mr Bateman
Mr Hodge (Teller)

Noes 23
Mr Blaikie Mr Old
Sir Charles Court Mr ONeil
Mr Coyne Mr Ridge
Mrs Craig Mr Rushton
Mr Crane Mr Sibson
Mr Grewar MrSodeman
Mr H-assell Mr Thompson
Mr P. V. Jones M rTubby
Mr Laurance Mr Williams
Mr Mensaros Mr Young
Mr Nanovich Mr Shalders
Mr O'Connor (Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr T. D. Evans Mr MacKinnon
Mr T. J. Burke Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Bryce Mr Spriggs
Mr Tonkin Mr Clarko
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): The

voting being equal, I give my casting vote with the
Noes.

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 36, line 28-Add after the word
"force" the words "or the date of the refusal
whichever is the later and in any event not
before the original applicant has been
allowed first right of refusal".

I will not labour the point. The amendment is
self-explanatory. It provides a further safeguard
to the applicant if the tenement is refused,
whether by the applicant or by the Minister.

The clause is extraordinarily badly worded.
That fact has been mentioned by the member for
Yilgarn-Dundas. I cannot imagine the Crown
Law Department suggesting a clause of that
kind.The Minister said that the wording of this
clause refers to the person concerned and not to
the Minister. I mention this as an example of poor
wording.

The amendment provides an additional
safeguard. [ cannot imagine the Minister bringing
a clause like this before the Parliament. He
obviously does not understand the clause. It is
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difficult for anyone else to understand it, because
we do not know what the Minister has in mind.
The clause could refer either to the refusal by the
Minister or to the refusal by the applicant.

Amendment put and negatived.
Clause put and passed.
Clause 50: Compliance with expenditure

conditions-
Mr GRAYDEN: I ask members to vote against

the clause which reads as follows-
50. During the currency of a prospecting

licence the holder thereof shall comply with
the prescribed expenditure conditions
relating thereto unless in accordance with
this Act total or partial exemption therefrom
is granted.

The expenditure conditions which have been
mentioned by the Minister are ludicrous in the
extreme. We should not entertain a situation
where, if there is a prospecting licence, the
expenditure conditions must be met. At the
moment, the holder of a mineral claim pays
annual rents of 50c an acre. Under the Bill, that
person has to comply with expenditure conditions.

The Minister will say that all this clause does is
to provide power for exemption. I am not
interested in that aspect of it. I am interested in
the question of the types of expenditure conditions
which the Minister will impose. I will return to
the Minister's statement in Parliament-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):.
The member has already read that passage on
several occasions.

Mr GRAYDEN: Yes. A lot of members were
not in the Chamber at the time. Obviously-

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I suggest that
the member give some consideration to Standing
Order No. 142.

Mr GRAYDEN: I value your ruling. It is a
long time since we have had debate in terms of
the expenditure conditions.

I suggest that this clause be deleted. There
should not be expenditure conditions in respect of
prospecting licence areas.

The Minister has indicated what we are likely
to have in respect of expenditure conditions. I will
not read his remarks, in deference to your ruling,
Mr Deputy Chairman. He did say the expenditure
conditions would be based roughly on conditions
where there were three men working over 100
acres for five days a week. He said the conditions
will probably be less onerous than this, and he will
translate this into a man's wage of $8 000.

We are talking about a prospecting licence. We
are not talking about the 100 acres to which the
Minister was referrring. This is a prospecting
licence of 200 hectares or 500 acres.

We will interpret the Minister's statement in
the best possible light-that he will impose an
expenditure of only $8 000 on 500 acres. We
should not be imposing expenditure conditions of
that kind. I therefore recommend that members
vote against this particular clause.

The Minister's statement to this Parliament
was quite unequivocal. He has told us once and
for all what he envisages. The situation where a
Minister will possibly demand of some poor
prospector on a prospecting licence that he spend
$8 000 annually is too ridiculous for words. That
is an argument for the defeat of this clause.

The expenditure conditions to which I
referring are the expenditure conditions
Minister has indicated which will in
probability be an amount of $8 000.

am
the
all

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! I1 suggest the member is now recapping on
his previous words and I ask him to move on to
the new matter or conclude his remarks.

Mr GRAYDEN: That is difficult when we are
talking about a clause concerning the terms Of
expenditure conditions. I do not think the
Minister should be in the position to grant
exemptions to holders of prospecting licences.
After all, he has said the whole purpose is to
ensure there is a turnover of land; that is his
avowed objective. Yet here he is giving to people
he has delegated the power of exempting Persons
with prospecting licences from being responsible
for the expenditure conditions.

We should bear in mind these licences are only
for a two-year period. I wanted to have them
extended to five years, but the Minister refused to
accept my amendment.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : Order! I remind
the member for South Perth we are not talking
about the duration or the licence. The clause
relates to expenditure conditions and I ask the
member to relate his remarks to this subject,
otherwise I shall be forced to sit him down.

Mr GRAYDEN: Why should one person take
up a prospecting licence for two years and not be
required to spend anything on it while another
person is forced to spend $8 000? Why should the
Minister have the arbitrary right to make ad hoc
decisions of that kind?

As the Minister is to be able to delegate his
powers, a relatively junior clerk in the Mines
Department will be empowered to grant
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exemption on the prospecting licences which are
now in force. There is currently a huge area of the
State taken up with mineral claims and exactly
the same thing will apply with prospecting areas,
provided the expenditure conditions can be
reduced to a satisfactory level, yet the Minister is
seeking the power to grant total or partial
exemption on these prospecting licences.

How does one become one of the favoured few
to receive an exemption? One can imagine there
should be exemption provisions in respect of a
mining lease taken out for a 21-year duration.
There could be circumstances where one could not
work such a lease because it might not be
economic to mine a certain mineral over a certain
period and there would be need for provision to
exempt people from labour or expenditure
conditions.

This will not be applicable to prospecting
licences taken out for two years only, on the basis
they will be worked, If ad hoc decisions are to'be
made for political considerations it will make a
mockery of the Bill.

The Minister already has the power to grant
prospecting licences and he has the power to take
them away. I believe this is a completely
undesirable clause.

Mr GRI LL: This provision is new to the mining
law of Western Australia and is one that replaces
partially the working conditions. We have
expenditure conditions wholly or partially
replacing working conditions. No-one seems to
know how this provision is going to work, It is a
clause which has frightened many people in the
prospecting and exploration industry and I believe
it is incumbent on the Minister to give the
Chamber a detailed explanation of how these
expenditure conditions will work. The information
given by the Minister in his second reading speech
has been confusing, to say the least.

If the interpretation given by the member for
South Perth is correct it could mean there will be
quite horrendous regulations passed to implement
this clause. The onus is fairly and squarely on the
Minister to explain the clause and take a weight
off the minds of many people who are worried
about its intention. If there is any clause in t his
Bill which scares the small prospector it is this
one.

Mr Mensaros: Arc you against the clause or for
it?

Mr GRILL: I am speaking in respect of the
provision and I should like to hear what the
Minister has to say about the clause before we
make up our minds on it. The onus is fairly and
squarely on the Minister to give to this

Committee and to the prospectors and explorers
of this State an explanation of just what is meant
by these expenditure conditions. I shall leave the
matter there, expecting the Minister to give a
detailed reply.

Mr MENSAROS: I shall speak to the clause
which is before the Chair and not to other
matters. The proposal to vote against the clause is
not only superfluous, but is also quite
ridiculous, because it would mean, in case any
member does not appreciate it, that a tenement
could be granted without an obligation to work it.
I have heard it said several times by members
opposite that they agree the ground should be
turned over and worked. The member for South
Perth has said that millions of acres will be
blanketed, or words to that effect. What is a
better incentive to blanketing out land than to
grant a tenement without any obligation to work
it? That is what the deletion of the clause
achieves.

The member for Yilgarn-Dundas amuses me
more and more. It is an interesting exercise to
listen to him. He said, "I do not know what the
Minister said in his second reading speech-how
he explained the regulations-but certainly the
member for South Perth's interpretation is not
unreasonable." The member for Vilgarn-Dundas
does nor know what I said; but he knows the
interpretation of the member for South Perth is
not unreasonable.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister really summed
Up the Matter with those words. He has disclosed
his real intention which is, of course, recorded in
H-ansard in his second reading speech. In the
meantime he has made frequent references to his
real intention which is to prevent the middleman
mining tenements in Western Australia. That is
what the argument is about. That is why in the
mining areas white-hot hatred has been expressed
towards the Bill. We know that is the Minister's
intention and that is why we know the
expenditure conditions he will impose will be
extreme. He has given us an indication of what
they will be. It is all in Mansard and cannot be
misinterpreted.

We have to study what the Minister said in
conjunction with his intention which is to stop this
type of real estate pegging, as he calls it. I
disagree with him. What I say and what the
mining industry says is this: If we impose rents on
mineral claims or prospecting licence areas, that
in itself is the deterrent. People will not keep the
claim and pay rent ad infinitum. If they do so,
what a wonderful thing it will be for the
Government. Obviously there would be no
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minerals on the claim, because if there were
minerals on it they would be mined.

Mr O'Connor: You want real estate pegging,
do you?

Mr GRAYDEN: There is nothing wrong with
real estate pegging if people are occupying the
land and are paying into the Consolidated
Revenue Fund. What is wrong with that? What is
wrong with a person having a parcel of land of
500 acres and paying $250 a year? if someone
wants to peg real estate in the mining industry, we
should let them do so. Obviously there would be
no minerals on the land, because if there were
minerals on it the person would do something
about it.

For that reason, it is self-regulating, but that,
of course, escapes the comprehension of the
Minister. H-e does not realise it is self-regulating
and that people do not pay annual rents for the
sake of paying them. If the Minister wanted to, he
could double the annual rents which would mean
that instead of the State Government receiving
$1.7 million a year in rents on mineral claims, it
would receive twice that amount. That would be a
deterrent against real estate pegging. If there are
minerals on the land, naturally the people
concerned will do something about developing
them Or they will enter into some type of farm-in
arrangement.

This is just another example that the -Bill is
founded on spurious grounds. There is no validity
in the reasons given for the introduction of the
Bill. This clause is a classic example of that; but
the Minister has made it plain that the whole
object of the Bill is to freeze out that section of
the mining industry. -He has been very explicit.
H~e said that anyone who prospects for minerals
and reaches a deal in respect of those minerals
instead of mining them falls into the category of a
real estate pegger.

The member for Murchison-Eyre has described
real estate peggers as parasites and leaches. That
is what he thinks of them and the Minister will
make the expenditure conditions so stringent that
they will not be in a position to take out
prospecting licences. That is his avowed intention.
I hope nobody is under any illusions about it.
People will have a little difficulty following the
Minister.

M r Bertra m: We all do.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister made a

statement in the Chamber and it appears in
Hansard. You, Sir, will not permit me to read it ,because you will say it is repetitious. However,
the Minister has made that statement; but he has

made some newspaper statements since then
which are different.

Mr Bertram: What was it he said? I cannot
recall it.

Mr GRAYDEN: Would you let me read it,
Sir?

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order!

Mr GRAYDEN: I can be fairly brief with it.-
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: This matter has

been referred to in regard to this clause on a
number of occasions and 1 believe I have shown
extreme latitude. I ask the member for South
Perth to respect the wishes of the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I shall do that happily.
Mr Bertram: Could you give us the reference in

Hansard.)
Mr GRAYDEN: I shall give the reference in

Hansard, because it is something every member
should cut out and carry around with him. It
appears on page 4198 on the right-hand column
near the top.

Mr Bertram: What volume is that? Is it volume
20?

Mr GRAYDEN: It is our only guide as to what
will apply in respect of the expenditure conditions.
It is the only time the Minister has been pinned
down and has made a statement in Parliament
which has been recorded. Now, of course, he is
attempting to get out of it and say it is not
applicable.

I asked the question, "What expenditure
conditions will apply on a prospecting licence
area?" The Minister went on to tell us what will
apply. The expenditure conditions could well be
excessive. The Minister has indicated they will be.
He said it would be absurd to let people take up
these tenements without any obligation to work
them.

My reply to that is that it is absolute nonsense.
My reply is that the fact that they must pay rent
is in itself a self-regulatory provision. If anyone is
holding real estate merely for the sake of holding
it and it contains no minerals, we should be happy
to receive the $150 for every 300 acres held.

Mr Coyne: How many claims has Western
Mining?

Mr GRAYDEN: I do not know, but I imagine
it would be literally hundreds. Western Mining
will get a shock when the Bill becomes law and
the company finds it is limited to a quota, unless
the Minister has changed his mind since he made
the statement.

Mr Coyne: They have at present 1 284.
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Mr GRAYDEN: Under the Bill Western
Mining will go back onto the quota.

Mr Coyne: No. Western Mining will move into
exploration licences.

Mr GRAYDEN: Certainly the company will
be able to do that if the areas lend themselves to
an exploration licence.

We come back to the situation that the big
companies have said they want prospecting
licence areas and not exploration licence areas,
but they will get a great shock because they will
be limited to a quota. We can imagine the
complaints the Minister will receive.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
Order! The honourable member's time has
expired.

Mr GRILL: The Minister had an opportunity
to explain what he meant by the expenditure
conditions, but he chose not to explain. He chose
amateurishly to endeavour to score cheap points.
and completely neglected to give any explanation
whatever. This is a red-hot issue in the goldfields.
What will the expenditure conditions be? The
Minister had an opportunity to explain, but he
shirked his responsibility, as he shirks it on every
other hard question.

Sir Charles Court: Don't talk nonsense.
Mr O'Connor: He has done a good job.
Mr GRILL: Of shirking? Quite right.
Sir Charles Court: He makes you look like an

amateur.
Mr GRILL: Either he does not know what the

expenditure conditions will be, or he will not tell
us. I think it is the latter. I-I just does not want to
tell us because the opposition to the Bill would
probably increase if he did so.

Mr Coyne: The opposition is not very strong
here.

Mr GRILL: It is strong enough here and it is
pretty strong where the member for Murchison-
Eyre comes from.

Mr O'Connor: It is not where I come from.
Mr Coyne: It is here it matters, not out there.
Mr GRILL: The Minister had an opportunity

to explain these conditions which everyone wants
to know, but he simply shirked it.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
draw attention to the fact that the question I will
put will be that clause 50 be agreed to. In order to
achieve the desired course, the member for South
Perth should vote against the clause. I would like
that understood.

Mr GRAYDEN: Thank you, Sir. I will pursue
the question which has been raised by the member
for Yilgarn-Dundas. The Minister has given the
Chamber certain information in respect of
expenditure conditions, but he has gone outside
the Chamber and attempted to refute what he
said in Parliament.

The Minister is under an obligation to tell the
Committee what he envisages in respect of
expenditure conditions for prospecting licence
areas. He has already told us something and has
then gone back on it. He has gone back on what is
reported at page 4198 in Hansard. He has gone
back on his statement that the expenditure
conditions for the prospecting licences will be
based roughly on present conditions, which are
that three men must work every 100O acres for five
days a week during the whole year.

Then he said we might translate this into
money and one man's wage would be $8 000. He
has indicated the amount will be $8 000 for each
of the three men. Can he not be specific? I will
refer to the clause again.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
suggest that during the passage of the debate the
honourable member has already referred to the
clause five or six times.

Mr GRAYDEN: I will not do so again. I am
trying to emphasise that we are dealing with a
clause concerning expenditure conditions and the
Minister has told members that they will be based
roughly on certain things and he has told us the
amount. However, he has gone back on that on
several occasions. He makes a statement on one
day, has it recorded in Hansard, and then goes
back on it another day.

We are entitled to have the Minister spell out
the situation. He has made too many statements
and we do not know where we stand. Much of the
opposition throughout the mining areas stems
from this point and the Minister is in a position to
defuse the situation. He need not have introduced
the Bill in the first place but, having done so, he is
in a position to accept reasonable amendments
which would defuse the position.

From the start to the finish the Minister has
been responsible for the situation which has
developed in respect of the Bill. Let him no longer
shelter behind the airy-fairy statements he has
made to members which he says have been
interpreted incorrectly. The Minister has had
weeks in which to consider the aspect under dis-
cussion and he has had ample opportunity to
study what he said previously and which was
recorded in Hansard. He altered the proof very
extensively, so he obviously knows what is in it.
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Having altered it and knowing what is in it, he
has since indicated that people are placing all
sorts of wrong interpretations on what he has said.
That is impossible, of course.

What more must we do to extract from the
Minister what he has in mind? If members cannot
do it, who can? Could his constituents? Could the
Liberal Party in his constituency? Would they be
able to elicit the information?

The officers in the department would not have
the vaguest idea either. They would not know
what the Minister has in mind. He does not know
himself, or he would have said so. Perhaps he
would be frightened to say anything because i t
would contradict what he said some weeks ago.
That might be the reason. The Hansard to which
I am referring was published in October.

Actually. I think we have put the Minister in
an awkward position. Naturally, if he makes any
sort of statement he will contradict what he has
said previously. Notwithstanding the fact that the
Minister will have to contradict what he has
already said, and what has been recorded in
Parliament, certainly he owes it to this Parliament
to tell us what he has in mind. He might avoid it
tonight, but sooner or later he will have to do so.
When he does tell the people of Western
Australia what he has in mind it will conflict with
what he said in October last. That is inevitable. If
that is to happen, why does not the Minister get
up now and tell us? A few sentences and the
whole issue would be defused, up to a point.

The biggest issue with the prospecting licence is
the expenditure conditions which the Minister will
impose. If he were to treat it in the category of a
mineral claim, if' he were to impose a charge or
$250, that would be reasonable. If he has in mind
expenditure conditions of 5250 only, can he not
tell us? That would not have a limiting effect
throughout the mining areas of Western
Australia, and it would give some meaning to his
statement in regard to contiguous pegging.

At the moment his assurances are absolutely
meaningless because everybody is under the
impression that what he said in October last,' and
what is recorded in Hansard, is what he has in
mind, If the Minister can come down to $250 for
a prospecting area, that will be a different thing
altogether. Of course he cannot, for the reason
that he would cut across the avowed intention of
this Bill-to wipe out the real estate pegger.
When that happens, the prospectors also will be
wiped out. Every person who pegs a prospecting
area will, as far as the Minister is concerned, be
in the category of' a real estate pegger, unless he
takes up the land with the object of mining it.

The Minister will not be able to break down the
expenditure conditions which he has mentioned,
which statement has been recorded; otherwise,
there is no point in introducing this Bill. The old
Act has stood the test of time. We could take out
the dead wood in the course of a day. The
equivalent of an exploration licence is a
temporary reserve, and the equivalent of a
prospecting licence is a mineral claim. We could
soon amend the current Act to change the
situation so that instead of having 300 acres for a
mineral claim, we could have 500 acres. That
would then be equivalent to a prospecting licence.
We could do away with a myriad small
tenements, such as water rights and homestead
leases. They could all be lumped under a general
purpose fee. If, however, the expenditure
conditions envisaged are to be acceptable, there is
absolutely no reason for the introduction of this
Bill. The present Act has served all purposes. The
Minister is not able to get up and spell out the
expenditure conditions, because they would be
ludicrous in the extreme.

Clause put and
following result-

Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor
Mr Old

Mr flarnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Ayes
Mr MacKinnon
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Spriggs
Mr Cla rko
The DEPUTY

The voti .ng beinge
with the Ayes.

a division taken with the

Ayes 23
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Watt
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 23
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin

CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie):
~qua], I give my casting vote

Clause thus passed.
Clause 5I put and passed.

4893



4894 ASSEMBRLYJ

Clause 52: Security relating to additional
prospecting licence or licences-

Mr GRAYDEN: I intend to move to delete the
following passage in lines 11I to 14 on page 37-

a security for compliance with the conditions
to which each such prospecting licence, if
granted, will from time to time be subject
and with the provisions of this Part and the
Regulations

The amendment which appears on the notice
paper sets out the intention to insert in lieu of the
words deleted the passage-

such rentals and fees prescribed by the
regulations.

However, it is my intention to move to insert, in
lieu of the passage to be deleted, the words-

such terms and conditions prescribed by
the regulations.

I believe the words "terms and conditions" would
be more suitable.

Clause 52 sets out that where the holder of a
prospecting licence lodges an application for the
grant to him of an additional one or more
prospecting licences, he shall lodge with the
application a security for compliance with the
conditions. I do not believe we should tolerate a
situat'ion where the person lodging an application
should have to put up a security for compliance
with the conditions for each prospecting licence
when the Minister has indicated that he will
retain the power, in certain circumstances, to
grant people exemptions when they take up
prospecting licences.

One individual will be in the happy position of
taking up a prospecting licence and then being
granted an exemption from the expenditure
conditions, even though the term of the licence is
only two years. Another poor individual will have
to put Up Some Sort of security when he First
makes application. What a stupid situation that
would be!

The words to which I object are "a security for
compliance with the conditions to which each
such prospecting licence, if granted, will from
time to time be subject". I therefore move an
amendment-

Page 37, lines I1I to 14-Delete the
passage "a security for compliance with the
conditions to which each such prospecting
licence, if granted, will from time to time be
subject and with the provisions of this Part
and the Regulations" and substitute the
passage "such terms and conditions
prescribed by the regulations".

It is absolutely desirable that the terms -and
conditions under which tenements can be taken
out be written into the regulations and not left to
the whim of the Minister or the person to whom.
he might delegate his authority.

I do not want to debate that point. I just repeat
that there is no need for a person to lodge a
security for compliance on a prospecting licence
area. In the circumstances I think it is reasonable
to delete that particular passage and instead
require people to comply with the terms and
conditions which are set out in the regulations,
where it will be possible to ix, say, an annual rent
on a prospecting licence or to impose such
conditions as keeping boundary pegs in good
order. People would have to abide by those
conditions but I do not believe under any
circumstances they should be required to put up a
security. It is not necessary with mineral claims in
Western Australia at the present time.

Probably 3.5 million acres are taken up with
mineral claims in this State at the present time,
and the people concerned in taking them up have
never had to put up a security to ensure they will
comply with the working conditions. It has never
been necessary since 1904. Why does it become
necessary at this s tage? The reason is to enable
the Minister to implement his true purpose in
introducing this Bill; that is, to make the
conditions so onerous for the person prospecting
that he will not take up the ground. That is his
avowed purpose, and this just another tool by
which he will prevent the real estate pegging to
which he has referred. When he talks in terms of
real estate peggers he means anyone who pegs
ground with the object of reaching some kind of
deal in respect'of that ground.

It has never been necessary in the past to
require a security, and it is not necessary at the
present time. Why is it necessary under this Hill?
All the Minister wants to do is make the situation
so impossible for those who want to go out and
peg that they will not be pegging, and the field
will then be left to the big companies which will
operate with the exploration licences.

What an impossible situation! it is repugnant to
all who live in the mining areas. It is repugnant in
every way to every person who is in any way
mixed up in the mining industry. It is absolutely
repugnant to them that they should be placed in
this position and that additional burdens should
be placed on the small man and the small
companies. The member for Murchison-Eyre
laughs about this situation.

Mr Coyne: It is repugnant.
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Mr GRAYDEN: The prospectors in the mining
industry in his electorate will let him know in the
future how repugnant it is. We can imagine a
poor old prospector raking up the money to take a
battered vehicle into some remote part of Western
Australia-the Murchison, for instance. He will
pay excessive prices for petrol-we know the cost
of petrol in country areas-and for canned foods
and other goods. He will stay out in the field and
peg a prospector's licence area. When he comes
back to see the warden he will put in a couple of
days in the town, probably staying at the
hotel-another expense.

When he makes his application the warden will
say, "The Minister has directed that you must put
up a security. You must spend $8 000 a year on
this area and you will have to put up a security to
ensure you do spend it." The prospector will not
take up the area. This will happen throughout the
mining areas. Prospectors will be forced to
explore the areas without the security of a mining
tenement.

The Bill has to contain impossible expenditure
conditions, because otherwise the Minister could
not achieve his avowed purpose of preventing this
type of pegging. This is the way those expenditure
conditions will affect the small prospector.

The Bill will never be assented to. According to
the Minister, it will go through the two Houses of
Parliament. It will take two or three years to draw
up the regulations. We can imagine what kind of
regulations they will be. We can imagine what
those in all sections of the mining industry will
say when they see in black and white in the
regulations the expenditure condition of $8 000
per 500 acres.

Who in the mining industry will clap his hands
when he reads that kind of information? Will it
be the big companies like Western Mining? As
the member for Murchison-Eyre has said, that
company has over 1 000 leases.

Mr Coyne: I said 1 284.
Mr GRAYDEN: The majority of them would

be 300-acre mineral claims. If that company has
1000 prospecting licences and is expected to

spend $8 000 a year, the expenditure conditions
will mean that every year Western Mining alone
will have to spend $8 million. That illustrates how
absurd the expenditure conditions are. We can
imagine what that company will say when it sees
expenditure conditions like that in the regulations.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
would appreciate it if the honourable member
would explain how expenditure conditions are
related to security conditions, to which the clause
refers.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am saying Western Mining
will be up for expenditure conditions, anyway, but
in addition it will have to put up a security to
ensure it spends that amount. What sort of
security would Western Mining put up on an
expenditure of $8 million a year?

Mr Coyne: Two cartons of beer.
Mr GRAYDEN: I will come back to the

situation of the small prospector who has lived in
Wiluna all his life. HeI drives his old vehicle out
from Wiluna-he may even go by camel. HeI pegs
out his little claim, and when he goes in to
register, the warden says, NI want security of
$8 000."1

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Blaikie): I
remind the member for South Perth of Standing
Order No. 142 relating to repetitious debate.
Although he is talking of a different area, his
argument is very similar. I ask the member for
South Perth to appreciate the difficulty of the
Chair with a very difficult Bill.

Mr GRAYDEN: One of the things I dislike
about this particular clause is the fact that the
security requirement is not spelt out in any way,
and the regulations will not be introduced for I8
months, or possibly two years. Do we want the
situation where the residents of the mining areas
of Western Australia are seething, not just for a
temporary period, but for I8 months and up to
three years because we will not know the
expenditure conditions until the regulations are
introduced.

Of course the Government's problems will
commence as soon as the Bill is passed through
Parliament. They will not even begin to start
while we are debating the Bill; in fact, the
Government's problems would be over if the Bill
were defeated. What will happen in the goldfields
as soon as the Bill is passed? Groups will be
formed to ensure that this legislation will never
become law. Of course it will become obvious to
the Minister that the legislation will not work and
it will not be acceptable, because when the chips
are down, this Government or any other
Government, will not actually put out of existence
the section of our community which relies on
exploration for its livelihood, It is absurd even to
debate this Bill because it will never be assented
to.

My amendment would make the clause
infinitely more acceptable. Those members who
represent mining areas would be able to inform
their constituents engaged in prospecting that
they would not have to put up security every time
they make an application.
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Mr GRILL: The Opposition strongly supports
this amendment. Let me read to members what
the prospectors had to say about this particular
provision in their submission to the
Government-

Security. Prospectors are totally opposed
to this requirement that security be lodged
when more than one prospecting licence is
applied for. This is not a requirement of the
present Act and therefore diminishes the
rights under which prospectors operate at the
present time. Prospectors may be denied the
right to apply for tenements through lack of
sufficient funds for security. Any security
provided will lie idle in the Mines
Department and reduce the amount of funds
available for prospecting. Prospectors believe
that their own scarce financial resources
would be better utilised in the search for and
mining of minerals. Such a provision clearly
discriminates against prospectors in favour of
major companies.

It is noted that die amount of security is
not specified in the Bill but under Clause 126
can be set at any level decided upon by the
Minister regardless of what may be
prescribed in the Regulations which have yet
to be prepared.

There are logical inconsistencies in this provision.
The Minister should explain to members just why
the securities are needed. He has not yet given us
that explanation. I hope his explanation will be
better than his explanation in respect of
expenditure conditions.

The inconsistency is the fact that security is not
needed for the first prospecting area. Why is
security needed for the second or the third
prospecting area? Why is security not needed for
the first area? If security is needed at all, surely it
is needed for every area.

We arc told that no security will be needed in
the case of the first prospecting area so we must
then ask the question; What is this security
provision all about? It does not make sense.

There are strong arguments against securities,
and these arguments have been clearly set out in
the submissions put forward by the prospectors.
Just let us go over them again.

Certain prospectors may not be able to raise
security at all. Some of them might not have the
capital, the assets, or the asset backing to do so.
Does it mean that these people should be
discriminated against? Does it mean they should
not be allowed to prospect?

The next point is: If security is put up by way
of guarantee from a bank, by taking out a

mortgage on a home, or by putting up the cash,
why should that security lie idle? If a prospector
is to mortgage his home, he should be able to use
the money so raised to provide himself with them
implementation to get out in the field and do
some prospecting. If a prospector obtains a letter
of credit from the bank, why should that money
lie idle in the bank during the period he is
prospecting?

These legitimate points have been put forward
by the prospectors, and the Minister will not
answer them. However, he must answer the basic
question: Why are the securities needed? They
have not been needed in the past, and I can see no
reason for them in the goldfields. There may be
some argument for securities in certain selected
areas of the State, but certainly not in all areas.
The Minister needs to explain this matter.

Mr SKIDMORE: I wish to refer further to the
objections put forward by the Amalgamated
Prospectors and Leaseholders' Association. I
believe the Minister should comment on some of
the submissions made. The member for Yilgarn-
Dundas referred to the fact that under clause 126
the amount of security can be set at any level
decided upon by the Minister. This is regardless
of what may be prescribed in the regulations
which have yet to be produced.

The association is saying that under this clause
the Minister can set an amount of security and
wI have no regard for the prescribed amount set
out in the regulations which have not yet been
produced. As the member for South Perth said, it
will be at least I8 months before these regulations
will be known. Therefore, the argument advanced
by the association is a valid one.

The association refers also to the fact that there
does not appear to be a provision requiring the
Mines Department to refund any security either
on the withdrawal or refusal of the application, or
on its expiry. It seems to me that where an
application is withdrawn or refused, the security
should be refunded. However, there is nothing in
the Bill to this effect. Large amounts of money
could be asked for by way of security, and there is
no guarantee that the money will be refunded to
the applicant either on withdrawal or refusal of
the application or on the expiry of the period. I
feel the association is quite justified and we on
this side are certainly justified in opposing the
clause.

Mr JAMIESON: This is a portion of the Bill
where the Minister can prove that he is dinkumt
when he says it is of assistance to the small
operator. If he intends to leave the clause
unaltered so that a security for the compliance of
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the conditions is required he must make the
amount meaningful. As soon as he does that he
disadvantages the small operator who would have
only a limited amount of capital and may not
have any assets, in which case he would have to
scrape up cold, hard cash. If he has to do that he
will not be able to expand his prospecting
operations. I suggest the Minister owes the
Committee an explanation as to why the clause is
necessary.

I do not see that it is necessary. Many other
conditions of forfeiture could be applied if the
person did not obey the other requirements of
the provision, rather than having money tied up in
a departmental trust account. I imagine the
department would not want to fool around with
mortgages on homes, but would be looking for
cash or similar security. Therefore, I suggest we
are justified in opposing this clause and the
Minister should explain why it is necessary.

Mr MENSAROS: I am happy to explain the
clause despite the fact that it was explained in
detail during the second reading debate. I said
then that the Adams committee recommended
many years ago that if we accepted the principle
that the ground should be worked in one way or
another and if the small man wants to take up
something which appears to be beyond his
capacity to work, in order to prevent trouble he
should put up a bond. The Adams committee even
recommended that the bond should be about one
year's expenditure. It said explicitly that the
Government should adhere to that when framing
regulations.

It is not a question of paying cash, mortgaging
houses, or of money lying idle. I know the idea of
a filibuster is to repeat things as much as possible,
just as some parts of the Bill have been read six,
seven, and eight times.

When I spoke I even compared the bond with
the bail system, and said a bond will not implicate
anything which could lie idle. The Adams
committee said a similar condition should exist in
respect of exploration licences although in that
case it said perhaps a bank security or cash should
be required in case a larger operator or company
wants to overreach himself or itself by tak Ing up
tenements which appear to be beyond his or its
capacity to prospect.

The member for Vilgarn-Dundas said in one of
his comments that he fully agrees the ground
should be worked. It is in the interests of those
prospectors who are genuine and want to work the
ground that somebody else-to use the words of
the member for South Perth-should not blanket
areas and then not work on them. If this clause

1154)

prevails, in such cases where it appears 10 the
department based on past experience that the
applicant wants to overreach himself, then a bond
will be required. In the case of a prospecting
licence a bond type of security will be demanded
whereas with the exploration licence perhaps a
bank guarantee or other security will be required.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
M r Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor

Ayes
Mr T. D. Evans
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin

Ayes 23
Mt Jamnieson
Mr T, H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr MePharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skid more
Mr Stephens
M r Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rusbton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Pairs
Noes

Mr MacKinnon
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Spriggs
Mr Watt

(Teller)

(Teller)

The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I
give my casting vote with the Noes.

Amendment thus negatived.
Mr GRAYDEN: I move an amendment-

Page 37, lines 15 to 17-Delete subelause
(2).

Subelause (2) states-
A security referred to in subsection (1) of

this section shall be in accordance with and
subject to the provisions of section 126.

Clause 126 states-
126. (1) A security referred to in section 26,
52 or 60-

(a) shall be a prescribed sum or such
other sum as the Minister in any
case approves;

(b) shall be in the prescribed form or
such other form as the Minister in
any ease approves;
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(c) may, subject to the approval of the
Minister, be by cash deposit or such
other method as the Minister
allows, or partly by cash deposit
and partly by such other method as
the Minister allows.

(2) A security given in accordance with
the prescribed form or a form approved by
the Minister, although it is not sealed, binds
the person subscribing it as if it were sealed.

(3) Whenever a security under the section
is put in suit the production of the security,
without further proof, entitles the Minister to
judgment against the person appearing to
have executed the security for the amount of
his stated liability or for such lesser amount
as is claimed-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The member for
South Perth has moved to delete subclause (2). 1
fail to note the connection between his
amendment and clause 126. I ask the honourable
member to relate his remarks to the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: Mr Chairman, subclause (2)
refers us to the provisions of clause 126, and it is
relevant to my amendment. Clause 126
continues-

-unless that person proves compliance
with the conditions of the security or that the
security was not executed by him or release
or satisfaction.

It goes on to impose all sorts of other conditions
in respect of this security.

It is an objectionable thing even to begin to ask
a proipector or a relatively small prospecting
company to lodge a security as a guarantee that
they are going to meet certain expenditure
conditions. Let us look at this matter sanely.
Supposing a prospector leaves Wiluna and travels
several hundred miles out to the Peterman Range
near the border of South Australia and Western
Australia. There would not be a pastoral property
within 500 miles of that spot; there would be no
tourists and no industries of any sort.

Let us suppose that prospector pegs 500 acres
in that extremely remote region. Would it not be
reasonable to let him have what he wanted for
nothing? No, he must travel back to the nearest
town where there is a warden-probably Wiluna
or even Meekatharra-and lodge his claim.
Would it not be logical for the warden to say,
"Right, your claim is 600 miles west of here. Pay
your annual rent of 50c an acre, or a total of $250
and leave it at that"?

That is not what the Government intends to do.
In addition to his rent, the Government intends to

demand that he spend $8 000 a year on his lease,
otherwise it will be taken from him and, to ensure
he spends that amount of money on an area of
land 500 miles from anywhere, he will be required
to lodge a security with the Mines Department.

This provision is so ludicrous I hope it makes
members realise just what this Hill entails, and
why there is such deep-seated opposition within
the mining community to this legislation. This
sort of restriction may apply in some European
countries, but Australians are not used to being
told that they cannot go out to a remote area,
hundreds of miles from anywhere, and peg a
mining claim without having exorbitant
conditions imposed upon them. Australians will
not accept this sort of imposition either now or in
the future; there is absolutely no doubt about
that.

The longer this continues, the more people are
going to realise what this Bill contains.To date,
the people have only a smattering of knowledge of
what is in the Bill. Members can imagine what
will happen when they fully realise what it
contains. Organisations will be established across
the goldfields with the express purpose of
defeating this legislation. It will become a
festering sore which will be kept open until such
time as the Government withdraws the Bill.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member
for South Perth to confine his remarks to the
amendment before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I am simply trying to point
out that impositions of the worst possible kind are
to be placed on prospectors. irrespective of their
circumstances; these conditions will be imposed
on impoverished prospectors and relatively well-
off prospectors alike. It is absolutely absurd to
expect the lodgment of a security in respect of
mining tenements in remote areas. It is an
indication of the lengths to which we will go in
this State.

I have a son and a couple of daughters driving
through Sweden, Finland, and Norway at present.
They say they can camp anywhere, as long as
they are out of sight of houses, and not inside a
fence. In Western Australia, no matter how
remote the area is, one is expected to go to the
nearest camping area.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! For the second time,
I direct the honourable member to relate his
remarks directly to the amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: Mr Chairman, I am giving
the Committee a comparison. Here we have a
huge State, yet when mineral leases are taken up
in remote areas, not only are onerous expenditure
conditions placed upon the lessees but also a
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security is required to be lodged to guarantee that
those expenditure requirements are met. It is the
same idiotic situation which exists in Western
Australia in respect of caravans and camping. I
was just pointing out what happened in other
countries, and that these liberal laws work
famously. I believe that, similarly, we could relax
our mining laws and they would work famously,
too.

The Mines Department cannot gear itself up to
cope with the mining industry, and with booms
such as were experienced during the nickel
heyday. As a result of its inability to cope, it has
asked that the existing Act be scrapped, and we
Finish up with clauses like this. The Minister
obviously does not comprehend what this clause
will do or indeed what the legislation will do,
otherwise he would not introduce a Bill of this
kind in a thousand years.

When the people in the mining areas
thoroughly digest what is in this Bill they are
simply not going to accept the legislation. It is as
simple and as cut-and-dried as that.

,Mr Grill: There is no way they are going to
accept it.

Mr GRAYDEN: So, we are really wasting our
time talking about it. This subclause should be
deleted because security should not be required in
respect of this type of tenement.

Mr GRILL: The subclause the member wishes
to delete refers to clause 126. That certainly
allows the Minister a great discretion. On three
occasions clause 126 mentions a cash deposit.

The Minister would have us believe that the
conditions in respect of these securities will not be
onerous. These prospectors will not be able to
afford a cash deposit. There is no way in the
world they will be in it.

When the Minister was asked to give reasons
for such a clause, he merely referred to the
Adams committee report. That report was
presented seven years ago. Can the Minister point
to some catastrophic event which happened
between that date and this date and which made
it imperative to implement securities of this kind?
Has there been an occasion when a prospector has
mined without security and has fallen down on
the conditions of the tenement to such an extent
that a security became necessary? The Minister
could not give me one instance.

The whole question is superfluous. There is a
logical difficulty in respect of the matter. If a
prospector is required to give security on one
mining tenement, why not on another?

The case for including securities is specious. I
have not heard a good reason advanced. In the
seven years between the presentation of the
Adams committee report and the introduction
into this Parliament of this Bill, if there have been
certain acts which would prove the Adams
committee right in departing from the previous
long-standing law of this State, what arc those
acts? The Minister, as usual, will not reply
because the questions are too difficult for him.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 23
Mr Barnett Mr Jamieson
Mr Bertram Mr T. [H. Jones
Mr B. T. Burke Mr Melver
Mr Carr Mr McPharlin
Mr Cowan MrT Pearce
Dr Dadour Mr Skid more
Mr Davies Mr Stephens
Mr H-. D. Evans Mr Taylor
Mr Grayden Dr Tiny
Mr Grill Mr Wilon
Mr H-arman Mr Bateman
Mr Hodge (Teller)

Noes 23
Mr Blaikie Mr Old
Sir Charles Court Mr O'Neil
Mr Coyne Mr Ridge
Mrs Craig Mr Rushton
Mr Crane Mr Sibson
Mr Grewar Mr Sodemnan
Mr Hassell Mr Thompson
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Tubby
Mr Laurance Mr Williams
Mr Mensaros Mr Young
Mr Nanovieb Mr Shalders
Mr O'Connor (Toiler)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

MrT. D. Evans Mr MacKinnon
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Herzfeld
M rfBryce Mr Spriggs
MrTonkin Mr Wait
The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I

give my casting vote with the Noes.
Amendment thus negatived.

Clause put and passed
Clause 53: No transfer of prospecting licence

during first six months-
Mr GRAY DEN: I wish to move to delete

clause 53.
The CHAIRMAN: The appropriate way to

achieve that objective will be to vote against the
clause.

Mr GRAYDEN: All right, I will do it that
way. The clause reads-

The holder of a prospecting licence shall
not, except with the consent of the Minister,
transfer the prospecting licence at any time
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during the first six months of the term for
which it was granted.

What sort of an imposition is that? What is the
purpose of it?

A person taking up a prospecting licence will be
subject to many conditions. He will be subject to
expenditure conditions, and he will have to pay
rent in addition. He will be involved in the cost of
obtaining the lease and taking up the lease. Then
the Minister will say, "Now that you have it, you
cannot dispose of it within six months."

Mr B. T. Burke: It will discourage
development.

Mr GRAYDEN: It will hinder development. If
a prospector has a lease containing a mineral, is it
not better for him to sell it so that the company
buying the lease can start mining immediately?
Under this provision of the Bill , the prospector
would have to wait six months before he could do
anything with the mineral deposit he round. He
would not be able to mine it on his own.

Mr Jamieson: If somebody finds out about it,
they are liable to push him down a shaft.

Mr GRAYDEN: He would hold the lease and
have tenure over it. He would not be able to
transfer it. What is the purpose of that? Some
people, however, will be permitted to take up
leases and immediately obtain from the Minister
exemption from labour conditions and from
expenditure conditions. The person could not
transfer the lease. This clause serves only a
negative purpose. It holds up development of
deposits.

A prospector takes up an area because of the
probability that it has some minerals of
significance on it. Under this provision, he has to
sit on it for six months before he can do anything
with it. He cannot sell the lease within six
months, except with the consent of the Minister.
Why should he have to go cap in hand to the
Minister? He has found the area, applied for the
lease, and met all the conditions in order to have
it granted to him. Why should he then have to go
to the Minister and ask whether he can transfer
the lease? I oppose the clause.

Mr GRILL: The Opposition also opposes this
clause. We do not see it as being necessary and we
do not see any precedent for it. The Liberal Party,
in its manifesto, states that it recognises the
speculative nature of mining. With this clause it is
endeavouring to take the speculation out of
mining; it will not be successful.

The trouble is exemplified by the myopic
attitude taken by the member for Murchison-
Eyre. It is the same people he calls leeches and

parasites who are prospecting in these areas. One
cannot distinguish between them and the bona
[ide prospector. The same people are out working
claims as are out pegging and selling claims.

The Liberals are right when they claim mining
is a speculative industry; it always will be. This
provision is to Stop what the Minister calls
"blanket peggers" It will not do that because
there are many ways to get around this. This will
stifle not only prospecting but mining also.

Clause put and a division taken with the
following result-

Mr Blaikie
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Crewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurane
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr IHodge

Ayes
Mr Macl~innon
Mr Herzfeld
Mr Spriggs
Mr Watt

Ayes 23
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridg
Mr Rus ton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodernan
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

Noes 23
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr Mcrharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Troy
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Pairs
Noes

Mr T. D. Evans
Mr T. J. Burke
Mr Bryce
Mr Tonkin

(Teller)

(Teller)

The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I
give my casting vote with the Ayes.

Clause thus passed.
Clause 54: Maximum holding of prospecting

licences-

Mr MENSAROS: I move an amendment-
Page 37, lines 22 to 39-Delete subclauses

(1) and (2) with a view to inserting a passage
as follows-

Where there are special
circumstances, the Minister may, on the
recommendation of a warden, approve
the granting of more than ten
prospecting licences, whether contiguous
or otherwise, to the same person
provided that the number of prospecting
licences that may be held or controlled
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by any one person at any time shall not
exceed twenty.

This is the third leg of an undertaking given to
the member for South Perth. To save the time of
the Committee I indicate that the member for
South Perth's amendment to my amendment
really has been dealt with already and the
Committee has decided against it, but in this case
it is even more superfluous because the
amendment I have moved provides for the
Minister to allow any number of contiguous
prospecting licences irrespective of the mineral
field.

Mr GRAYDEN: I intend moving that the
amendment be amended by adding after the word
"licenees" in line 7 the words "in any one mineral
field." It is true that the amendment the Minister
has moved does permit him to grant any number
of prospecting licence areas, but only in special
circumstances. To suggest otherwise is absolutely
contrary to what he said the other day. He talked
in terms of permitting the warden to allocate 10
leases, a further 10, and for th~e Minister, under
exceptional circumstances, a further 10. I pointed
out at the time that this would not work and that
he had to permit this to happen throughout the
State because it would affect both small and large
companies alike.

Tonight the Minister appears to have admitted
he has framed the new amendment with that in
mind. This is the first admission we have received
that the Minister possibly intends to do this. The
Minister does not openly say what he is going to
do but surreptitiously moves an amendment to
cover the points I raised.

If that is so, then up to a point it is no longer
necessary to move the amendment standing in my
name, but we should go ahead with it because we
do not know where we stand with the Minister.
Previously, there was no intention that he would
permit the granting of these licenees in every
field.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! For the information
of the member for South Perth the amendment
before the Chair is merely to delete subclauses (1)
and (2). Subject to that being successful, the
Minister will then move to include the wordis he
has listed on the notice paper and it would then be
proper for him to move an amendment.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr M ENSAROS: I move an amendment-

Page 37-Insert in lieu of the subelauses
deleted a passage as follows-

Where there are special
circumstances, the Minister may, on the

recommendation of a warden, approve
the granting of more than ten
prospecting licences, whether contiguous
or otherwise, to the same person
provided that the number of prospecting
licences that may be held or controlled
by anty one person at any time shall not
exceed twenty.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move-
That the amendment be amended by

adding after the word "licences" in line 7 the
words "in any one mineral field".

In those circumstances it becomes necessary to
add the words I am suggesting. The Minister is
saying no person at any one time may have more
than 20 prospecting licences. The member for
Murchison-Eyre has told us already that Western
Mining Corporation has over 2000 licences.
Many companies will have a large number of
prospecting licences.

Mr Coyne: The right figure is I 284.
Mr GRAYDEN: The member is chopping and

changing all the time.
Mr Coyne: You would know.
Mr GRAYDEN: How would I know the

situation? I am not interested in Western Mining
Corporation. The situation is any one person will
be limited to 20 prospecting licences. We get back
to the same situation we mentioned earlier where
there are a large number of prospecting
companies in Western Australia. A total of 120
companies were represented at the meeting which
took place recently. That included some of the
companies only. There is a large number of
prospecting companies throughout Western
Australia. They, of course, will be required to
shut up shop as soon as they have reached the
quota which has been laid down. In those
circumstances it is necessary that if any one
person or company is limited to 20 licences at
least they should be able to peg that number in
each mineral field. If they cannot do so, it means
all the prospecting companies in Western
Australia will go out of business. They will go to
the Northern Territory and to other States. They
will have no other option, because the prospecting
tenement is the tenement small people are
expected to use.

I refer members to the wording of the
Minister's amendment. It is necessary to add after
the word "licences" in line 7 the words "in any
one mineral field".

As has been mentioned, the Minister for Mines
is the Minister for Industrial Development also.
He has an interest in ensuring we have full
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employment in Western Australia. As the
Minister for Industrial Development he has an
interest in assisting small business firms
throughout the State.

Mr Pearce: IHe is not showing much interest in
either of those areas at the present time.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister has an
obligation bath as Minister for Mines and as
Minister for Industrial Development to assist
small businesses. The way he assists them, of
course, is to limit the number of prospecting
licences they can hold. He is going to say that no
person is permitted to have more than 20 licences
at any one time. He will make it as difficult as
possible for those individuals and small companies
to hold more than a minimum number of these
prospecting tenements.

There are many situations in this State where a
person might take out I0 prospecting licence
areas. He might have to take out infinitely more.
If the lode is 25 miles long, he will have to take
out more than 20 prospecting licences. When he
has taken them out he has secured the ground
only. He may have to wait many years before the
deposit is of an economic value. When he First
pegs the area he might think it is of economic
value, but he must explore and prospect it, then
scour the world to ind someone who wilt invest
money in it. In those circumstances the deposit is
idle for many years.

During the period of idleness, if the person has
taken out more than 20 prospecting licences he
cannot peg anywhere else because he has reached
his quota. This is what we have tried to
cmphasise. It is absurd. It is almost as if the
Minister has an obsession against the small
companies, because he is saying as far as they are
concerned we will put them out of business in
Western Australia if they are engaged in
exploration. The Minister is displaying a paranoic
attitude. Does he have the same attitude towards
large companies? Of course he does not. He will
not do the same in the case of large companies.
He will not limit large companies to 20 licences.
He says to the large companies, "You can have as
many 200-square-kilometre areas as you want."
HeI does not have the same paranoic attitude in
respect of large companies. He says, "Take as
many as you want." He places no limitations on
large companies; but as far as small companies
are concerned limitations are definitely imposed.

What is the difference between a small
company having as many prospecting licence
areas as it wants and a large company having an
unlimited number of exploration licence areas of
200 square kilometres? If a big company can have

an unlimited number, why should not a small
exploration company similarly be permitted to
have an unlimited number of exploration licence
areas? Impossible expenditure conditions will be
imposed on them.

Mr B. T. Burke: But do you not know we have
only big development in Western Australia? We
do not have little development.

Mr ORAYDEN: I do not know what the
situation is at the moment; but quite obviously as
far as mineral exploration is concerned there is no
doubt we will have only big company mineral
activity in the future, because the small people
will be frozen out. As a result of this Bill we will
have many situations comparable with those
which apply in the Eastern States, particularly in
New South Wales. Prospecting has come to a halt
in those areas, because virtually everything which
applies in this Bill applies there and everything is
dependent on the Minister.

In New South Wales one cannot go to the Act
and see what one has to do then peg a prospecting
tenement as one can do here and as one has been
able to do in the past. Application must be made
to the department or to the Minister if one wishes
to obtain tenements. As a result of this Bill most
exploration companies will forsake Western
Australia and the field will be left to a few big
companies. If anyone thinks that is desirable,
there is something wrong with his mentality. Such
a proposition is contrary to Liberal thinking. We
want to encourage and help the small man and if
possible encourage people to build their own
homes and develop their own businesses.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I ask the member to
direct his remarks more specifically to the
amendment before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister is proposing to
limit the number of prospecting licences which
individuals and small companies may have. I am
saying simply that we should extend this provision
to permit them at least to have their quota in each
mineral field. I should like to go further and say
there should not be a limit on the number of
prospecting licences they may take up; but as the
Minister seeks to write this into the legislation we
want to try to improve on his amendment and we
can definitely do that by adding the words I have
suggested. If we do not do so the small companies
will be in grave trouble.

I should like to read the amendment moved by
the Minister once again. It reads as follows-

Where there are special circumstances, the
Minister may, on the recommendation of a
warden, approve the granting of more than
ten prospecting licences, whether contiguous

4902



[Tuesday, 14th November, 1978] 90

or otherwise, to the same person provided
that the number of prospecting licences that
may be held or controlled by any one person
at any time shall not exceed twenty.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! I draw to the
attention of the member that he has read that
passage three times. It is not reasonable that a
member should read out a passage continuously. .
ask the member to restrict his remarks to the
amendment before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I shall get away from the
small prospector and small prospecting company
and I shall talk about the big companies.

Unless the amendment on the amendment is
accepted we can imagine the situation the big
companies will be in. They already have their
quota, so they toowill be denied the opportunity to
prospect with the tenement. Why is it in the
legislation? What an incredible situation! What
will they say when suddenly they find they will be
limited to 20 licences except in exceptional
circumstances?

Mr Coyne. interjected.
Mr GRAYDEN: The Minister was there when

the President of the Chamber of Mines made the
statement that his particular company was the
first in th'e field at Teutonic Bore. When I asked
why they did not peg it with temporary reserves
he simply said, "We as a company prefer to peg
with the small mining tenement." I pointed out
what would occur under the Act.

Mr Mensaros: Then he said he would use the
exploration licence.

Mr GRAYDEN: We were talking about
Teutonic Bore and I asked him why they did not
peg with temporary reserves and he said that they
preferred it the other way. He said, "We do not
like applying to a Minister and asking for special
favours." He said that when an application is
made for an exploration licence the situation is
completely up in the air until it is granted, and
some considerable time can elapse before it is
granted. That is why big companies do not like
that type of tenement.

If they ind something either by a seismic
survey or by some other means they want
something written into the Act or regulations to
enable them to peg the area immediately. A big
company, like Western Mining, might spend large
sums of money on aerial surveys and pinpoint an
anomaly in the ground which may denote a
mineral deposit of consequence. Having spent that
money the company does not want to apply to the
Minister of the day-and it can be any Minister
at any time in the future-and leave it in-

Mr Coyne: Unscrupulous hands.
Mr GRAYDEN: -his hands to decide

whether or not he will grant the company a
licence. The companies want to know that
immediately they peg an area it is theirs. That is
the situation at present and it is the situation
which has existed in the past-and it will be the
situation in the future.

It will be 18 months to two years before the
regulations will be drawn up, so the companies
will have ample opportunity to study the
implications of the legislation, and they will study
them all right. The voices we have not heard up to
date will be heard then, and there will be many of
them. Those 130 companies which attended the
meeting the other day indicated the situation as
far as they were concerned, but have we heard
from then since? Of course not. Why not? I will
tell members why. They are frightened to say a
word, because if the Bill goes through they will be
in the hands of the Minister. They cannot cross
the wishes of the Minister and then expect to get
exploration licences or anything else. That is the
reason the 130 do not dare to say a word.

The CHAIRMAN: The member's time has
expired.

Mr GRILL: Briefly I wish to state that the
Opposition supports the amendment moved by the
Minister and the amendment on the amendment,
moved by the member for South Perth. However,
we want to make it clear that we would prefer no
restrictions on the number of tenements to be
held. We are in agreement with the
recommendations of the Adams committee. It
recommended, by implication, that there should
be no restrictions in this regard where the
tenements are not contiguous. We would like the
Minister to explain why he has to place more
restrictions than those recommended by the
Adams committee. We do not believe lie has an
answer.

Amendment on the amendment put and a
division taken with the following result-

Ayes 23
Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Car
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr Harman
Mr Hodge

Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearc
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tro yMr Wilson
Mr Bateman

(Teller)
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Noes 23
Mr Blaikie Mr Old
Sir Charles Court Mr O'Neil
Mr Coyne Mr Ridge
Mrs Craig Mr Rushton
Mr Crane Mr Sibson
Mr Grewar M rSodena n
Mr Hassell Mr Thompson
Mr P. V. Jones Mr Tubby
Mr Laurance Mr Williamns
Mr Mensaros Mr Young
Mr Nanovich Mr Shalders
M r O'Connor (Teller)

Ayes Pairs Noes
Mr T. D. Evans Mr MacKinnon
Mr T. J. Burke Mr H-erzfeld
Mr Bryce Mr Spriggs
Mr Tonkcin Mr Wait
The CHAIRMAN: The voting being equal, I

give my casting vote with the Noes.
Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.
Clause 55: Maximum number of contiguous

prospecting licences that may be held-
Mr MENSAROS: I move an amendment-

Page 38, lines I to 14-Delete subelauses
(1) and (2) with a view to substituting the
following passage-

Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 54 the Minister may, in
exceptional circumstances and on the
recommendation of a warden, approve
the granting of a prospecting licence or
prospecting licences to any person the
effect of which would be that more than
twenty prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, would be held
or controlled by such person at any time.

This amendment is exactly the same as the
previous one, which completes the agreement
betwveen the Government and the member for
South Perth. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 54 of the proposed new Act the Minister
may, in exceptional circumstances and on the
recommendation of a warden, approve the
granting of a prospecting licence. That means the
case will be before an open Warden's Court, just
the same as other cases.

Amendment put and passed.
Mr MENSAROS: I move an amendment-

Page 38, line ]-Substitute the following
passage for the subelauses deleted-

Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 54 the Minister may, in
exceptional circumstances and on the
recommendation of a warden, approve
the granting of a prospecting lieence or

prospecting licences to any person the
effect of which would be that more than
twenty prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, would be held
or controlled by such person at any time.

I have already explained the purpose of the
amendment.

Mr GRAYDEN: I move-
Thai the amendment be amended by

inserting after the word "licences" in line 8
the words "in any one mineral Field".

The Minister's amendment is to the effect that
notwithstanding the provisions of proposed section
54, the Minister may in exceptional
circumstances-if a geological situation
warranted it-and on the recommendation of a
warden approve the granting of additional
prospecting licences. The effect would be that
more than 20 prospecting licences, whether
contiguous or otherwise, would be held or
controlled by any one person at any time. We
must take note of the words "in exceptional
circumstances". It will only be on ;very rare
occasions that the Minister will avail himself of
this opportunity. The provision does not go far
enough. We get back to the argument I have used
previously: the small companies will be put out of
business, and the big companies will be prevented
from taking out prospecting licences as a form of
pegging.

We will also get back to the situation of
exploration licence areas being allocated from a
map with no attempt to ensure boundaries that
are marked. The companies in the favour of the
Minister of the day will receive the big
concessions and will have applied to them the
least onerous conditions. This Bill will be in
operation for 50 years or so, and we will have that
sort of situation arising. It is absolutely
imperative that we ensure a prospecting licence
can become a tenement which can be used by
both small and large prospectors. We have to
have the tenements actually marked on the
ground, just the same as the boundaries of
mineral claims have to be marked. People in the
area will know precisely where they are. When a
temporary reserve or an exploration licence is
allocated, it will simply be a matter of sitting
down with the Minister and marking off the areas
on a map. In the meantime, small prospectors
could be out pegging prospecting tenements, and
after possibly weeks in the field they could find
from the warden that the area had been allocated
to a company by means of an exploration licence.
What encouragement is that for mineral
exploration in Western Australia?
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Almost all exploration in the past has been by
means of mineral claims but now we are to have
exploration licences which will be useless because
of impossible expenditure conditions and because
a quota will be applied. The principal method of
pegging mineral tenements will be destroyed and
companies will be formed to use: exploration
licences which will be granted from the Minister's
office.

Mr Coyne: They will all be crooks, by the
sound of you.

Mr GRAYDEN: We have to take into account
that there will be occasions when people in that
category, unfortunately, may be in that particular
office.

The Bill is not workable; it is not satisfactory to
any section of the mining industry and it will not
be until we get back to a situation where a
prospecting licence, or its equivalent, will be the
principal form of pegging. A prospecting licence
or a mineral claim is actually pegged on the
ground. The situation in the Kimberley at the
moment is that feverish activity is taking place in
the search for diamonds, but the boundaries of
the various mineral claims are marked. That will
not be necessary under the provisions of this Bill.
The Minister is trying to put this nonsense across.
If he had any practical experience he would know
that no Australian wants to work with any form
of mining tenement that is not actually marked
out on the ground.

People will come from all over the world to see
the Minister for Mines in Western Australia,
whoever he may be at the time, because they
know all one has to do when one comes to
Western Australia is not to go out and start
looking for a mineral deposit but just take the
information from some source such as the satellite
that is circling the earth. The fault lines and
many other things will be clearly delineated. One
will say to the Minister, "That is a promising
area, I will have it", and the Minister will hand it
over. As a consequence we will have people
flocking here from all over the world, but not to
do any prospecting. They will be making a beeline
for the Mines Department to see the Minister for
Mines.

What will happen after 12 months? All the
areas will be allocated. There will be nothing left
for anyone. The employment that could be given
to hundreds of small men will go by the board.
We know what happened during the depression
and earlier during the gold rushes. Literally
-thousands of people were engaged in the mining
areas of Western Australia. My grandfather was
the Mayor of Kanownia at one stage when it had a

population of 1 2 000 people. That is the sort of
employment that can be created as far as
minerals are concerned in Western Australia.

It should be remembered that anyone who goes
into these vast exploration licence areas will have
not only the rights to all base metals but also the
rights to gold. So at a time when we could be
offering people the opportunity to go out and
prospect, we are saying, "Out with the small
people and in with the large." The big ones will
get in and tie up, say, 2000 square miles of the
highly mineralised areas of Western Australia,
searching for base metals, but they will also have
the right to gold and they will deny any
prospectors the right to go onto those areas. They
will not be interested in gold. There will not be
any activity in gold in many instances. They will
be looking for other metals but they will still have
the rights to gold and they will be locking it up.
This is what the Minister is doing with this Bill.

Is it any wonder that every person associated
with mining in this State regards it as a
repugnant Bill? Feeling is white-hot in the mining
areas, and no wonder. Everything in this Bill is
repugnant to everything that Western Australians
and Australians stand for because it creates a
situation where the little man will be obliterated
at a time when there is intense activity in gold
exloration, when gold is at a record price, and
when we in Western Australia with our
unemployed people are in a position to take
advantage of our mineral wealth, just as happened
during the depression when unemployed people
moved out in droves prospecting for gold. At ibis
particular time we say, "Out with the small
mining tenement", or we make it so difficult that
it will not be possible to take it up, and we will
pe~rmit the companies to go in and take over huge
mineralised areas of Western Australia, by the
simple expedient of marking them out on a map
and going along to the Minister and saying. "Can
I have these?"

I and members supporting this amendment
want to restore the situation that now exists where
tenements are actually marked out on the ground,
everybody knows what the situation is, and
everybody can compete on equal terms. Is it too
much to ask that we have a continuation of that
system where everybody can compete on equal
terms instead of having to crawl to the Minister
and ask favours of him?

What kind of way is it to conduct mineral
exploration? Yet that is what we will do with this
Bill, and therefore shortly we will have the
situation which applies now in other States where
prospectors move out in disgust and go elsewhere
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to live in a State or country of which they can be
proud.

I cannot express too forcibly my loathing of the
whole concept of this Bill and particularly this
clause. The Minister said, "Yes, we will grant
contiguous pegging." Then a few days later he
made the statement that he would impose
expenditure conditions which make it impossible
for anyone to take up any of the licences
concerned. For that reason I say he went back on
his undertaking and rendered it absolutely
meaningless.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): I
think the honourable member is straying from the
question before the Chair.

Mr GRAYDEN: I have made the situation
clear. It is a despicable clause. It will limit the
small man. It will discredit the prospecting licence
as a form of pegging. The Minister has
discredited the miner's right in many ways. He
has shorn it of many of the conditions which
existed in the old Act. He is now trying to
discredit the prospecting licence as a means of
pegging.

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: The honourable
member's time has expired.

MrT GRILL; Tht Opposition supports the
amendment on the amendment for reasons
already outlined.

Amendment on the amendment put and a
division taken with the following result-

Mr Barnett
Mr Bertram
Mr B. T. Burke
Mr Carr
Mr Cowan
Dr Dadour
Mr Davies
Mr H. D. Evans
Mr Grayden
Mr Grill
Mr H-arman
Mr Hodge

Mr Blaikic
Sir Charles Court
Mr Coyne
Mrs Craig
Mr Crane
Mr Grewar
Mr Hassell
Mr P. V. Jones
Mr Laurance
Mr Mensaros
Mr Nanovich
Mr O'Connor

Ayes 23
Mr Jamieson
Mr T. H. Jones
Mr Mclver
Mr McPharlin
Mr Pearce
Mr Skidmore
Mr Stephens
Mr Taylor
Dr Tro
Mr Wilson
Mr Bateman

Noes 23
Mr Old
Mr O'Neil
Mr Ridge
Mr Rushton
Mr Sibson
Mr Sodeman
Mr Thompson
Mr Tubby
Mr Williams
Mr Young
Mr Shalders

(Teller)

(Teller)

Pairs
Ayes Noes

Mr T. D. Evans Mr MacKinnon
Mr T. J. Burke Mr Herfeld
Mr Bryce Mr Spriggs
Mr Tonkin Mr CIsrko
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Mr Watt): The

voting being equal, I give my casting vote with the
Noes.

Amendment on the amendment thus negatived.
Amendment put and passed.
Clause, as amended, put and passed.

Progress
Progress reported and leave given to sit again,

on motion by Mr Shalders.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE:
SPECIAL

SIR CHARLES COURT (Nedlands-Premier)
(3.32 a.m.]: I move-

That the House at its rising adjourn until
2.15 p.m. today (Wednesday).

House adjourned at 3.33 n. m. (Wednesday).

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
MINISTERS OF THE CROWN

Disclosure of Interests

2351. Mr TON KIN, to the Premier:

Does he have a system, analogous in any
way to the system used by John Tonkin
when Premier, or by the present Prime
Minister, which asks his Ministers to
disclose to him their pecuniary interests?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
I am not aware of any known system
that operated when the Honourable J. T.
Tonkin was Premier as regards inquiry
into Ministers' pecuniary interests.
Likewise, I am unaware of the detail of
any system the Prime Minister might
follow.
The present Government recognises. the
problem and has been asking the
Commonwealth for several years for
appropriate action in this area on a basis
which would ensure a degree of
uniformity on an Australia-wide basis,
and applicable to both Commonwealth
and State Parliaments.
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The decision by the Commonwealth
Government earlier in the year to hold a
judicial inquiry to recommend a suitable
way of disclosing the pecuniary interests
of members of Parliament and other
people in public life, was welcomed by
the State Government.
It is far better to have a system of
disclosure which can be introduced by
Statute in State and Federal
Parliaments as it would satisfy most
people and would overcome the present
situation in which an unreasonable
amount of sniping can take place under
parliamentary privilege.
In the meantime, I am certain that any
of -the present Ministers who felt he had
a pecuniary interest which would be
likely to cause any conflict of interest,
would be quick to advise me
accordingly.

EDUCATION
Teachers: Graduates

2352. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for
Education:
(1) To what extent will graduate teachers

who are not employed at the beginning
of 1979 be relieved of the necessity to
repay scholarship funds?

(2) Does the Government still expect
unemployed graduates to refuse all other
employment for the first six months of
the 1979 school year?

Mr P. V. JONES replied:
(1) Graduate teachers who are not offered

positions by the 30th June, 1979, have
their bond obligation waived.

(2) No. This has never been expected of
unemployed bonded graduates.

COMMUNITY WELFARE
Working Group

2353. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:
(1) Has a working group been established in

this State to provide a set of statistical
standards for use in social welfare, the
purpose of which, inier alia, is to plan
for future welfare needs?

(2) If so, who is in the group and what
interests do they represent?

(3) To whom will the group report?
Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) A national working party on welfare

statistics was formed in 1977 by the
welfare administrators and endorsed by
the conference of welfare Ministers.
This is a national working party
comprised of a representative from each
State and Territorial Welfare
Department. It is serviced by a
secretariat of officers fromn the
Department of Social Security and the
Australian Bureau of Statistics. The
purpose of the working party is to
develop a set of statistical classifications
which may be adopted by the various
State Welfare Departments which would
ensure statistical comparability between
the States.

(2) At the State level there is a small State
working party comprised of
representatives of the Department for
Community Welfare, Department of
Social Security, Australian Bureau of
Statistics and Education Department.
This party has been fairly inactive as the
first areas examined nationally have
relevance primarily to State
Departments for Community Welfare.

(3) The working parties report to their
relevant Directors of Community
Welfare and Ministers for Community
Welfare. In addition the working parties
attempt to provide regular reportage to
the State statistical co-ordinators. In
this State the Minister for Federal
Affairs is also kept informed.

TRAFFIC
Mfotor Vehicles: Exhaust Emission Control

2354. Mr TONKIN, to the Minister for
Transport:
(1) Does the Government intend to

introduce stage 3 of the Australian
design rules 27A (relating to motor
vehicles exhaust emission control) in
19797

(2) If so, when during that year?
(3) If not, when will stage 3 be introduced?
(4) If the answer to (I) is in the negative,

what is the reason for this decision?
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Mr RUSHTON replied:
(1) and (2) No.
(3) and (4) This is not known. When ADR

27A was originally agreed by the
Australian Transport Advisory Council,
stage 3 was to be effective from
January, 1979. At a subsequent meeting
ATAC decided to defer this until
January, 198 1. There was a proposal at
the July, 1978, ATAC meeting to
further defer introduction to 1982 but
this was blocked by two States.
The issue will be raised again at ATAC
in February, 1979, and probably July,
1979, by which time Ministers will have
before them the results of the review
being carried out by the Commonwealth
Minister for Transport. We will also
have the results of fuel consumption and
performance tests being carried out in
conjunction with Hamerslcy Iron Pty.
Ltd.

IMMIGRATION

Advertising of Employment
2355. Mr TONKIN. to the Minister for

Immigration:
(1) Are advcrtiscments being placed in the

Saturday Evening Post and in other
American papers which say that 50000
jobs arc available in Australia and that
free transportation is available to get
here?

(2) If so, will he indicate the Government's
attitude to this type of advertising, given
our present rate of unemployment?

Mr O'CONNOR rcplied:
(1) and (2) Advertisements to this effect are

not being placed by the Western
Australian Government. If the member
will let me have a copy of the
advertisements to which he refers I will
be only too pleased to make inquiries.

HEALTH

Diabetics

2356. Mr DAVIES. to the Minister for Health:
(1) is it fact that the costs for diabetics of

basic foodstuffs for their consumption
arc sometimes two to three times more
expensive than regular basic foodstuffs?

(2) Is it also fact that most tablets and other
pharmaceutical materials are not
eligible for subsidy under the Federal
Government's pharmaceutical benefits
scheme?

(3) Is it fact that there are about 10000
diabetics in Western Australia?

(4) Will he investigate ways of easing the
financial plight of diabetics who are
possibly being severely disadvantaged
financially as a result of their illness?

Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) and (2) No.
(3) It is generally considered that the

number of known diabetics in Western
Australia is of the order of 10 000.

(4) Naturally I would be concerned to hear
of any person who had been severely
disadvantaged financially as a result of
illness and would investigate the
circumstances to see what Government
help was available.

INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
Industrial Lands Development Authority.

Kwinana Beach Area

2357. Mr TAYLOR, to the Minister for
Industrial Development:
(1) With respect to those properties lying

generally between CSBP to the north,
the nickel refinery to the east and Office
Road to the south and known generally
as the Kwinana beach area, will he
advise:
(a) the number of properties purchased

by, through or on behalf of the
Industrial Lands Development
Authority and/or any other
Government department or
instrumentality and upon which a
dwelling still stands;

(b) the number of such dwellings which
are-
(i) let;
(ii) leased;

(iii) unoccupied?
(2) Will he table a list of the dwellings as in

(b) above?
Mr MENSAROS replied:
(I) (a) 70 (at the I10th November, 1978);

(b,) (i) 70;
(ii) and (iii) Nil.

(2) Yes-see schedule herewith.
The paper was tabled (see paper No..
487).
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
PUBLIC RELATIONS CONSULTANTS

Government Departments and Instrumentalities

I M r DA VI ES, to the Premier:

Does the Premier now have the answer
to question 2292 which was asked on
Wednesday last week?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:

Yes.
I arranged for the Public Service Board
to make a survey of departments and
Government instrumentalities to check
whether there were any cases which
might be different in an important way
from the general position.

I am now advised that, generally, the
tender system is not used because it is
considered to be an inappropriate way or
making a suitable selection or the
specialist skills required for public
relations work.

When engaging external consultants of
this kind, the department or
instruinntulity usually selects Firms on
the basis of their demonstrated
capabilities and expertise in a particular
field.

GOVERNMENT BOARDS AND
COMMITTEES

Membership: Tern) of Appointment

2. Mr DAVIES, to the Premier:

(1) Is it Government policy that no person
appointed to a Government board or
committee should serve more than six
years or two terms?

(2) If so, when was the policy adopted and
approximately how many people have
had their appointments terminated ror
this reason!?

Sir CI IA R LiS COURT replied:
(1) and (2) 1t is Dot Government policy that

all boards are categorically on a fixed
term. It is a fact, of course, that many
boards provide for an appointment to be
made for a fixed term. The question of

renewal then becomes a matter for
consideration on the expiration of that
term. It would not be right to say that
throughout all boards and authorities a
maximum time is set but in certain cases
it is quite conceivable that the
Government would want to make
changes.
It is not an unusual thing. With many
boards in the life of many Governments
there have been changes at the end of a
particular period of time and a new
person has been appoirited to take over a
position from a retiring person. So it is
not possible to have an arbitrary line,
and each trust, board, or authority, as
the case may be, has to be treated on its
merits-

ABORIGINES
A boriginal Lands Trust

3. Mr B. T. BURKE, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:
(1) Is it a ract that the Aboriginal Lands

Trust unanimously recommended to the
Government that the appointment of Mr
E. F. Bridge to the Aboriginal Lands
Trust be extended?

(2) On whose advice did he, the Minister,
reject the recommendation and sack Mr
Bridge?

(3) Was the matter considered by Cabinet?
Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) It was recommended to me by the

Aboriginal Lands Trust that Mr
Bridge's term of office be extended.
Whether or not it was unanimous I

cannot tell the House at this stage.
(2) The decision was entirely mine and was

based on the fact that as far as I could
see within the Aboriginal Lands Trust a
number of people had been there for less
than six years and some people were
approaching that period of time. Mr
Bridge's term had come up for renewal
and I considered the people from the
Kimberley area who might properly take
their place on that trust were quite
numerous and should be given the
opportunity to do so.

(3) The matter was not put to Cabinet.
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TRANSPORT WORKERS' UNION
Industrial Dispute: Federal Government Action

4. Mr HASSELL, to the Premier:
Does the State Government support the
stand taken by the Commonwealth
Government in relation to the strike
being promoted by the Transport
Workers' Union which is causing
considerable damage to the national
economy and the the ordinary life of the
Australian people?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
Yes.

ABORIGINES
Aboriginal Lands Trust

5. Mr JAMIESON, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:

In view of his statement that no-one
should serve more than six years on a
Government board like the Aboriginal
Lands Trust, will the appointment of the
current chairman (Mr Ken Colbung)
not be renewed when his term expires
next year?

Mr YOUNG replied:
I did not say it was my policy that
nobody should be appointed to any
board for more than six years. What I
said was that as far as I was concerned
it would be my policy in the future in
relation to the Aboriginal Lands Trust
that a person who came up for
nomination and was in fact nominated
would be seriously considered by me.
Generally speaking, as I said earlier in
answer to the member for Balcatta, I
would be opposed to denying the
opportunity to so many people who
would want to be represented on that
trust. In the future, as far as the
chairman or any other member of the
trust is concerned, no doubt nominations
will be made to me and they will be
considered. Generally speaking, 1 think
six years on that trust is sufficient when
so many people need experience on it.
I have asked the trust to put forward to
me further nominations so that the

person who is appointed to the trust to
replace Mr Bridge will be nominated by
the trust.

ABORIGINES
Aboriginal Lands Trust

6. Mr SKIDMORE, to the Minister for
Community Welfare:
(1) In his reply given this evening I

understood him to say certain people
known to him would like to be
nominated to the Aboriginal Lands
Trust. Has he any personal knowledge of
any person or persons who wish to be
placed on the trust?

(2) If so1 will he name them?
Mr YOUNG replied:
(1) and (2) 1 did not say I knew of any

person, and I do not know of any person
specifically in the category to which the
honourable member refers; but I know
from my own experience and knowledge
that quite a number of people
representative of the Aboriginal people
in the Kimberley would want that
opportunity and I believe they should be
given it.

ABORIGINES
Aboriginal Lands Trust

7. Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Housing:
Is it a fact that during his term as
Minister for Community Welfare he
decided that Mr Ernie Bridge should not
be reappointed to the Aboriginal Lands
Trust on the expiration of his term and
that he told at least one member of the
trust Mr Bridge would not be
reappointed?

Mr RIDGE replied:
Yes, it is a fact. I told the Chairman of
the Aboriginal Lands Trust that if Mr
Bridge's term of office expired during
my period as Minister for Community
Welfare I would not reappoint him to
that office.
There were very good reasons for that.
Mr Bridge is and was a political
candidate. I believe there were
instances-
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Mr Davies: Weren't you a political
candidate?

Mr RIDGE: Certainly I was, but I was not
on the Aboriginal Lands Trust.

M r
Mr

Davies: It was a sordid political revenge.
R IDG E: The answer to the Leader of the
Opposition is: Yes, I did tell the
Chairman of the Aboriginal Lands
Trust that I would not reappoint Mr
Bridge, and the Chairman of the
Aboriginal Lands Trust in fact told me
that he and the trust found Mr Bridge
was an embarrassment to them.

Mr Davies: Sordid political revenge!

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN
Disclosure of Interests

8. Mr TONKIN, to the Premier:
With reference to his answer to my
question on notice today, I was quite
surprised to learn he did not know the
Prime Minister had tabled in the House
of Representatives a letter which
requires members of his Cabinet to
indicate their pecuniary interests. As the
Prime Minister, who appointed the
committee of inquiry to which the
Premier referred, still thinks it is
necessary in the interim to have
knowledge of what his Ministers hold,
and as the Premier of Victoria (Mr
Hamer) also believes he cannot wait
until the committee of inquiry comes to
its decision, does he think in this State
there should be interim guidelines?

Sir CHARLES COURT replied:
I am afraid I cannot be responsible for
all that is tabled in the Federal
Parliament, nor have knowledge of it. In
addition, I want to say in respect of the
matter raised by the member for Morley
that I have no particular concern about
the question of pecuniary interests so far
as the existing Ministry is concerned,
and I stand by the answer I have given.
I remind the honourable member that
on one occasion the then Leader of the
Opposition made a statement about
alleged land and share interests of the
Ministers of this Government, and I was
very quick to respond-as were the
Ministers-in the form of statutory
declarations concerning the matters in

question. I believe if that type of
response is readily forthcoming as it was
on that occasion when an unfair and
improper statement was made, it is
sufficient in the present circumstances.
I repeal: I have every confidence that if
any Minister felt he had a pecuniary
interest which was in conflict with his
official position, he would be very quick
to tell me. I am of the opinion it is about
time we had something of a statutory
nature common throughout Australia
which would be understood by all people
so that we could get away from the
sniping that occurs now under
parliamentary privilege.

MINING BILL
Amendments

9. Mr GRILL, to the Minister for Mines:
(1) Has the Minister received a request for

amendments to the Mining Bill from the
Chamber of Mines or a committee
thereof?

(2) If so. how many amendments were
proposed?

(3) Did any of the amendments relate to the
Minister's discretion under the Bill?

(4) What action has been taken or is
intended to be taken in respect of the
amendments?

Mr MENSAROS replied:
(1) to (4) 1 have not received such a request.

I have received a letter in which mention
was made about comments of some
members of the Chamber of Mines, and
I was requested to give consideration to
some points. I have since held
discussions with representatives of the
chamber regarding this matter.

POLICE STATION
Soya p Brook -

10. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for Police
and Traffic:
(I) Is it proposed to move a police officer

from Boyup Brook?
(2) If "Yes" to (1), when will the move take

place?
(3) For what reason is the Boyup Brook

Police Station being downgraded?

4911



4912 ASSEMBLY]

(4) In how many towns in Western
Australia does the officer in charge of
the police station serve as clerk of
courts, and which are they?

Mr 0'NEIL replied:
I thank the member for Warren for
adequa'te notice of his intention to ask
this question. The answer is as follows-
(1) to (3) 1 was not personally aware of

such a proposal until it was brought
to my attention this morning by
both the honourable member and
the Hon. A. A. Lewis, MLC.
Whilst, it has always been accepted
that the deployment of police
officers is the responsibility of the
Commissioner of Police, 1 have
requested the Acting Commissioner
of Police to report fully on the
matter.

(4) Thirty-two-

Beverley
Boddington
Boyup Brook
Bruce Rock
Corrigin
Dalwallinu
Donnybrook
Exmouth
Gnowangerup
Goornalling
Halls Creek
Kellerberrin
Kojonup
Kondinin
Margaret River
Mingenew

Mukinbudin
Mullewa
Newman
Northampton
Onslow
Quairading
Ravensthorpe
Shark Bay
Three Springs
Tom Price
Toodyay
Wittenoom
Wongan Hills
Wundowie
Wyalkatchem
Yalgoo.

RAILWAYS
Boyup Brook

11. Mr H. D. EVANS, to the Minister for
Transport:

Adverting to his replies given to a
question without notice on the 9th
November, 1978-
(1) Is it proposed to transfer the second

locomotive crew from Boyup Brook;
if so, when?

(2) Has the crew which is to be
transferred from the .27th

November been notified; if so, when
was this done?

(3) (a) Is the night stationmaster at
Boyup Brook to be replaced; if
so, when?

(b) If he is not to be replaced, why
not?

(4) Are there any reasons why the
Asplin-Katanning section of line
cannot be serviced with crews
operating from the Boyup Brook
end; if so, what are these reasons?

Mr RUSH-TON replied:.
I thank the member for Warren for
giving me adequate time to prepare art
answer to his question. It is as follows-
(1) No.
(2) No. Since the answer to his

previous question, Westrail has
reviewed the position and to obtain
better utilisation for grain haulage
the one crew will be transferred on
a seasonal basis. Notification will
be finalised in a few days.

(3) (a) The night stationmaster at
Boyup Brook is also used to
cover seasonal requirements at
other stations and is at present
carrying out these duties. He
will return to Boyup Brook on
the 28th December.

(b) Not applicable.
(4) Yes-better

locomotive power.
utilisation of

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Information Leakage

12, Mr DAVIES, to the Minister for Urban
Development and Town Planning:
(1) Does the Minister recall promising on

Thursday afternoon to table some
papers in relation to an inquiry allegedly
carried out in the Town Planning
Department regarding leakage of
information to private developers?

(2) If she does not recall making that
promise, may I remind her of it?

(3) If she does recall making the promise,
can she indicate when the papers will be
tabled as I do not recall their being
tabled this afternoon?

Mrs CRAIG replied:
(1) Yes.
(2) and (3) 1 have the papers for tabling,

and I would like to make a small
explanation.
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My recollection of the question asked of
me by the Leader of the Opposition last
week was whether I had an investigation
conducted into a leak of information
from my department. I answered,
"Yes", and said I was satisfied there had

been no impropriety. Unfortunately this
has been construed by the Press as my
having said no leak occurred from any
Government department. I would not
like this explanation to be construed as
meaning I believe there has been a leak.
However, my responsibility is for the
Town Planning Department, and that is
the only department in respect of which
I was able to have an investigation
carried out.

The paper was la bled (see paper No. 488).

ABORIGINES
Aboriginal Lands Trust

13. Mr CARR, to the Minister for Community
Welfare:

In view of the answer given a few
minutes ago by the Minister for Housing
in which that Minister indicated he
wanted Ernie Bridge off the Aboriginal
Lands Trust and that Mr Bridge's

position was some sort of
embarrassment, I ask the Minister
whether he still stands by his earlier
statement that the sacking of Ernie
Bridge was not for political purposes but
merely because he had served a six-year
term?

Mr YOUNG replied:
The member for GcraLdton is trying to
link my answers with the answers given
by the Minister for Housing.

Mr Davies: And doing it very welt, too.
Mr YOUNG: The plain fact of the matter is

that I have already made it clear to the
Parliament this afternoon that not only
did I not discuss the matter with
Cabinet, but also I did not discuss it
with the Minister for Housing. I can
assure the House that on many
occasions I have discussed the matter of
Mr Bridge with the Minister for
Housing, because I happened to be that
Minister's campaign manager in the last
by-election.
However, the plain fact of the matter,
disappointing though it may be to the
member for Geraldton, is that whatever
the Minister for Housing said or did in
the past bore no relationship whatsoever
to the unilateral decision I made
recently.
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