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The PRESIDENT (the Hon. Clive Griffiths)
took the Chair at 4.30 p.m., and read prayers.

BILLS (12): ASSENT
Message from the Governor received and read

notifying assent to the following Bills-
I . Veterinary Preparations and Animal

Feeding Stuffs Amendment Bill.
2. Plant Diseases Amendment and Repeal

Bill.
3.
4.
5.

Transport Amendment Bill (No. 2).
Acts Amendment (Misuse of Drugs) Bill.
Explosives and Dangerous Goods

Amendment Bill.
6. Perth Theatre Trust Amendment Bill.
7. Local Government Amendment Bill (No.

3).
8. Borrowings for Authorities Bill.
9. Ministers of the Crown (Statutory

Designations) Amendment Bill.
10, Acts Amendment (Statutory Designations)

and Validation Bill.
HI. Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage

Amendment and Validation Bill.
12. Interpretation Amendment Bill.

STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE: REPORT

Amendments: Approval by Governor

THE PRESIDENT (the Hon. Clive Griffiths):
I have received the following letter dated 14
October from Government House, Perth-

Dear Sir,
The amendments made to the Standing

Orders of the Legislative Council on
Wednesday, 12th August, 1981, and
Wednesday, 16th September, 1981, have
been approved by His Excellency the
Governor in accordance with section 34 of
the Constitution Act 1889.

Yours faithfully
VINCENT E. HART

Official Secretary

EDUCATION

Four-year-aids: Petition

THE HON. LYLA ELLIOTT (North-East
Metropolitan) 14.33 p.mn.]: I wish to present a

petition from the citizens of Western Australia
concerning the contemplated reduction of
Government funding to community-based pre-
school centres. I movt-

That the petition be received and read.
Question put and passed.

THE HON. LYLA ELLIOTT (North-East
Metropolitan) [4.34 p.m.]: The petition contains
214 signatures and bears the Clerk's certificate
that it is in conformity with the Standing Orders
of the Legislative Council. It reads as follows-

To The Honourable President and
Honourable Members of the Legislative
Council of the Parliament of Western
Australia, in the Parliament of Australia:
The petition of the undersigned citizens of
Western Australia respectfully showeth a
grave concern that government funding for
the education of four year old children in
Community Based Pre-School Centres may
be cut, and we would respectfully draw the
attention of Honourable Members to the
following:

1. That these centres provide a
valuable, necessary and effective service
in preparing children for school,
especially children with developmental,
emotional and cultural difficulties.

2. That considerable community
effort has built up the facilities and
maintained the premises of these
centres, which have become focal points
of community spirit and pride.

3. That teachers have provided
dedicated, creative and comprehensive
services beyond duty requirements.

4. That the only cost to the
government has been payment of full
time salaries to teachers, any reduction
of which would represent a small saving
to the government at the expense of the
loss of a service on which a large
number of families have come to rely.

We therefore request that the
H-onourable Members urge the
government not to proceed with any
contemplated reduction of funding to
Community Based Pre-School Centres.

Your Petitioners therefore humbly
pray you will give this matter your
earnest consideration, and your
petitioners in duty bound will ever pray.
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I move-

That the petition be ordered to lie upon the
Table of the House.

Question put and passed.
The petition was tabled (see paper No. 461).

TRAFFIC

Reduction of Road Carnage: Petition

THE HON. W. M. PIESSE (Lower Central)
[4.35 p.m.]: I wish to present a petition from the
residents of the Blackwood parish of the Uniting
Church regarding the effective measures being
used by the Road Traffic Authority to reduce the
carnage on our roads, and also a plea to the
Government to introduce legislation necessary to
reduce the blood alcohol limit. I move-

That the petition be received and read.

Question put and passed.

THlE HON. W. M. PIESSE (Lower Central)
[4.36 p.mn.]: The petition contains 16 signatures
and bears the Clerk's certificate that it is in
conformity with the Standing Orders of the
Legislative Council. It reads as follows-

To-The Honorable, the Speaker and
members of the Legislative
Assembly/Council at the Parliament of
Western Australia in Parliament assembled:

We. the undersigned residents in the State
of Western Australia do herewith pray that
Her Majesty's Government of Western
Australia shall continue to support the
effective measures being used by the Road
Traffic Authority to reduce the carnage on
our roads.

Further that they will introduce necessary
legislation to reduce the legal blood alcohol
limit from 0.08 to 0.05 as now applying in
Victoria and New South Wales, and require
compulsory alcohol tests for all traffic
victims admitted to hospital.

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

Imove-

That the petition be ordered to lie upon the
Table of the House.

Question put and passed.

The petition was tabled (see paper No. 462).

QUESTIONS

Questions were taken at this stage.

MARKETING OF LAMB AMENDMENT
BILL

Third Reading

Bill read a third time, on motion by the Hon.
D. J. Wordsworth (Minister for Lands), and
returned to the Assembly with amendments.

ACT'S AMENDMENT (LAND USE
PLANNING) BILL

Report
Report of Committee adopted.

DAlRYING: PRODUCTS AND
MARKET MILK

inquiry by Joint Select Committee: Assembly's
Resolution

Message from the Assembly requesting the
Council's concurrence in its resolution now
considered.

Motion to Concur, etc.
THlE HON. NEIL MeNEILL (Lower West)

[5.08 p.m.]: In order to give proper consideration
to this message from the Legislative Assembly, it
is desirable that some explanation be made of the
resolution passed in the Legislative Assembly and
to examine not only some of the reasons for the
motion itself, but also the specific details of it. We
must consider the reasons that this resolution has
been conveyed to us with the request to concur
with it.

It will certainly be my intention, in due course,
to ask the House to accede to the request made by
the Legislative Assembly and to endorse the
motion which I will move.

However, before I do so, I think it is
appropriate that I explain, in some brief terms,
two aspects of this resolution. The first is that we
must examine the need for an inquiry. That
certainly will require some explanation as to why
in fact there is a need for a formal inquiry to be
conducted by a Joint Select Committee of the
Parliament. The second aspect, in the event that
the House believes there is a necessity for such an
inquiry, is why this House ought to be a
participant in it.

The dairy industry seems to have been singled
out for such inquiries. I emphasise the words
"seems to have been" because over the years some

criticism has been made of the number of
inquiries of one sort or another that have been
conducted into this industry. -

I know members who represent the rural areas,
as well as other members, are aware of the
controversies which have occurred from time to
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time with regard to the operations of the dairy
industry. One of those controversies centred upon
the operation of a subsidy for the industry. The
assistance was described as a subsidy and an
amount of.- money was made available, from
Federal Government sources, for the support and
assistance of the industry. That was the
interpretation placed upon the assistance.

I have used those words deliberately and
carefully because whilst I have used the word
11subsidy"~ I was one of chose who believed that
the interpretation was not always the most
appropriate or correct one. It was believed the
taxpayer was footing the bill for this support and
assistance to the dairy industry and farmers. That
of course is not true because the subsidy was a
consumer subsidy to further assist the industry so
that dairy products could be available in
Australia.

I have mentioned that fact because,
unfortunately, there is still a belief held by some
people in Australia that the dairy industry is still
subsidised. It is not subsidised and has not been in
receipt of that sort of formal assistance for some
time. There have been other reasons that this
industry has been subjected to inquiries of one
sort or another by Select Committees and a Royal
Commission.

Some of these inquiries have been well recorded
and documented and at the time the reports could
have been considered to be textbooks on the dairy
industry in Australia.

The dairy industry is an important industry. It
certainly makes one of the more important
agricultural contributions in Western Australia. If
I relate the reasons for the importance of the
dairy industry I will come a little closer to a
further reason that a number of inquiries have
been made into this industry over the years.

While some members would be conscious of the
beginnings of the dairy industry in Western
Australia, perhaps I should recap them because it
is frequently thought the dairy industry in
Western Australia really commenced with the
arrangement of the group settlement scheme.

However. I do not believe that is true,' because
the.Government saw a need for dairy production
in Western Australia. Firstly, there was a need to
supply milk and, secondly, there were political
reasons. I. do not use that term in a party-political
sense. There was a need to promote and establish
a worth-while agricultural industry in this State,
and it was that philosophy which gave rise to the
group settlement scheme. A great Premier, Sir
James Mitchell. saw there was an availability of
people, essentially migrants who came from the

United Kingdom, who could be encouraged to
establish such an industry in the south-west. That
in turn gave rise to what he fundamentally hoped
would become a great Western Australian
industry.

So, the industry commenced to meet the need
for dairy production and to provide us with an
agricultural industry in our own right. Whilst it is
not my intention to elaborate, I am sure members
in this House are aware of the number of times, in
my period here, that I have made reference to the
dairy industry. Whilst I have not spoken too
frequently on this matter in more recent years, I
have referred to the industry on many occasions
sic 1965. I have had figures taken out to
ascertain how many times I have made reference
to the dairy industry or asked questions about the
conduct of it.

Since 1965 I have raised a question on this
industry or spoken about it on no less than 26
separate occasions. On one of those occasions,
which involved the debate on the Dairy Industry
Bill, Hansard records that I spoke on 23 separate
occasions.

I will not speak at any great length now. I am
sure that if other members are not fully aware of
my views on the dairy industry, certainly if they
had inquiring minds on this subject the records in
Hansard would Fill them in.

In the light of what I have just said, the need
for an inquiry is highlighted by the details in the
resolution passed in another place. I will deal with
those details in due course.

Basic to the reasons for the number of inquiries
held is the fundamental thought that the practical
application of dairying in this State began with
the group settlement scheme, although dairies
were in operation in Western Australia before
that. We can see that the dairy industry in this
State has been governmentally inspired or
politically inspired, and throughout its existence it
has been subject to governmental intervention to
some extent. It has been controlled, if not directly
by the Government, certainly by the exercise of
control by one form of statutory body or another.
Because of that, and because of the operations of
the industry, some people will believe always in
the necessity to inquire constantly into these
matters. Inquiries need to be made into whether
appropriate steps are being taken; whether the
industry is headed in the right direction; and, if
not in the right direction, in conformity with the
direction that the people with special interests
believe it ought to go.

Although I have mentioned the dairy industry,
it is not unique in that respect. A great many
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other industries in Western Australia and
Australia are subject to a great dial of formal
examination. That is certainly apparent with the
motor industry. It had a very similar sort of
beginning in Australia- politically inspired,
politically motivated, and politically promoted;
and ever since then it has been subject to one
form of inquiry or another. As with the dairy
industry, it has been subject to examination by
such bodies as the Tariff Board and, in more
recent years, by the Industries Assistance
Commission. A great many other industries in
Australia have experienced a somewhat similar
fate. It is because of that sort of public
intervention that the dairy industry is in a
situation in which it is prone to formal and public
inquiry from time to time.

There is another reason, and that is the reason
which has special application at this time. In the
years since the Dairy Industry Authority was
established in 1972-73, a great deal has happened.
The authority is moving towards the 10th
anniversary of its establishment. The move in
1972-73 was a considerable departure from the
previous organisation. Some re-examination needs
to be carried out of the many aspects of the
control of the industry by the Dairy Industry
Authority, or by the Department of Agriculture,
or anj'other body. Now is an appropriate time to
make a revaluation of the dairy industry.

This is highlighted by some of the questions I
have raised in previou -s years. It has application
when we consider what is happening in the
industry.

Two years ago the industry was caused
considerable stress by the dry summer. That
stress was felt by water users in the metropolitan
area and elsewhere. In some dairying districts, the
stress was marked by limitations on milk supply.
This was followed by shortages or limitations in
the availability of milk and milk products in
Western Australia. The limits on availability
highlighted the trend in recent years.

I can demonstrate this by recalling'that in the
early 1970s, when 1 200 to I 300 dairy farmers
were operating in Western Australia, about 600
of them produced whole milk, and the other 600
to 700 were engaged in the manufacturing side of
the industry. Presently the manufacturing milk
producers have virtually departed from the scene.
It is not important that I quote the precise
figures, but now we have in the vicinity of 600
dairy farmers, practically all of whom produce
whole milk. In other words, we have lost half of
the dairy production units in Western Australia in
a matter of 10 years or so. This has contributed to

actual shortages of milk and, more particularly, to
shortages of milk for manufacturing purposes.

This has given rise to other consequences. This
aspect is not limited to the last 10 years; but one
of the consequences has been a considerable
increase in the value of dairy products imported
into Western Australia. In 1960 or thereabouts,
Western Australia was importing about $4
million-worth of dairy products, mostly from the
Eastern States. In 1980 the figure was in excess of
$24 million. In other words, there has been an
increase of $20 million in the annual bill.

If one looks at the value quoted in the Pocket
Year Book No. 63 of 1981 for Western Australia,
it can be seen that the value of dairy production,
excluding livestock production on dairy
properties, amounted to $42 million. According to
the statistics, the value of production in Western
Australia was $42 million, but in addition to that
we have an import bill of $24 million. That aspect
has always been of some concern to me. That
trend continues, and it will increase.

Such a question is one of the matters that has
given rise to the request for a Joint Select
Committee, and some attention should be given to
this matter. Are we to see the eventual phasing-
out of the dairy industry in Western Australia?

Related to that is an all-important question
which has attracted a deal of attention in this
House and in this Parliament; that is, the question
of land use. If the dairy industry is being faced
with some form of direction, or if as a result of a
natural sequence of events it is being phased out,
the land use will change. A question of concern to
me and' other people is whether the land which
has been used for dairying will be put to a use of
equal importance to the Western Australian
economy.

A whole host of questions arise out of this type
of examination. I refer to water use, because the
production of our dairy industry is related, to a
degree, to the availability of water, not just for
stock purposes, but also for irrigation purposes.
Does this use of water need to be perpetuated in
Western Australia? Is dairy production so
important to Western Australia that it needs to be
persevered with? If it needs to be persevered with,
should it be promoted, should it be expanded, or
should it be encouraged? If this industry were a
private concern, conducted solely on private
enterprise principles with no departmental
involvement and no governmental intervention,
perhaps we would not dfeed to worry. Perhaps
those things would sort themselves out.
Presumably the outcome would be determined
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according to demand and need, and the returns
available.

However, such is not the case. The history of
the dairy industry has been associated for a long
time with control and influence of governmental
resources of one sort or another. I am not saying
that in a critical manner, because for any
agricultural industry, and not the least the dairy
industry, sheer survival would have been very
difficult were it not for the services and the expert
and technical assistance and advice provided by
such bodies as the Department of Agriculture.

The Hon. W. M. Piesse: What about the
interaction with the Eastern States?

The Hon. NEIL McNEILL: That is an aspect
on which I will touch in a moment. It is one of the
considerations in the resolution passed by the
other place. It relates not only to the Eastern
States but also to New Zealand.

I was brought up in the dairy industry. Once we
had met our own production requirements and
targets to meet the needs of Western Australia,
we then expanded into exports. Frequently it was
thought that the exporting situation became a
great millstone around the neck of the Australian
dairy industry. It created a burden, because we
had to dispose of our surpluses, particularly in
butter, and to an extent in other dairy products.

I am one of the few people who does not believe
the exportable surplus was ever -an embarrassment
during a period which was described subsequently
as being rather difficult. A great name amongst
many great names in the agricultural and dairy
world of Western Australia was Mr Jasper
Norton. He was regarded as being one of the best
informed people in the Australian dairy industry.
He was also the principal of the South-West
Dairy Co-operative. On one occasion he said that,
however much people might be Critical of the
surplus of butter which we had to sell at some sort
of price to the United Kingdom and Europe, a
very important consideration was that we had
never been unable to sell it. In other words, we
had always been able to dispose of our exportable
surplus in butter. It is true that we did not always
dispose of it at the price we would have liked, but
there was always a market for it.

I rather regretted the change in circumstances
in the industry, based on the belief that it was
vital to dispose of that exportable surplus so that
we did not have that millstone around our necks.
As a result of decisions made previously, in
subsequent years we have placed ourselves in
what I considered to be a rather mortifying
position when Australia has received orders from
overseas for the supply of dairy products,

particularly butter, and it has not been able to
meet its obligations. That is a very sad situation
for any great agricultural exporting country to
find itself in; but that is in fact what has
happened.

As Mrs Piesse mentioned, this question relates
to Eastern States interaction, -because butter
exports and dairy surpluses are not confined only
to Western Australia, but should be viewed on an
Australia-wide basis.

The Federal Government has always been
involved in the control of the industry, because of
the export situation. I will not say the Federal
Government has always exercised the initiative,
because at all levels and at all times the industry
has invited intervention by the Commonwealth.
Over the years there has been a fundamental
belief-perhaps mistakenly-that, as a result of
Government intervention, security will be gained.
The dairy industry has not always been blessed
with profitability and viability; therefore, the
people involved have always wanted a degree of
security. Hence there has been the perhaps
mistaken belief that Government intervention will
provide security; but that myth has been exploded
on more than one occasion.

The situation which applies in the Eastern
States applies also to a greater or lesser extent in
New Zealand, which is a great dairy-producing
country with much export potential. We do not
find ourselves in a conflic t situation with the
industry in New Zealand, but it is clear we should
examine carefully our production and market
outlets in relation to the position in New Zealand,
bearing in mind a tariff arrangement exists
between the two countries.

I shall refer now to some of the items it is
proposed should be examined by the Joint Select
Committee. The first question which arises is
whether there is a need for an inquiry. The first
item the proposed committee will look at is-

(a) future needs of dairy products and
market milk over the next decade and
the potential areas of supply;

One could say: Do we need to produce dairy
products in Western Australia? If there is that
necessity, we must ask ourselves where these
products should come from and what steps should
be taken to ensure supply. If the answer to the
question is, "No"~, we do not need to worry about
this item applying in Western Australia, but we
would need to be concerned as to where we could
obtain supplies in the future.
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The second item proposed is-
(b) the basis For and the extent of the

differential between the price paid for
milk/cream used for manufacture in
Western Australia and Victoria
including the effects of economics of
scale, factory efficiency, pricing
structure of W.A. products at retail
level;

That particular aspect is very important in
Western Australia. bearing in mind the shortage
of manufactured milk products-that can be
borne out by the $24 million import bill in that
regard-and the fact that the availability of milk
is almost entirely determined by the price for the
product. In other words, the supply of milk is
determined by the return to the producer.

Dairy farmers in Western Australia
traditionally have made the rather odious
comparison between their returns and those
received by their counterparts in Victoria where
for a long time the industry has been promoted
enthusiastically at senior Government level. There
are a number of reasons for that and it is
appropriate a Joint Select Committee should
examine the matter.

Most of the people involved in the dairy
industry have been aware of the discrepancies
which exist and have arrived at various reasons
for them, without being absolutely certain as to
the true cause. Generally the discrepancies
between the position in this State and that in
Victoria are attributed to the economies of scale
which may be achieved in Victoria. That may be
true to some extent, but I wvould not go along with
it entirely. As I have mentioned previously in (his
House, there is some evidence to the effect that
the producing side of the dairy industry operated
more economically here and had a greater level of
profitability than existed in Victoria. Many
people are surprised when they learn this, but it is
true that certain sections of the industry in
Western Australia operated on a much more
profitable basis than their counterparts tn
Victoria.

The next proposed item refers to--
(c) new technology related to dairy

production and their application or
otherwise to W.A.;

The need to examine that matter is self-evident.
We should constantly examine new technology to
ascertain whether it is applicable in this State.
New technology is not limited to dairying or
livestoek techniques, but is of a comprehensive
nature. As a result of the intervention of statutory
bodies, it is essential we have a proper inquiry into
the application of new techniques and

technologies in order that they may be used to the
greatest benefit.

The fourth proposed item for examination is-
(d) future alloeation and trading of quotas

for the production of market milk;

As some members will be aware, this pinpoints
one of the more controversial features of the,
control of production or the quota system in the
market milk dairy industry in Western Australia.
The question arises as to whether there should be
negotiability and trading in quotas.

Some members will recall the debate which
took place in regard to the introduction of wheat
quotas; that situation was similar to the position
which applies with milk, although it was on a
much bigger scale and a greater number of
farmers were involved. This is an appropriate
question which should be examined by a formal
inquiry.

The next proposed item is-
(e) the desirability or otherwise of vesting of

all milk in the Dairy Industry Authority:
The comment I made in relation to the
negoti;;bility of quotas applies equally, if not
more, to the whole question of vesting. In other
words, should the ownership of the production be
handed over to a statutory body?

The Hon. J. M. Brown: That is a very
important question.

The Hon. NEIL MeNEILL: Throughout my
entire life, as a person involved in the dairy
industry, I have been opposed completely to
vesting dairy products for a number of reasons,
least of which is my belief that it brings about a
lessening of responsibility of the parties involved.
Whether I am right or wrong, it is clear the
vesting of dairy products has brought about a
lessening of the responsibility on the part of
processors for the production needs of this
country. As a result of vesting, no longer do
processors own their products. They own them at
the time they sell them, but not when they come
into their hands. The products are transferred to
them from the authority by the rather curious
structure called "vesting'.

However, I do not say my attitude in the past
will necessarily condition my future thinking on
the matter. Over the years the farming industry
has sought vesting for reasons in which it
genuinely believed. Perhaps it can be said
eventually all dairy products should be vested in a
statutory body. I am sure the statutory body
concerned would not like to determine that
question, nor I am sure would members of
Parliament. Therefore, this matter should be
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examined by a Joint Select Committee in order
that it can arrive at a recommendation on this
issue.

The final matters which it is proposed should
be looked at by the committee are-

(fl the potential impact of closer economic
relations between Australia and New
Zealand and the W.A. dairy market;

(g) the scope and need for further
rationalising the manufacturing
processing sector and the geographic
distribution of the producing sector,

Therefore, it can be Seen the proposed committee
will carry out an overall examination of the
industry and its place in the future of Western
Australia. I do not believe members of a Select
Committee are required simply to elicit all
possible information; they should be able to make
judgments and recommendations based on their
findings.

The list of matters proposed to be examined is
comprehensive, but it is necessary that this sort of
material be obtained and made public. Farmers
and particularly dairy farmers are busy people
and they do not have the opportunity to stand
back and look at the industry in which they are
involved. They are engaged in the day-to-day
running of their farms and do not have the time to
look objectively at the industry as a whole.
Therefore, they leave that sort of examination to
other people, and it is appropriate it should be
carried out by a parliamentary body.

I think I have answered the first question as to
whether in fact there is a need for an inquiry. The
second question is a simpler one: If so, is it
desirable that this Chamber take part? Firstly, we
have the request and invitation from the
Assembly for this Council to join the Select
Committee. I think it should. After all, we are
dealing with a State industry with people who
have just as much contact and just as big a
relationship with us as members of the Legislative
Council as they have with members of the
Assembly. We could be in a position of
compromising the Parliament in the decisions that
have to be made. I believe over the years
contributions made by the Legislative Council in
relation to this industry have been as great, if niot
greater, than those made by another place; so I
think it is quite appropriate that this Chamber
should be involved, certainly because there is an
expertise available in this Chamber and,
additionally, because there is an equal interest in
the outcome. Those are compelling reasons and I
hope this House will be prepared to accede to the
request of the Legislative Assembly.

The motion which was conveyed to us from the
Legislative Assembly states-

That the Joint Select Committee consist of
five members of whom three shall be
appointed by the Legislative Assembly and
two by the Legislative Council.

I am not convinced that that provision satisfies
the requirements of Standing Order No. 338.
which says-

Unless otherwise ordered, all Select
Committees shall consist of three members.

It is my intention to move that in accordance with
the request from the Legislative Assembly two
members be nominated from this chamber. I am
not satisfied that point as raised in the Legislative
Assembly resolution comes within the definition
of "unless otherwise ordered". To cover the
possibility, I am prepared to seek the leave of the
House for the Council to be represented on the
Joint Select Committee by two members pursuant
to the provisions of Standing Order No. 338. 1
seek leave accordingly.

THE HON. R. J1. L. WILLIAMS (Metro-
politan) 15.48 p.m.]: I am not opposed to this at
all; the Hon. Neil McNeill has obviously spotted
a flaw in the Standing Orders of the two Houses.
However I refer also to Standing Order No. 380
which states-

In every Message proposing to the
Assembly the appointment of a Joint
Committee, the Council shall state the
number of Members to serve on such
Committee.

That is all right; I do not object to the fact that
we are going to lose a member, as it were, from
this House when we should have equal members;
but I do draw the Council's attention to this fact:
Standing Order No. 382 protects us in respect of
Mr McNeill's two members in so far as it says-

The Council may fix the quorum of its
Members who shall be present to constitute a
sitting of a Joint Committee. Subject to this
a Joint Committee shall fix its own quorum.

If we are going to have two members, the
committee at its first meeting should insist on
Standing Order No. 382 being a part of its
proceedings. This proposed committee is
essentially a joint committee. However, I do
caution the committee on this: Due to the altered
structure of the Legislative Assembly meeting
times-

The PRESIDENT: Order! The member is
going beyond the question that is currently before
the Chair. The comments he is making now are
more appropriate to the main question of the
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establishment of a Joint Select Committee. The
question before the Chair at the moment is that
leave be granted to establish a Joint Select
Committee with two members from this House. I
suggest that what he is saying would be more
properly said some other time. The question is
that leave be granted.

THE HON. TOM McNEIL (Upper West)
[5.50 p.m.]: I support the recommendation of the
Hon. Neil McNeill in so far as this House shall
be represented on that Joint Select Committee.
The honourable member, on going through the
resolution did not spend enough time referring to
paragraph (b) which says-

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member is not speaking to the question. The
question is that, pursuant to Standing Order No.
338, leave be granted for the Council to be
represented on this Joint Select Committee by
two members. That is a different question. The
main question will follow subsequently, when the
honourable member will have an opportuni.ty to
say those things. We are now considering the
numerical strength of this proposed committee
and that leave be granted for Standing Order No.
338 to be complied with. That is the question
before the Chair. I ask again, is leave granted?

Leave granted.
THE HON. NEIL MeNEILL (Lower West)

[5.52 p.m.]: I am grateful to the House for
granting leave. I move-

That this house doth resolve.
(1) To agree with the appointment of a

Joint Select Committee of the
Legislative Council and the Legislative
Assembly in accordance with the terms
of the Resolution, transmitted to the
Legislative Council by Message No. 80
from the Legislative Assembly.

(2) That the Legislative Council be
represented on the Committee by the
Hons. N. McNeill and J. M. Brown.

(3) That a Message be sent to the
Legislative Assembly acquainting it of
this Resolution.

THE HON. J. M. BROWN (South-East)
[5.53 p.m.]: I will be very brief on this occasion in
recognising the opportunity that has been
afforded me to join the Hon. Neil McNeill on this
Joint Select Committee inquiring into a matter of
great importance and a matter in which I consider
the Hon. Neil McNeill is well skilled. Whether he
has spoken 23 times or otherwise, I certainly will
be looking forward to his guidance and support on
this occasion-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: You will get a free trip
to New Zealand.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: -particularly as he
has indicated to the House that he is not setting
out with any fixed views and has no preconceived
ideas. He does have the knowledge and is quite
flexible in the manner in which he will view the
responsibilities of the committee he will be
engaged in.

The final part of the Assembly's resolution is as
follows-

to make such recommendations in regard
to the matters inquired into that will in its
opinion ensure an adequate and reliable
supply of milk to meet future requirements of
the Western Australian community and to
achieve a satisfactory return to all sectors of
the dairy industry.

That in itself is a sufficient task because when we
look at the organisations, the employers, and the
employees within the dairy industry we certainly
have a very wide field for exploration and activity.
I am looking forward to making a contribution so
that this House will recognise the importance of
the industry not only to the State, but also to the
people in the south-west in particular.

THE HON. D. J. WORDSWORTH (South-
Minister for Lands) [5.56 p.m.]: Without going
into detail, I indicate to the House that the
Government agrees with this committee being set
up and supports the resolution.

THE HON. TOM McNEIL (Upper West)
[5.57 p.m.]: In referring to this proposal that the
upper House be represented on a Joint Select
Committee, I do not rise to my feet at the
suggestion of the Hon. Sandy Lewis that in fact
there will be a trip to New Zealand. I would like
to refer the Hon. Neil McNeill to paragraph (b)
of the resolution, which he attempted to gloss over
and which relates to the pricing structure of
Western Australian products at retail level. I
bring that to the notice of the Hon. Neil McNeill
and the Hon. J. M. Brown in that it is of some
concern that prices of dairy products vary
throughout the country area, and I refer
particularly to the injustice that tends to apply in
regard to the retailing of milk.

If we look at the nearby areas of Toodyay and
Cingin it costs something like 8c for a litre of
milk to be delivered. If we go as far as Coorow it
is I 2c a litre and as far away as Geraldton it is
10c. The whole thing is inconsistent. When I have
asked questions in this House I have been advised
to take up the matter directly with the Dairy
Industry Authority.
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I hope the members representing the
Legislative Council will pay particular reference
to this aspect when they are involved in their
discussions, particularly as the authority gazettes
the price per litre of milk. I hope my voice of
concern in this matter is fully noted on this aspect
of the dairy discussions.

THE HON. R. J. L. WILLIAMS (Metro-
politan) [6.00 p.m.]: I will be very brief because I
would like to recount what I said earlier. Firstly, I
had hoped the committee would be set up.
Secondly, I would like to point out the difficulties
that the committee will have with regard to sitting
hours. The other place now meets early on
Wednesday afternoon and on Thursday morning,
which used to be popular times for Select
Committees to sit.

I congratulate the committee and I realise its
task will be a long and difficult one.

Silting suspended from 6.01 to 7.30 p.m.
THE I-ON. N. E. BAXTER (Central) [7.32

p.m.]: As a young man, I spent some years in the
dairying industry and I welcome this motion. The
future of the dairying industry in Western
Australia is in jeopardy. Over a number of years
many dairy farms in the State have gone out of
existence. Before many years have passed we will
be hard put to produce enough whole milk for our
needs and we will be forced to import the greater
proportion of our butter and cheese from other
States, and possibly from New Zealand.

A committee of the type called for could put
forward some recommendations to try to put the
dairy industry on its feet and to return it to the
situation of being viable. The resolution
commences-

That a Joint Select Committee of the
Legislative Assembly and the Legislative
Council be appointed to inqluire into-

(a) future needs of dairy products and
market milk over the next decade
and the potential areas of supply;

That is the key to the problem. Paragraph (b)
reads as follows-

(b) the basis for and the extent of the
differential between the price paid
for milk/cream used for
manufacture in Western Australia
and Victoria including the effects of
economics of scale, factory
efficiency, pricing structure of
W.A. products at retail level:

That is the prime question. Price is always the
determinant as to whether or not an industry is
successful. On this point I disagree with the

comments of the Hon. Neil McNeill. His attitude
was that if we do not vest milk in the Dairy
Industry Authority we do not control the price.
The price is the life blood of any dairy industry in
Australia.

I spent the years from 1931 to 1946 in the
industry. Producers of cream for butterfat in the
year 1933 received the magnificent price of I I d. a
pound, or 8d. a pound on a butterfat basis. To the
established dairy farmer with a top grade herd.
that meant a profit of 3d. a pound. However, to
the dairy farmer who had not been established for
very long-and for quite a number of others-it
meant a loss. We could not produce cream at that
price and make a profit. Such farmers went from
bad to worse.

So the dairy industry at that time was far from
satisfactory. The farmers got together and
established a dairy farmers' association for the
south-west of Western Australia, based on the
central area of Bunbury. The pressure was
applied to do something to assist dairy farmers.

I was secretary of the local branch at Balingup,
and from its humble beginnings this organisation
brought about the Dairy Authority of Australia
and we had an equalisation scheme to keep the
dairy farmers of Australia viable. I know some
politicians do not believe in orderly marketing or
control to assist the producers; however. I support
it wholeheartedly. My party believes in orderly
marketing.

The Hon. F. E. McKenzie: Isn't that the policy
of socialists?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: It is not socialism in
any way. It is simply that the farmers have an
organisation to look after their interests and to see
that the market price of the produce is reasonable
throughout the world. It is an altogether different
situation from socialism.

The Hon. F. E. McKenzie: It is getting away
from the free market system.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: What does the
member mean by the free market system? Does
he mean that someone has the right to take a
manufactured or primary product from the
producer at as low a price as possible and sell it at
as high a price as possible?

The Hon. Peter Dowding: We do not agree with
you. Socialism does not suit you apparently?

The Hon. N. E. BAXT ER: In no way is it
socialism.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Market forces don't
apply then?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I am referring to
sensible, orderly marketing on a sound basis.
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The Hon. Peter Dowding: That is right.

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: Therefore, the
Dairy Industry Authority is most necessary in this
State. The DIA controls the industry and sees
that, for instance, quotas are allocated on a fair
basis. Unfortunately, some producers would
operate to the detriment of their fellow producers
if they had the chance.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Don't you believe in
market forces setting the price? Should not
market forces set the pattern?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I do not know what
the honourable member refers to when he speaks
of market forces. In our industry we call it orderly
marketing. A body such as the DIA should set the
prices to the various people engaged in the
industry, firstly to ensure a fair price for his
product to the primary producer: then to the
processor who handles the butter, the milk, the
cream, etc., so that he has a margin on which to
operate; then to the vendor so that he has a fair
margin: and in the long run, the authority must
ensure that the consumer can obtain the product
at a fair and reasonable price. The authority must
ensure that the price is not inflated by middle
men who handle primary produce.

In the early days, when the middle man was
handling primary produce, the consumer was
paying a high price for it and the producer was
getting very little. This happened not only with
dairying produce, but also with other primary
produce, such as wheat. I can recall the days
when private dealers in wheat-such as Darling
and Company and others-got very fat and made
millions of dollars to the detriment of the primary
producers. It is for that reason I believe the DIA
is most important to the industry.

I hope when the committee considers its
recommendations, it is not pre-empted by views
such as those expressed by the Hon. Neil
McNeill, who said he does not believe in vesting
our milk in such an organisation as the DRA.

The Hon. Neil McNeill: I did not say that.
The H-on. N. E. BAXTER: That was the

impression I gained from the honourable
member's remarks. If we do not vest milk in the
authority, we might as well give the whole game
away.

The Hon. Neil McNeill: Do you know that I
was onc of those who fought the strongest for the
Dairy Industry Authority?

The Hon. N. E. BAXTER: I am very glad to
hear that. Paragraph (f) of the resolution reads as
follows-

(I) the potential impact of closer economic
relations between Australia and New
Zealand and the W.A. dairy market:

This is the most important term of reference.
Australia and New Zealand have been fairly big
producers of dairy products, -and they compete on
the world market. By selling overseas at very
reduced prices, they can cut each other's throats
to the detriment of the whole industry. This has
happened in the past. Consumers in Australia
have had to pay a high price for dairy products to
balance out the low price received overseas. This
happened not only with butter and cheese, but
also with eggs. We had to use a scheme of
balancing the local price against the export price
to give the producers some sort of return for their
work.

Paragraph (g) reads as follows-
(g) the scope and need for further

rationalising the manufacturing
processing sector knd the geographic
distribution of the producing sector, and

This is another very important issue, and the
committee must do its best to produce
recommendations that will ensure a reliable
supply of milk to meet the future requirements of
Western Australia, and at the same time achieve
a satisfactory return to all sectors of the dairy
industry.

The motion calls for a committee of five
members three members from another place and
two members from here. To my mind this will be
a well balanced committee-a committee can be
so large that nothing gets done.

I am sure the committee will set out to bring
down recommendations which will be to the
betterment of the dairy industry of Western
Australia, and also in the interests of the
consumers who should be able to obtain their
products at a reasonable price. I support the
motion.

THE HION. W. R. WITHERS (North) [7.45
p.m.]: I am not going to object to the appointment
of a Joint Select Committee but I will issue a few
words of warning. The resolution states that the
committee will inquire into the pricing structure
of milk for the whole of the State. If that is to be
one of the committee's objectives it will be
making a bad mistake, because if it starts making
laws and setting prices for the whole of the State
it will make some very bad mistakes in regard to
the north.

We have had boards in the past which have
caused people in the north some tremendous
problems. One such board is the Egg Marketing
Board.
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The I-on. J. M. Brown: And fuel equalisation.
The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: There have been

many, but I am referring to one where people
tried to set up egg production in the north of the
State and ran into all sorts of problems because in
practice they were to send their product 2 500
miles down to Perth so it could be sent back 2 500
miles to the north for sale on the local market.
That was a ludicrous situation. It is not normally
the intent of legislators to introduce legislation
which will inconvenience other people, but it
happens.

People tend to think of the dairy industry area
as being in the south-west of the State. We have
only one cow dairy in the north-at Broome-but
we do have several goat dairies. In this resolution
there is no differentiation between cows and
goats. The resolution refers to market milk. I have
carried out some personal experiments for a
business which I hope to have going in 1985, That
business will use goats' milk in manufacture.

If we went ahead with the appointment of a
Joint Select Committee and I did not get up and
say what I am saying now it would be very remiss
of me, because my warning must be heeded by the
Select Committee.

The IHon. R. G. Pike: If you ignore the goats
you might not be able to pick the committee
members.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: The motion refers
also to the differential in prices between Victorian
and Western Australian dairy products. We in the
north of the State are importing a lot of our milk
from the Atherton tablelands in Queensland.
When we start producing milk ourselves we will
not be worried about Victorian or Western
Australian dairy areas: we will be more interested
in producing our own milk and obtaining some
milk from the Atherton tablelands.

With those words of warning I indicate that I
have no objection to the appointment of a Joint
Select Committee: in fact. I support the move.
However, I hope members of the committee take
note of my warning and heed the effect of any
findings that are brought about following
evidence taken from the south of the State only.
The committee must consider the north of the
State as well.

THE HON. V. J. FERRV (South-West) 17.48
p.mn.]: I support the proposal for the appointment
of a Joint Select Committee to look at the many
facets of the dairy industry in Western Australia.
It is timely that the industry should be reviewed
in this way. Those involved in the industry will
welcome this sort of review, especially at this
time.

The Five members who it is proposed will
constitute the committee are experienced
members and, given the chance, will assist the
industry very much.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Is the expense
warranted?

The Hon. V. J. FERRY: Indeed, whatever the
expense, it is warranted.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: You do not think a
back-bench committee would solve the problems?

The Hon. V. J. FERRY: The honourable
member is inclined to fishing; he is after red
herring, and I do not intend to throw the line in.

The dairy industry is one of the oldest
industries in this State. It is worthy of the
Parliament's consideration. With the proposals
outlined in this resolution the industry should
continue to prosper within the limitations of the
economic and production conditions throughout
Australia and the world.

THE HON. PETER DOWDING (North) (7.50
p.m.]: I would like to comment on what might be
described as the rapid yolte face by members
opposite who, during debate on a previous motion
moved only a few days ago, were bleating to
members of this House about the expense to
which this Parliament would be put if a Select
Committee were appointed to inquire into one of
the most fundamental social issues facing us
today; namely, the illegal gambling industry in
this State. I moved a motion and asked members
opposite if we should tolerate the hypocrisy of a
Government which permits millions of dollars to
be earned from that industry.

The PRESIDENT: Order! If the honourable
member waitts to pursue that line of discussion,
this is not the time to do so. I suggest he speaks to
this particular motion or forgets about speaking
at all.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I was speaking
of the expenses incorporated in a Select
Committee of inquiry and remarking on the
facility with which honourable members opposite
are happy to support this measure, are prepared
to brush aside the question of expense, and are
happy to justify it on the basis that the dairy
industry is an old and long-established one. They
are prepared to do all this when only last week
they were saying thar a Select Committee to
inquire into illegal gambling involved too much
expense. This is typical of the sort of two-faced
attitude-

The PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable
member is out of order in pursuing this line of

4557



4558 [COUNCIL]

discussion. If he wants to continue I suggest he
discusses the motion before the Chair.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: As I
understand the motion, it is for the appointment
of a committee.

The PRESIDENT: Order! If the honourable
member wishes to Pursue his argument with the
Chair I can assure him that the result will be
quite different from a previous occasion. If the
member is deciding now to have a look at what
the motion is all about, I suggest he ought to have
done so previously. At the moment he is
contravening Standing Order No. 83 and he
ought not be doing so.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Inherent in
the constitution of this Joint Select Committee,
the extent of its operation, and its appointment, is
a consideration of the expense of the operation of
the committee and the powers that we ought to
give to it. In those circumstances, to hear nothing
from the Hon. Vie Ferry and the Hon. Neil
McNeill about the expenses involved is in marked
contrast to their bland assurances of last week.

THE HON. P. H. WELLS (North Metro-
politan) [7.53 p.m.]: I support the motion,
although I am not a great authority on this
matter. However, I have had goats and I have
been involved in a dairy farm.

Last year I visited Victoria and examined the
UHT plant there. In view of discussions I had
prior to leaving for Victoria I have come to feel
the need for this State to consider this sort of new
technology. This State may well Find itself
missing the boat unless some of these important
areas are considered in relation to its needs.

When one sees the advances that have been
made and are being made, it becomes obvious
that it is important for this State to take note of
them and take advantage of them. I feel there
may well be some danger of us finding the
Eastern States dumping their UHT milk on our
local markets. I gather that such milk is imported
into this State from Tasmania, and I am thinking
of the small cartons used in hotels and in other
areas. If this is allowed to continue to a large
degree it could make inroads into an area in
which our dairy industry should be involved.

THE HION. NEIL MeNEILL (Lower West)
17.54 p.m.]: I acknowledge the support for the
motion, notwithstanding the views expressed by
the Hon. Peter Dowding. I acknowledge the
support of the Opposition not only for the motion
but also for its very active participation in the
proposed Joint Select Committee. I wish to
disabuse the mind of the Hon. Norman Baxter
about my attitude, as a member of this

committee, to a couple of points which we both
consider to be important, and in particular the
Dairy Industry Authority. In fact, I made no
reference whatever to the continuation or
otherwise of the activities of the DIA. Its
activities were not on my mind when I moved the
motion. In regard to vesting I repeat that my own
long-standing views about dairy products would
not colour my judgment should this matter be one
for final determination and recommendation by
the committee.

1 have taken particular note of the remarks of
the Hon. Bill Withers. I am sure members who it
is proposed will be members of the committee
have taken note of all comments made during this
debate. Undoubtedly it will be the view of the
committee that it should look at the question of
milk production in Western Australia from
whatever source it may come-whether it be
goats or cows-and, more particularly, of the
particular problems facing both the production in
and the supply to the north of the State.

The Hon. Tom McNeil: And transport costs.

The Hon. NEIL McNEILL: Perhaps the
proposed members of the committee have given
thought already to how that extensive area to our
north, with its rapidly-growing population, can be
catered for by our dairy industry. It gives no joy
to dairy farmers in Western Australia to
understand that supplies to these northern areas
are at present coming from the Eastern States. I
assure Mr Withers that his words have been
noted.

It is appreciated that, as the Hon. Peter Wells
has said, the supply of ultra high temperature
treated milk is from the Eastern States. I have no
wish to pre-empt the deliberations of the
committee other than to say that I have
experience of this question, having visited
Canada. In that country I expressed a similar fear
when I noted there appeared to be a considerable
availability of UHT milk, to the extent that I
thought the Canadian dairy industry must be
apprehensive about the growth of the trade in
view of the fears expressed from time to time in
Australia. I was assured by the Canadian
authorities that they had no fear of such inroads
being made into their industry because of the
availability of that long shelf-life milk. They felt
it had a very restricted market which, once
satisfied, would escalate only according to usage.
They felt this product would not invade the
market for their fresh milk. Canada is a country
which has problems similar to those facing our
dairy industry.
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In Western Australia a demand exists for this
product, but we need not be preoccupied or
sensitive about that demand. The product caters
for a need, it is the best way for the industry as a
whole to ill that need.

I must make an observation about some terms
used during this debate, and certainly refer to so
called "bland assurancest '. The Hon. Peter
Dowding referred to remarks the Hon. Vic Ferry
and I made last week during a certain debate. I
took no part in that debate. If the Hon. Peter
Dowding wants to raise and comment upon the
question of the cost of the Select Committee, I see
no reason-

The Hon. Peter Dowding interjected.
The lHon. NEIL MeNEILL: -for his not

being able to do so, but I fail to see the reason-

Withdra walI of Remark

The PRESIDENT: I ask the Hon. Peter
Dowding to apologise to the Chair for suggesting
that the Chair attempted to stop him. The Chair
was insisting that he comply with the rules of this
House. I will insist that he continue to comply
with those rules and I now expect him to
apologise for his remark.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I was not
reflecting upon you, but if you think so, I do
apologise.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I ask the honourable
member to apologise without any reservations or
explanations.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Well, I do so.

Debate on Motion Resumed

The Hon. NEI L McN EILL: I see no basis for a
comparison of the reasons. Quite clearly it seems
to me that the parties of this Parliament have
accepted that there is justification for whatever
expenses will be involved in the setting up and
operation of this Select Committee. In regard to
other instances that is not the case, but I will not
pursue the matter any further. I thank the House
for its support of the motion.

Question put and passed.

ACTS AMENDMENT (MINING) DILL
Second Reading

Debate resumed from 14 October.
THE HON. J. NI. BROWN (South-East)

[8.03 p-m.]: Amendments to the Mining Act of
1978 have been ongoing;, apart from small
sections of it the Act has not been proclaimed.
The reason given is that the people concerned

with it need to thoroughly investigate its possible
effects. This situation has prevailed for
approximately three years, and it has been said by
both the Minister and Government members that
95 per cent of the Act satisfies requirements, but
the remaining 5 per cent does not and constitutes
an area of doubt.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Which Government
members said that?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: The Minister said
that.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: The Minister said that
95 per cent is all right, but 5 per cent is not?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: The member for
Murchison-Eyre said that.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I think you are
referring only to a comment by Mr Coyne,

The IHIn, J. M. BROWN: That is correct, but
the Minister concurred with that view. He said so
in his second reading speech. I did not want to
violate the rules of this House. We are expected
not to refer to debates in another place; however,
the member wanted to know when the statement
to which I referred was made. I tried to stay
within the Standing Orders of this House by
saying that Government members have said that
95 per cent of the 1978 Act is satisfactory, but 5
per cent is not.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Are you trying to
suggest the Minister said that 5 per cent is not
satisfactory?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I suggest the
member says what he wants to say at the
appropriate time.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I will.
The Hon. J. M. BROWN: If people say 5 per

cent of the 1978 Act is not satisfactory, I wonder
what they say about the 3 per cent mentioned in
the legislation.

The Hon. R. G. Pike: I think you are confusing
the Local Government Act with the Mining Act.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: If anyone confuses
legislation, certainly it would be the Hon, Bob
Pike. When one considers the 3 per cent amounts
being handed out one wonders about them. Is it
because the recipients have had the ear of the
Government? Is it a matter of electoral concern
or a matter of State concern? I indicate clearly
that because of the Government's abdication-in
allowing these amendments which we on this side
will support-it is clear it has bowed to the
pressures of the people who favour it at the ballot
box. The Government has not given any
consideration to the views of prospectors and
miners on the goldfields.
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The Hon. N. F Moore: Why are you
supporting the Bill then?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: We support the
amendments to the Act, but in no way do we
support the Act; we do not believe it should have
been introduced.

The Hon. N. F Moore: You said you support
it.

The Hon. i. M. BROWN: In 1972 similar
legislation was brought in, but it was just as much
a failure as this legislation will be in 1981. We on
this side believe that the amendments now before
us are in line with the principles of the 1904 Act.
When we become the Government we will amend
the legislation-we will repeal the 1978 Act.

Although I have indicated that we support the
amendments, that does not mean to say we will
stop our strong opposition to the Act. This matter
has been well canvassed in the South-East
Province, particularly in the goldfields of
Kalgoorlie. Our strong opposition to the Act has
been well made.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: What about your
farming friends, are they fairly happy?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: The miners and
prospectors on the goldfields-the people who
make a contribution to this State equal to that of
anybody else, and do so under very harsh and
severe circumstances-were able to prosper under
the 1904 Act, and believe they can prosper again
if minor amendments are made to the present
legislation.

To answer the comment made by the Minister
for Lands, I refer to an article in The Sunday
Times of about Five weeks ago. The article
appeared in a supplement to the newspaper, and
referred to remarks made by the President of the
Primary Industry Association (Mr Wilf Boucher)
to the effect that it was only through the long and
continued hammering of his association that the
Government was forced to change its mind in
relation to mining on farining land.

The Hon. N. E. Baxter: On private land.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: Yes, in relation to
mining on private land, which includes farming
land. The Primary Industry Association made
that plain.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: But is it right?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: The member should
ask Mr Boucher; the member is the Minister for
Lands.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: We are trying to
work out which side you are on.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I do not think the
Primary Industry Association alone forced the
Government to change its mind. That change
came about after agitation from all sections of the
community interested in this matter. In fairness to
the Primary Industry Association, I must say it
was the only party successful in changing the
mind of the Government. However, pressure was
brought to bear from all sections, including all
local authorities in country areas and the
prospectors and miners. They were all strongly
opposed to the legislation, but the Primary
Industry Association took the credit for
persuading the Government to change its mind. I
object to its taking that credit and object to the
idea that it was the only body able to persuade the
Government.

We support the concept of protection of private
land for which the associations to which I referred
fought, but we go a stage further and ask why
that protection has not been extended to other
people in the community. Probably this matter
will be canvassed by my colleague when he refers
to what is happening in relation to land owned by
Aborigines. The protection now offered is only for
certain sections of the community; it does not
include everybody.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: If they own freehold
land they are regarded the same as anybody else.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Come on!
The Hon. P. G. Pendal: You should know that,

as dumb as you are.
The Hon. N. F. Moore: You want different

rules for different people.
The Hon. Peter Dowding: No, I don't.

The Hon. P. G. Pendal: Yes, you do.
The Hon. N. F. Moore: It shouldn't be based

on colour.
The Hon. Peter Dowding: Isn't it?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: We recognise the
benefit of protecting land rights, which is one of
the reasons for the legislation before us tonight.
We recognise what must be done for pastoralists.
but believe that in doing such things there are
inherent dangers.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: Do you think we
have gone a bit far?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I will refer to the
compensation provisions to apply to pastoralists.
Proposed section I123 (7)(c) states.

notwithstanding anything in section 125, any
substantial loss of earnings-

(i) suffered by the pastoral lessee; and
(ii) resulting or arising from mining by

the holder.
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The implication is that any "substantial loss of
earnings" suffered by a pastoralist and proved to
a court will be compensated. To my mind this
provision would cause concern to anybody. It is so
open-ended. and will enable any substantial loss
of earnings to be considered. However can the
term "substantial loss of earnings" be quantified?
What figure can be placed upon such a loss?

It might be that the Law Reform Commission
should be asked to consider the matter. The
Attorney General took some advice from the
commission in regard to public liability for
straying stock, and the commission said that if
25000 farmers, or whatever was the number,
contributed $100 each the amount of public
liability for straying stock would be $250 000.
Perhaps the mining companies might be able to
reach a similar deal in relation to public liability
for substantial losses of earnings.

We all know that substantial loss of earnings on
a pastoral property could mean destruction by
fire, the loss of sheep and cattle, or damage to the
homestead. Many Fields can be opened up and I
will certainly be interested to hear the Attorney
General's explanation of "loss of earnings".

I know the courts will have to decide this
finally. If a representative of a mining company
and pastoralist were to put this case to the courts,
it would take a long time to ascertain what
"substantial loss of earnings" means.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: How do you think
it should be worded?

The I-on. J. M. BROWN: I am not in a
position to say. Anyway. the Government would
not accept what I say.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: So defeatist!

The Hon. G. I2. Masters: You may be able to
convince us.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I could not convince
the Government previously. The Government had
to change my amecndment when there was nothing
wrong with it. I accepted the Government's
amendment because it benefited the people.
However, the Government would not accept my
amendment, it had to word it in its own terms.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: You cannot expect to
win every time.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: If I were to
ascertain What "substantial loss of earnings"
meant, I would have to give consideration to
employing the number of people the Government
employed when it drafted this legislation.

The problem has been pointed out already: it is
difficult to ascertain what "substantial loss of
earnings" means. If a farmer experiences three
years of drought. what is his substantial loss of
earnings? If one has no income or happens to be a
pastoralisi who has a mining interest and does not
need any earnings from his pastoral property,
what is one's substantial loss of earnings?

One would have to consider the loss of prime
stock, the loss of livelihood, or the loss of feed on
the property. One would have to consider also
replacement value when considering substantial
loss of earnings. The wording of this legislation
would have to be considered in the courts.

No-one would suggest that everyone will have a
court battle because a mining company is on his
pastoral lease. Pastoralists and mining companies
have lived together for a long time, and surely we
would not expect the situation to change. Of
course, there is the factor of human
understanding by honest people; but when we
have wording such as this, those in advisory
positions can see the loopholes and will question
the words "substantial loss of earnings"; they
must protect their client. Therefore, I put it to the
Attorney General that is the question he must
answer. I do not know whether his answer will be
satisfactory.

This matter is of great concern to people who
wish to see the industry progress. Indeed, I went
to the trouble of reading the address made to the
Australasian Institute of Mining and Metallurgy
by Sir Roderick Carnegie on Monday, 27 July
1981. Amongst other things he said that a boom
could be a loud noise. However, the two
significant points he made were-

1. We have a continent still, in a modern
sense, completely unexplored;

2. New exploration science and technology
mean that, what are thought of as "old"
mining areas still hold unknown secrets,
whether of familiar minerals or quite
different ones.

The Hon. Neil Oliver: Is he implying there is
no risk in wining and it is a constant situation?

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I will read further-

... minerals growth, if it is to be healthy, is
about long term development of resources
through the ups and downs of the price and
demand cycle, not about the short-term.

The Hon. Neil Oliver: It depends on what he
thinks is up and down.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: Another point he
made was-
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Without trained, skilled and willing
people, well-rewarded for working hard and
changing family location (often to remote
areas), achieving all that we would hope will
be impossible.

Some of his comments are well worth repeating to
this House. We do have a long-term dev elopment
of minerals and that is why so many mining leases
are held in agricultural areas throughout the
Vilgarn area despite strong representation from
people, including myself, that the land be made
available to farmers. There is no way one can
obtain that land which is held by the Mines
Department. The department believes the
minerals in the ground belong to the St ate and
not to the owner. That is what this mining
legislation is doing-giving the minerals to the
owners.

We are supporting the mining legislation, so we
must consider what has been presented to us. It
means that several organisations, the Pastoralists
and Graziers Association, and the farming
community, have been successful in their
representations to the Government, although
other sections of the community have not been
successful.

This legislation provides further amendments to
tidy up details which became apparent because of
litigation and action taken in the past. Another
major change in the legislation is that it transfers
oil shale exploration from the Petroleum Act to
the Mining Act.

That more or less sums up what this amending
legislation is all about. These matters have been
canvassed regularly over the past three years.I
have not had the opportunity to listen to all the
debates, but I have been on the outside looking in.
However, tonight I have been fortunate to say a
few words.

We all recognise that pastoralists have a hard
struggle to survive and compensation will be
provided to them if there is any encroachment on
their property rights. However, we do not have
compensation when property is denigrated-

The Hon. N. F. Moore: To pastoralists?
The Hon. J. M. BROWN: Has Mr Moore seen

the way some of the properties finish up?
The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: You mean by

overstocking?
The Hon. i. M. BROWN: Yes. We have been

very generous to them, and I think they ought to
look back to their responsibility.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I am not very sure you
are quite right.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: It does not matter
whether or not the member is sure.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: There are rules and
regulations.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: It is no good having
rules after the damage is done. If it is good
enough to have rules for one, it is good enough to
have rules for all. Perhaps the Attorney General
will be able to comment on this matter.

We have instances where people are not
allowed to clear land because of a salinity
problem, but no compensation is given to them.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: The compensation
relates to mining.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I know, I am just
giving a parallel. The member just cannot
understand.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I am finding you a
little difficult to follow.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: With a bit of luck
the member can be impossible.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: l am doing my best.

The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I look forward to the
time when members will be able to make
contributions to the regulations. It is possible that
a hardship will arise for genuine prospectors
involved. We must consider their way of life and
the primitive conditions under which they live.
They live in isolation with the flies and dust, and
they are rare and valuable characters.

The Opposition does not agree with the 1978
Act. We believe the 1904 Act should carry on. I
look forward to the time the regulations are put
forward, when I may offer my contribution to the
debate.

THE HON. PETER DOWDING (North) [8.28
pm.]: This is an example of a Government taking
four years to introduce this piece of legislation. It
dithered around with the material in order to get
the present Act before the House. It has been
dithering around since 1978. It dithered until
pressure groups eventually made it cave in to their
pressure.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: You dithered in 1972.
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The

Government has brought in this legislation to
amend the Mining Act without it ever having
been the law under which the mining community
acted. It has been a matter of great frustration for
the mining community that this Government has
never made a statement since the Act was passed
by both Houses of Parliament. The community
has never had a statement from the Government
saying when the legislation will become law. How
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can this Government expect orderly exploration
and mining commitments to be made without a
law? The entire mining industry has had a cloud
over it ever since the new legislation introduced
some specific changes to the mining law. That
indicates how this Government is out of touch
with the people of this State.

It is a mark of the tenacity of the Premier and
those sectional interests within the Cabinet that
they have held off for two years without giving in
to the community until October 1981 when this
amendment was introduced.

The original attempt was to introduce the
amendment and have it adopted the following
day, and then whipped up to this House, to be put
through in two days. That would have given no-
one except those lobbyists who have the ear of the
Government the opportunity to consider fully the
implications of this Bill.

In general terms, the mining community is
experiencing a feeling of uncertainty. That is felt
by the larger and the smaller miners, and it is
heightened by the recent pronouncement of the
Premier that he is not personally of the view that
one ought to permit mining disputes to be
resolved in the courts. The Premier said he would
simply overrule any mining dispute in relation to
the Kimberley diamond deposits. He will overrule
it and see that his favourite son gets the guernsey
in a multi-million dollar dispute. Unfortunately,
that is the way in which mining has been
administered in this State for some time. It
reflects no credit on either the Government or the
personalities involved. The Hon. Norman Moore
and the Hon. Phil Lockyer should consider what
has happened in the mining communities in their
electorates. Of course, they are utterly out of
touch with those mining interests, or else they are
simply ignoring a good section of them.

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: We do not push little
ladies around in court. We go to our electorates.

The PR ES IDENT: Order! I ask the honourable
member to cease such interjections.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: It is a tragedy
that the small miners in the Murchison-Eyre and
Gascoyne do not have better ears in which to
whisper their personal complaints about the
specific issues. The mining community is
experiencing great uncertainty.

As yet the Government has made no statement
about when the Mining Act and this amendment
will be proclaimed and become the law. No doubt
that will be done at a time that suits the
Government and at the convenience of its
personal followers in the mining communities to
whom it wants to bow in relation to the specific

issues. No doubt they will know when the
legislation will be proclaimed, and the rest of
Western Australia and the rest of the mining
community will be kept in the dark about the
expected date of the proclamation.

The fact that today we have not the regulations
before us is an indication or the paucity of ability
in the Cabinet to come to grips with the real
issues involved in this complex matter of mining
law. if it is the case that this Bill is the last word
in amendments to the Mining Act, why is it that
the regulations have not yet been laid before this
House? No doubt we will have an explanation
from the Minister in due course.

As I have indicated in questions asked in this
House, no print of the 1904 Act has been
available for about the last seven years. The
Minister and his department are well aware that
it has been impossible to obtain a copy of the
Mining Act. Mr Baxter says that it has not been
available for more than seven years, and that may
well be. I am certainly aware of the lack for the
last seven years.

The Government has been in power since 1974,
and it has so many sectional interests to look after
that it has to be like the Pushmi-Pullyu of Dr
Doclite. It has to be prepared to move forward
and back at the drop of a hat. However, surely it
would have had the decency to have the Act
reprinted, even if only in the last three years
during which so much notice has been taken of
the Act.

I regret that the 1978 Act was passed. It is an
Act with which the Labor Party does not agree.
The Act shows little or no concern for the small
prospectors, who, after all, have always been the
backbone of the mining industry;, although there
have been some major exceptions, and the
amendment now before the House does nothing to
cure the deficiencies of the 1978 Act in that
respect.

The Bill does one thing that even the Hon.
Norman Moore, doing his normal mental
calisthenics, cannot possibly regard as other than
treating a sectional interest. It gives to farmers a
right that only one other section in this
community has. That section of the community is
the people who-and I will have my perennial
argument with the Hon. Sandy Lewis on
this-had the mineral rights to the land before
1893 or 1899, whichever it was. They were the
landowners who owned the mineral rights before
that date, and since 1904 they were able to retain
those mineral rights and dispose of the land if
they wished, despite intervention by any
Government. Clearly they are a sectional interest.

4563



4564 [COUNCIL]

By introducing a major change to the mining laws
of Western Australia in 1978, this Liberal
Government was content to treat, as a special
interest, a gtoup in this community who were
entitled to retain the mineral rights of the land.

As I have said, in some cases those mineral
rights no longer are attached to the land. In other
words, they have been disposed of as mineral
rights. They are a particular interest that no-one
else in this community can acquire except by
purchase.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Are you opposing this
legislation or not?

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The Hon.
Norman Moore will hear my position in due
course. No doubt he will be able to discern my
attitude to it.

I have said that even the Hon. Norman
Moore's mental calisthenics will not enable him to
avoid the issue that sectional interests are treated
as special by the 1978 Act, with no changes
affecting their rights. The 1981 amendment to the
Mining Act protects the sectional interests of the
farmers and the people who cultivate their land,
even though that be a vast area of land. At places
like Eneabba vast areas of land are involved, and
the 1981 amendment will protect the sectional
interests. No member of Parliament worth his salt
would be prepared to concede that the Parliament
and the Government did not, from time to time,
consider the sectional interests of various
members of the community as appropriate to be
distinguished from the rights of other members of
the community.

In this case, there is no economic balance.
There is no economic justification for it. There is
no obligation on the farmers, whose mineral
rights are protected, to be producing crops at any
rate. There is no examination of whether the land
is being held other than for the purposes of a
great big leisure resort,*as long as the minimum
requirements of this Act are performed.

The point I make to the Hon. Norman Moore
is that the people concerned are a sectional
interest. The Parliament has seen fit to protect
them. The people in my party who write our
mining policy regard these matters as appropriate,
and they have no doubt about them.

On the other hand. I regard it as not
inappropriate to protect a sectional interest-

The Hon. N. F. Moore: You can do better than
that.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Tonight the
Hon. Norman Moore will support a sectional

interest because he will support this piece of
legislation.

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer interjected.

The PRESIDENT: Order! If the honourable
member lowers his voice, the members who are
interjecting will be able to hear me telling them to
stop.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: No doubt the
Hon. Norman Moore will concede that sectional
interests are appropriate if one examines the
interests and determines that they have a good
case.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Do you agree, though?
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: In that event,

the Government proposes to protect, in some
lesser measure, a second set of sectional interests,
to wit the pastoralists. I have much sympathy for
the pastoralists who, at times, expend substantial
sums on their pastoral leases and improvements.
At times it is appropriate that they be reminded
that they do not own the land, but that they have
a pastoral lease only. There are times when their
activities are interfered with substantially by dint
of mineral exploration and mining.

In those circumstances, I am prepared to
concede-and the Opposition does so, by
supporting this legislation-that the pastoralists
are another sectional interest whose case is
justified.

On this side of the House, we propose a third
sectional interest which has merit, if one examines
the case. The case is the subject of-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: You are not going to
walk out on this Bill, as you did the last time?

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Mr Lewis
forgets the conventions, too.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: I am always prepared to
say-

The PRESIDENT: Order! I will not tolerate
constant interjections from honourable members
who disregard the directions from the Chair. It is
difficult enough for each of us to perform our
tasks without members constantly interjecting.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I trust I am
observing the conventions by ignoring Mr Lewis'
lapse and mentioning the conventions?

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Fortunately-
The PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I trust that

whilst one may learn a lot from the eminence
grise in the House. there are times when even
such persons have lapses. I was suggesting a third
group of sectional interests whose ease is worth
considering. I raised it because it has been raised
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in another place. Since we do not raise objection
to this Bill, I regard it as appropriate to raise the
question now. It will be interesting to hear from
the Hon. Norman Moore and the Hon. Phil
Lockyer, in whose electorates the same problem
arises. I will be interested to hear their points of
view on the proposed amendments.

The Labor Party believes that if one is to
consider that the mining law is not the only
consideration in determining whether our society
should give rights to people. and if one concedes
that sectional interests have rights that need to be
protected above those of the mining community,
in the spirit of compromise and in an attempt to
suggest a reasonable way out of the problem, we
suggest the compromise that where land has been
provided, not for a family. not for a small group
of business-orientated people, not for a business
partnership, not for an entity in which the profit
motive is the major one, not for a pastoral
enterprise per se. but specifically for those
pastoral leases which were provided for dislocated
Aboriginal communities to be used by them as an
opportunity to avoid the social dislocation from
which they suffered during our earlier history,
which I do not propose to go into, and to provide
employment opportuniies-and those groups are
in such numbers as it cannot be said, uinder any
circumstances, that they are simply being given
this land for enterprise purposes; and we have set
an arbitrary figure of . 50-we ought to
acknowledge the reasons they have been given
pastoral leases, and the special needs of those
communities, and give them the protection that is
afforded to the private entrepreneur who is a
farmer.

I appreciate that the Hon. Norman Moore and
the Hon. Phil Loekyer will find it untenable-

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Why is that?
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I appreciate

they will vote against the amend ment-

The Hon. P. HI. Loekyer: Explain that.
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I will.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: That would be the first
time since you have been here.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I understand
that when one is desperate. personal abuse is all
that one can resort to; but that is not normally Mr
Lewis' method.

The PR ES IDE NT: Order!
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: No doubt

there are reasons that special considerations can
be given to these people, but only to the
pastoralists who have absolute compensation
rights, only to the farmers who have absolute

rights, and only to the ongoing protection of those
who own the mineral rights -in repect of land
granted before the passing of the 1904 Act.

I understand the two honourable members are
interested primarily in those with money and
those without money are not amongst the sections
they will wish to protect. However, the spirit of
the amendment is that there are some compelling
reasons that Aboriginal communities of more
than 50 members have been given Pastoral leases
not simply as pastoral leases. If members wanc to
perpetuate the ficcion that they have been given
the pastoral lease and that is the limit of the
entitlement which this House should consider,
then it is a fiction, because the reality of the
acquisitions from 1973 onwards were that they
were acquisitions for dislocated communities in
need of much more than mere pastoral
enterprises. They were in need of a community
base from which to redevelop.

Poinz of Order

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Bill stipulates
certain compensations for pastoralists. It does not
talk about Aboriginal land rights.

The PRESIDENT: Order! There is no point of
order.

Debaie Resuimed

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The point is
that one does not avoid defining social groups
with distinct aind discrete social problems. One
does not avoid defining them by whatever term is
appropriate, if that term has any connotation
other than a fair, proper, and reasonable
definition. To define the Aboriginal communities
of 50 or more on the few pastoral stations I am
talking about, is neither to insult the Aborigines
nor to create a special class of people based on
their Aboriginality for, indeed, it is their very
Aboriginality which has created the social
problems, because that has been the ambit Of
legislation up until the 1960s which has defined
the rights and entitlements of whites by defining
Aborigines out of those rights and entitlements.

Point of Order

The IHon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe members
Should talk about the Bill before the House and
not about favourite subjects.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (the Hon. V. J.
Ferry): Order! The Hon. Peter Dowding should
confine his remarks to the contentspf the Bill.
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Debate Resumed

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I am seeking
to explain why, the Opposition will move an
amendment. With respect, Sir, I thought that was
something to do with the Bill. It is obvious some
members are having a great deal of difficulty
understanding the points I am making.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: We always have a great
deal of difficulty understanding the member.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I hope the
honourable member will be able to contain
himself and get the gist of the argument as we go
through.

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Stop being so
patronising.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The point I
was making was that one defines the class of
people affected in the particular case, because
that is precisely the class of people to whom I
wish to direct the attention of this House, to wit,
that unique situation where pastoral leases have
been made available to a community of
Aborigines, and we have arrived at an arbitrary
number to define a community, as opposed to
simply a family, of 50 or more. Of course, it is
interesting that the Hon. Sandy Lewis and the
Hon. Norman Moore, who find this proposed
amendment so intolerable-

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I have not satd
anything.

Point of Order

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: We do not know what
the amendment is going to be.

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: He does not know.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not believe the

honourable member should accuse us of finding it
intolerable. I should like to know also to which
part of the Bill the honourable member is
referring.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The Hon.
Peter Dowding should confine his remarks to the
contents of the Bill.

Debate Resumed

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Get on with the job!
The Hon. PETER DOWDlNG: The point I am

making is that the Bill omits a very important
matter.

Point (of Order

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The member is
talking about what the Bill omits.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The
Chair will determine to what the member is
referring.

Debate Resumned

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The Bill omits
a very important matter. I can understand that
the Hon. Sandy Lewis should make so much noise
when he professes ignorance;, that is not a new
experience for me in my short time in the House.

It would have taken me two minutes to make
this point, but it has taken me approximately
seven. The Bill omits from the consideration of
this House a very important group of people and
that is the group with which I propose to deal in
the Committee stage when I will move an
amendment to clause 9. 1 shall move to insert
after the words, "be granted in respect of" the
passage "A. Private land". In line 21 after
paragraph (0 1 shall move to insert the passage,
"B. Or reserve land defined under subsection 2C
hereof'. I shall move also to add after the words
"lowest part of the surface of that private land"
the words " or reserve land". After subsection
2(c) I shall move that the following words be
added-

For the purpose of this section "reserve
land" shall mean land which is reserved
under the Land Act 1933 or the Aboriginal
Affairs Planning Authority Act for the use
and benefit of Aborigines and which reserve
is in current use as the principal place of
residence of an Aboriginal community of
more than 50 members and shall include land
leased under the Land Act 1933 for pastoral
purposes to the Aboriginal Lands Trust or to
a community of Aborigines incorporated
under the laws of Western Australia or the
Commonwealth of Australia which is in
current use as the principal residence of an
Aboriginal community of more than 50
members.

The point is that we are seeking to give to the
Aboriginal people who are occupying reserve land
and have a community of more than 50
members-after all, they are the only people
occupying those sorts of reserves-the sort of
protection we give farmers. I ask members: Is that
such an odd or intolerable proposal? Is that a
proposal which will bring the Western Australian
Government or the Mining Act to its knees? Is it
not a suggestion which deals eminently sensibly
with a difficult and delicate social situation?

The second matter I wish to raise, and 1
indicate it will be discussed further in Committee,
is that I believe this Government is in fact
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perpetrating a direct attack to mislead the public
at large, and the two Houses of Parliament in
particular, about the ambit of the Mining Act.
The concern I have arises from an answer given
by the Minister for Community Welfare to
question 570 which appears at page 4419 of
Hansard and reads, in part, as follows-

The Minister is aware that the opinion has
been expressed that the Mining Act has
paramountcy over the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act regarding entry to
Aboriginal reserves.

The Minister then goes on to raise some sort of
smoke screen about the matter. The Minister set
about deliberately to avoid answering the question
which was, -What is the effect of the 1978 Act
being proclaimed after section 31 of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
became law?" That is the only provision which,
under regulation 8, gives Aboriginal communities
on reserves any protection at all, because the
protection given by section 31 of the Aboriginal
Affairs Planning Authoritry Act, by reference to
regulation 8, is that miners, those seeking to
prospect, or those seeking mining tenements with
mining rights cannot enter onto Aboriginal
reserves. That has been the [inch pin of the
Government's professed policy of protecting
Aboriginal reserves from mining.

It has been the only way in which the
Government has distinguished the rights of
Aborigines on reserves from those of Aborigines
art pastoral leases. It has done that by referring to
that section and pointing out that they have better
rights than the freehold titles, because they are
protected.

Isuspect the Minister for Mines has set about
to engineer the situation in which the Mining Act
will do away with the protection offered by
section 31 of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority Act. Without any public
announcement, without any attempt to be honest
and frank with either House of Parliament , and
without informing the Aboriginal communities on
reserves, the Government has discovered a way in
which to end the embarrassing protection it
professes to hold so dear-the protection of
Aboriginal reserves. This is the last thing the
Aborigines in the areas about which we are
speaking have to hold on to. It will be taken away
from them when the 1978 Act is proclaimed.

I suspect the Mines Department knows full well
that is exactly the position under section 31 of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act. In the
Committee stage it is my intention to move an
amendment to test whether this Government is

being honest and frank and is adhering to its
principle of protecting Aboriginal reserves, In
Committee we propose to move the innocent
proposal that nothing in this Act shall in any way
affect the operation of section 31 of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act nor
any section of the Aboriginal Heritage Act.

In other words, the mineral tenements which do
not have anty priority over the protections under
section 31 of the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority Act and those mineral tenements which
do not give their owners and holders the rights to
desecrate sacred sites under the Aboriginal
Heritage Act, will have no better rights under this
legislation.

That would be the only effect or this
amendment. If the Government is not prepared to
accept my amendment it will indicate two things:
It will show the Government has no intention to
protect the rights it has been claiming it
recognises since it got back into power in
1974-rights in regard to the holders of
Aboriginal reserves-and it will show the
Government knew all along this would be the
effect of proclaiming the 1978 Act.

We have taken the view that if one is going to
consider these amendments in relation to
Aboriginal reserves, there is a class of pastoral
lease so limited that it equates with an Aboriginal
reserve and we lump them together-not every
pastoral lease granted to Aboriginal communities,
but only those which are to be dealt with mutatis
mutandis like Aboriginal reserves.

I am sure some members, especially those with
legal training, will understand the point I am
making. The Opposition is not attempting to
enlarge the proposed amendment to the Mining
Act to areas of conflict. We do not seek to enlarge
the protections beyond those which the
Government says it is prepared to acknowledge,
except to say. "if you are going to give Aboriginal
communities living on reserves the protections,
why not put them in the same position as
farmers?" Farmers do not have to farm their
land, incidentally.

The answer to that is we think it makes sense.
They are a small group, it will be of litle cost to
the community, and at the time we proposed the
amendments, it appeared even this Government
would be prepared to concede the cost would be so
minimal as not to influence community reaction
in any way against them.

THE HON. P. H. WELLS (North Metro-
politan) (8.59 p.m.]: I rise to support the Bill with
some reservations in certain areas. I make my
remarks under what I have classified as the "four
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Ps" which are private land, pastoral
compensation, the perpetuation or' the 1904 Act,
and the problem I see as existing.

The department which has the responsibility to
administer the Bills we pass and the amendments
in this particular Bill is a department which has a
history of working with the prospector, miner, and
developer. I can say that with a reasonable
amount of authority, having worked in the
industry for 20 years.

A lot of fears are expressed in relation to the
Mining Act and even in relation to the regulations
because people have a misunderstanding or a
mistrust. Certainly there are some problems.
There always seems to be a problem in this place
about being up to date with the terms of reports,
despite the fact that in the Minister's second
reading speech he said the department has some
30000 claims likely to be outstanding and
detailed allowances are made for those things in
terms of the 1904 Act. In other words, when the
new Act is proclaimed the claims that have been
issued will have certain transitionalI allowances
applied to them that will cover them as if the
1904 Act were never repealed. That is quite
understandable.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: How many claims were
there?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The second reading
speech mentioned 30000. That is quite an
immense figure, particularly when we look at the
department's report on the actual number of'
claims that are active in the particular area. If I
take just table 5 from the 1979 Mining Act, the
amount has more than doubled to something like
20 000 since 1978, which makes 30 000 tenements
to be more than a year's work; although I gather
that is not the true picture. It is rather sad that
the 1979 mining report, which is a tremendous
report, was tabled in the House on 26 November
1980. 1 always think it is terrible to find it takes
us about 12 months to get reports from various
areas, because that means we are always 12
months behind and it is very hard for one to get
the real picture.

I must admit that in my dealings with the
officers of that department they have certainly
been reasonably accommodating in answering
questions and have showed every courtesy. I do
have some disappointment with the lNon. Peter
Dowdi ng-

The Hon. Peter Dowding: That is nothing new,
is it?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: In this Bill before the
House we have something for the private
landholder and something for the pastoralist.

Certainly there is the transitional period and some
might say that is for the benefit of' the miner. The
Bill is a mining Bill and amends the Mining Act.
It is sad that there is not a major amendment for
the mining industry despite this being a Mining
Act. I believe there should have been an
amendment to the section of the Act which relates
to the number of prospecting licences covered by
sections 43, 54, and 55 of' the 1978 Mining Act.
Despite the remark that has been made here
tonight that the small prospector is at a
disadvantage, I believe in these circumstances
that he is at an advantage, because I suggest to
the House that the loophole enables him to go to
any lawyer, except probably the Hon. Peter
Dowding, and buy a shelf company and be able to
have as many multiples of 10 prospecting licences
as he wishes to have. That same loophole is not
really available for the mining companies that are
bound by their articles.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Should they be?
The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am not suggesting

that.
The I-on. Peter Dowding: I asked, should they

be?
The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Why not? You want

apartheid. You want a different law from one to
the other. We know it is true.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Is it true?
The Hon. P. H, WELLS: I am disappointed

that the Government has not seen fit to remove
the limitation on the number of' prospecting
licences that can be held. The number of 10 is the
limit that can be granted by the warden. A
further 10 under special circumstances can be
granted on the recommendation of the warden to
the Minister and, in exceptional eases, more than
20 can be issued on the recommendation of the
warden with the Minister's approval, particularly
in areas of intense mining. This will become
necessary, almost in every case. The Minister will
have to recognise special and exceptional
circumstances in almost every application.

However, referring to the people who have had
the responsibility to look into this Act, perhaps
there is a need for them to broaden their policies
in terms of' looking into the industry. It is perhaps
sad that in reviewing the Act no consideration has
been given to the old goldfields districts which I
Suggest have probably outlived their day. Perhaps
there needs to be some discussion with the
industry and there is a need to rationalise some of'
these disputes.

For instance, we have Kalgoorlie and
Coolgardie close together, also, Mt. Magnet, Cue,
and Meekatharra, and places such as Marble Bar
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which may be better than places tike Port
Hedland, but some consideration needs to be
given to these area boundaries and not continue
with those of the old goldmining days. That is a
matter that might be worth taking up with the
mining industry to arrive at more acceptable
measures.

In terms of the other things I Find lacking in
the Bill, one needs to consider that in this day and
age when disputes arise there should be more
ability to transfer them to a central place. Often
we find people having to find lawyers in Perth and
fly them to Marble Bar or to other remote areas,
when it would have been easier for the Warden's
Court to have heard the dispute in Perth,
Kalgoorlie, or another central place. So there
should be a certain amount of flexibility in the
ability of those handling disputes under the Act.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Give the authority to
the Warden's Court and the Minister should have
no powers? You are not Liberal really. arc you?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The discretion of the
Minister at times overcomes a large number of
problems and I accept the innovation in terms of
prospecting licences which tends very quickly to
speed up the time it takes for them to be issued by
the warden. If that is the case, getting rid of
Ministerial discretion in that area is a very good
innovation.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: One way if not the
other!

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: There are different
ways and perhaps we may channel every one. I
mentioned pastoral compensation. When the Hon.
Jim Brown was making reference to it he made
the statement. "After the damage is done there is
no use having the rules"'. I gather that is exactly
what we are doing in this amendment because
very often damage has been done and we are
laying down the ground rules in this amendment.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: I was talking about
damage by stock. I am saying you cannot undo
the damage done by stock. You have to be clear
about that.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Hear, hear!
The Hon. J. M. Brown: Damage to pastoral

properties by stock. Once you have got it you have
nothing left.

The HaIn. P. H. WELLS: I believe the use of
the word "'substantial" is reasonable.

The Hon. i. M. Brown: Page 19.
The Hon. P. H. WELL-S: A matter mentioned

in connection with one of the forms is that there
be no damage to the ground. If one drives a
vehicle over an area one must really make some

minor damage to the track, depending upon how
often the track is used. The degree of damage that
is likely to be done to the track-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Who decides what
damage is?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: There is a reference
here to the Warden's Court.

The Han. A. A. Lewis: That is right. The
warden decides.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I think that is a good
innovation.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: I think the warden
should decide everything, don't you?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: If I understood Mr
Lewis' reading of the Bill I would be able to know
what he is saying.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: The Labor Party
disagreed with me, but would you agree with me?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The Bill Certainly
refers to the fact that there are ground rules for
substantial loss. Surely if there is minor damage
caused by just travelling over a road, then the sort
of wear and tear that perhaps a salesman makes
when he goes onto the property-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Or somebody from a
religious organisation going onto a homestead.
yes.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: That is quite right. I
have noticed we tend to have the flying padres
when we talk about the northern areas of the
State.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: What about the damage
to the airstrip?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: The member is
probably right. In terms of compensation in other
States and even in Western Australia, there is
never really any problem because, from my
experience, the mining industry has always been
willing to accept reasonable compensation
conditions.

In Queensland there is a requirement for
exploration licences and a certain amount of
money has to be laid down which the relevant
department uses, not only in terms of
compensation, but also for mining companies
which are a little tardy in terms of reports.
Certainly in this State my experience with
companies has been generally that there is no
problem in respect of pastoral leases. We are
talking about the livelihood of a particular person.

In that area, the amendments are good ones
and certainly I do not see that the mining industry
will Find any, real abjection. I cannot agree with
the Hon. Peter Dowding's comments on private
land that people could not do anything with
because of the wording in the Act. It is land that
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is regularly used and happens to be under
cultivation.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Tourists at heart! A
tourist on his own farm.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I gather what was
aimed at here was that a person who wished to
remain farming private land should have that
opportunity and right to remain as a farmer on
private land. I feel sad-

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Which portion of it?
The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am not certain what

the Hon. Peter Dowding is getting at. I am
talking about private land amendments which
take us back to 1904-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: 1970.
The Hon, P. H. WELLS: -and take us back to

the Act which is in existence now. I am
disappointed for the reasons that there are de
facio mineral rights to people on private land, and
the minerals belong to the Crown and are
certainly there for the benefit of the State.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: That is a socialist
attitude, isn't it?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I believe not. If the
member wants to talk about being socialistic, the
owners did not buy the mineral rights and titles.
If they had done so like those persons in 1898-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: I thought they didn't
buy them, it was a warden.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I am talking about
people who transferred some of that land. I am
well aware of what has happened, because I have
searched the titles on a number or occasions.
When the title has been sighted, it appeared that
the people concerned did not have title to the
mineral rights. Virtually the Mining Act by this
amendment in respect of private land gives them
this title de facto.

From my experience 1 believe that some private
landowners have, to some degree, held the State
to ransom in regard to exploration, and they have
deprived the State of possible mineral finds by
demanding exorbitant amounts of compensation
berore they will let people onto their land, and
sometimes demanding compensation agreements
requiring the payment of royalties. I believe the
beniefits of royalties should be for the whole State
rather than For a select few, regardless of sex,
race, or creed.

Let me say that the move back to the original
legislation disappoints me. Even though it
disappoints me, those people who genuinely want
to continue farming should be abld to do so, or
they should be compensated. We should arrive at
some halr-way decision. We accept that people

have a right to continue in the lifestyle they enjoy,
but also people must not be able to stand in the
way of progress that would benefit the whole
State.

It is quite reasonable to expect that there
should be no mining in national parks in certain
areas. However, I am very disappointed that the
measure goes too far the other way.

I support the Bill. I hope after it is passed the
Mines Department will be able to quickly draw
up the regulations. I trust that the department has
the resources to speed up not only the preparation
of the regulations and their tabling, but also the
preparation of seminars-the one-day courses or
information days to which the Minister has
referred previously-so that the mining industry
and prospectors in remote areas can understand
the working of the legislation. I hope all this can
be done by the end of the year.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: The Mines Department
doesn't even understand it.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: It is important to
overcome the doubts and mistrust that some
people reel about the legislation. Even in this
House, it is obvious some members have
expressed a view without having checked the 1904
Act. Very often if such members are referred to
the 1904 Act they find there the answer to their
questions.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: That private member's
Bill should have been passed, shouldn't it?

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: [I certainly showed
that the Hon. Mr Lewis had a very good grasp of
the mining industry.

I trust the resources of the Mines Department
enable it to expedite the work so that on I
January 1982 the mining industry is able to
operate under the new legislation. We must not
forget that the 1904 Act was introduced to benefit
the goldmining industry. Today there are many
other mining industries and certainly many new
technologies are involved. Many of the mining
companies involved in surface prospecting Find
they must spend large sums of money and
prospect over vast areas. Such companies need the
protection the 1978 Act affords them.

Once the legislation is promulgated, we must
watch carefully the way in which it operates. We
must be ready to amend the legislation in any
areas where problems arise. I support the Bill.

THE HON. N. F. MOORE (Lower North)
19.20 p.m.]: I want to relate my remarks tonight
to the two main areas of this Bill which deal with
freehold title and leasehold land or pastoral
country.
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First of all, the provisions of this Bill relating to
private land cause me some rather serious
reservations. When we consider the real problems
the Bill endeavours to solve, we find the
arguments on both sides are equally compelling.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Are you going to
support it?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: I have not yet
started my speech.

The H-on. A. A. Lewis: The last time the Labor
Party did not even vote! You all walked out.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: This measure
effectively gives freehold landowners the power of
veto over mining; in other words, it gives them
mineral rights. It will return the law to the
situation under the 1904 Act, and changes the
situation it was proposed to implement through
the 1978 legislation. The 1978 legislation
envisaged an arbitration system so that if a
dispute arose between a farmer and a miner, an
arbitrator would adjudicate. I am not absolutely
sure that a return to the 1904 Act is the best
action to take.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Hear, hear!
The Hon. N. F. MOORE: The 1978 proposal

to appoint an arbitrator was a reasonably sensible
way of dealing with a vexed problem. However, I
can appreciate also the point of view of the
farming community.

Unfortunately in some cases mining companies
do not take care of the property on which they are
operating. A farmer is quite justified to feel
annoyed at the setting up of a mine and a
townsite on his property. It would change the
economic viability of his property quite
significantly.

The Government, in its wisdom, has decided it
will return to the 1904 situation. I will be keeping
a close eye on what happens when the Act is
promulgated. If the situation develops that owners
of freehold land use their powers under this
measure to hold mining companies to ransom, we
will need to consider further amendments. I can
see such a situation developing where-

The Hon. Peter Dowding: You would' have to
be blind Freddy not to be able to see it, because
that is what it means.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: -the freehold
landowners could ask for very large sums of
money.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: I said this in 1978 when
the Bill was discussed here.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: I was not in the
House then.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: So I express some
concern about this particular provision. I can see
that problems could arise, and if they do arise I
will make representations to the Government to
take action to alleviate them.

The reason for the amendment relating to
pastoralists. is that the pastoralists were concerned
that they would not be compensated in the event
of a mine and its associated infrastructure being
developed on a pastoral lease. If we consider
places such as Leinster, Teutonic Bore, Yeelirrie,
and a few others in the Kalgoorlie area-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Don't you think the
private landowner has the same fears?

The Hon. N: F. MOORE: Of course he has,
but the leaseholder is not being given a power to
veto. This amendment endeavours; to make quite
clear where the pastoralist stands.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you think he
should get that power of veto?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: No, that is a
different kettle of Fish. The amendment will make
quite clear the position of the pastoralist in the
event of massive alterations to his pastoral lease,
and this is the reason for the reference to a
significant loss of earnings. With the town and
the mining operation on the Leinster Downs
pastoral lease, it is now a non-viable lease. In the
past mining companies have realised that a
pastoral lease could not operate as an economic
unit side by side with a mining operation. So
while there was no obligation on a mining
company to purchase a lease, in most cases that is
what happened.

Quite rightly the Pascoralists and Graziers
Association was concerned that a situation might
arise where a mining company did not buy the
lease, the lease became non-viable, and the
pastoralist had nowhere to go. The measure
before us clears the matter up, and the pastoralist
will be compensated in these circumstances. I
believe it is a good amendment.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: What would you call
substantial loss of earnings?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: When a mining town
is built on a lease-

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: Something like
Karratha?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: As the honourable
member is aware, this has happened on a number
of leases, and I referred to Teutonic Bor and
Leinster.

I want to refer now to some remarkable
comments which appeared in the Kalgoorlie
Mliner. The Mayor of Kalgoorlie (Mr Finlayson)
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referred to thc 1978 mining legislation and said
he expected there would be bloodshed as a result
of the Government's decision to proceed with this
Bill. Rcgardlcss of Mr Finlayson's views, it was
grossly irresponsible for a man in his position to
make such remarks. Unfortunately, the Mayor of
Kalgoorlie has a penchant for making outlandish
comments.

The IHIn. A. A. Lewis: He had the guts to
come out and say what he thinks.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: He cannot believe
there will be bloodshed on the streets.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: I happen to believe that
people ought to come out and say what they
think. The honourable member is debating
something he was not prepared to debate in 1978.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (the Hon. V. J.
Ferry): Order! The Hon. Norman Moore.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: Thank you Mr
Deputy President. As a member of Parliament I
think I have a right to comment on public
statements of the Mayor of Kalgoorlie. It is quite
irresponsible for him to make such statements. I
do not care whether he thinks the legislation is
good or bad-I know his opinion of it. However, a
person of his supposed standing in the community
should not make such a remark.

I listened with a great deal of interest to the
remarks of the Hon. Jim Brown.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis interjected.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: I did not interject on
the Hon. A. A. Lewis, and I would appreciate-

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: You are not capable of
it.

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order!
The Hon. N. F. MOORE: I will not waste my

breath on the interjections.
The Hon. Jim Brown said something about the

Government saying 95 per cent of the Bill is good
and 5 per cent is bad, and the Minister thought
that was about the situation. I really do not think
that is right. That remark was made by a residentI
of Kalgoorlic who was giving his personal poin t Of
view.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: It was made by Mr
Coyne, and I can confirm that.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: He was quoting the
remarks of a resident.

The Hon. i. M. Brown: Look at Hansard.
The Hon. N. F. MOORE: If the Minister

thinks that 5 per cent of the Bill is no good, I
would like to know to which 5 per cent he refers. I
have my own opinion about some parts of the Bill,

and if my opinion concurs with that of the
Minister, maybe we could achieve something.

The Hon. Jim Brown accuses the Government
of pandering to its supporters in this State, and
then says he supports the legislation. There is
something strange about that.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: No, nothing strange at
all.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: He said the pastoral
community was a long-term supporter of the
present Government, and he then said the
Opposition supported the measure. I do not know
whether Labor Party members have their tongues
in their cheeks about this particular legislation,
fearing that if they oppose it they will upset the
farming community and if they support it they
will upset the mining industry.

The Hon. J. M. Brown: We support the 1904
Act. This does not go far enough.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: I would like to go
back to some of the remarks made by the Hon.
Peter Dowding. I agree with the philosophy of the
Hon. Bill Withers about the matters raised by the
Hon. Peter Dowding. The Hon. Bill Withers has
spoken at length in this House about what he
considered to be racist legislation; legislation
which has different rules for different people
based upon race.

I agree entirely with the attitude expressed by
the Hon. Bill Withers. We do not need legislation
based on racial differences.

The Hon. Peter Dowding is suggesting we
should accept an amendment to this legislation
which will give Aboriginal people some form of
mineral rights which no other people in the
community have.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: No it won't.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: The member is
saying that if Aborigines own a pastoral
lease-and the member was quite specific-or
certain reserves, they shouli have special rights.
He was very careful not to say 'all" pastoral
leases occupied by Aboriginal people or
Aboriginal reserves, but said in respect of some of
them that there should be the same provisions in
the law for them as there are for people who have
freehold land.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: I would not have put
it like that.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: Nevertheless, that is
what the member was getting a(. He was
suggesting there should be laws for Aboriginal
people similar in certain circumstances to those
that apply to owners of freehold land,
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I am suggesting that the laws relating to
mining in this State should not be based on
differences in race or colour; our laws should
apply to all people in the same way. If an
Aboriginal owns freehold land he should be
treated the same as a white person who owns
freehold land. The same applies to pastoral leases.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Would you abolish
the Aboriginal Heritage Act?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: I do not accept the
idea that we need to have a whole range of
separate laws for - Aboriginal people. Many
Aboriginal people in my area, and particularly in
the eastern goldfields, want to be regarded as the
same as anyone else. They do nbt want separate
laws for themselves.

My judgment of what racism and apartheid are
all about is the provision of different laws for
different groups of people. I cannot accept the
honourable member's amendment, because he is
trying to provide laws which relate to race. Laws
should not be based upon race, but should apply
to all human beings.

The H-on. R. Hetherington: You talk simplistic
nonsense.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE; rhis is a basic
human tenet. I give notice now that I will not
support Mr Dowding's amendments because they
are not in the best interests of either the
Aboriginal or European communities.

THE HON. A. A. LEWIS (Lower Central)
[93 p.m.]: Most of what has to be said about
our mining legislation I have said previously and I
will not bore members with a repeat of my 1978
comments. It is interesting to note that the
Government has taken up a few of my suggestions
even though the then Leader of the House said I
knew nothing about the subject and could not
understand the Government's intentions. Some
things the Government has altered for the worst.

The Hon. Peter Dowding's contribution was
valid until he got onto apartheid and tried to
make separate laws for separate people.

The Hon. F. E. McKenzie: He didn't mention
apartheid.

The Hon. A. A. LEWVIS: I quietly sat here
without getting into any trouble from the
Chair-as the Hon. Fred McKenzie will do if he
continues interjecting-and listened to what Mr
Dowding had to say. He did speak about separate
laws for separate people.

The Hon. F. E. McKenzie: He did not.
The Hon. N. F. Moore: He did.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Opposition Whip

obviously was out of the House for a time,

because he is a highly intelligent person who
would normally understand what was said. I had
Mr McKenzie on one of my committees and I
found him to be an intelligent and inquiring
person. He is being extremely loyal in doing what
he is doing at the moment.

As we look at the Bill, which is allegedly an
amendment to the 1978 Bill, we find that things
have not changed very much. Of course, that
1978 Bill ought not to have been passed.
Unfortunately the Labor Party did not have the
guts to show where it stood. It walked out of the
House and did not vote on anything to do with the
Bill. Its members were elected by their
constituencies yet they walked out en masse. They
had no interest in the subject of mining.

There is now a young and aspiring Opposition
member-perhaps I should say perspiring also if
one has a look at him when he has finished his
contributions-who has stood and made a plea for
one section of the community.

I said to the former Leader of the House, as I
say to this one, that I get sick of pointing out
errors in our legislation. I hate to say this-[ am
going to support the legislation nonetheless-but,
for instance, a Bill covering wildflowers in this
State had to be introduced four times. The Mines
Department has put up this Bill to the Minister,
as it has put up similar Bills, with a complete lack
of knowledge of land and mining management or
of the small person involved in this area. It has
put forward a Bill to look after the Mines
Department and the bureaucracy of this State. It
is fascinating to see the amendments and the
somersaults the department goes through. It has
certainly gone through somersaults when we
consider clause Ill], which contains the most
draconian provisions ever seen in relation to the
mining of iron ore. It seems that any Joe Blow
cannot look for iron ore unless the Government
gives him a l icence to do so.

Under this Bill the department is giving the
Minister further powers. What the department
wants is complete and utter control over all
mining in this State. What a disaster that would
be. Can the Mines Department point out any
major finds, any major developments, that it has
made in this State? Of course, it cannot. The
Hannans and the MeCameys made finds as
private enterprise people. The Mines Department
wants to regulate all mining activities to, its
narrow perspectives of mining.

I love many of the people who work in the
department, from the under secretary down. They
are lovely people, but in real terms they do not
understand what mining is ail about, what
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prospecting is all about, or what starving is all
about when one is a prospector. They do not
understand what requiring the capital is all about
when a person is trying to mine. The
departmental officers have been cosseted by the
Public Service and they have come up through the
service with none of the problems of facing bank
managers or raising rations.

Unfortunately, the. Minister, by his
interjections, has shown that he does not
understand what this Bill is all about. Originally
he was a cockie down in Narrogin. The last time a
certain Bill was before the House I upset a lawyer
when I said that the whole matter should go
before courts and the Minister should have as
little power as possible. I said that the courts
should rule.

Let us consider clause 19. The Minister is given
considerable powers under this clause, so much so
that I wonder what is the use of our having a
Warden's Court. The Minister or his under
secretary, I imagine, is to be given power to do
many things. For members' information, I invite
them to read page 5212 of the 1978 Hansard to
see what has been said before on this subject.

These are the sorts of things that happen to us
as members of Parliament. We bring up subject
after subject with no results. We debated a
certain Bill from 5 o'clock in the afternoon until
3.45 am. the next day. I was told I knew nothing
about the subject, yet three years later the
Government, without being able to proclaim any
regulations, introduces this Bill. Quite frankly,
any regulations which will be proclaimed this year
will not have the specified time to lie on the Table
to be accepted, so the Mines Department will be
acting de facto if the regulations are tabled next
week-if we are lucky and if the department can
write the regulations. If the regulations are tabled

nlow they will lay on the Table of the House until
next year and no-one will be certain that they will
not be disallowed. That is a disgusting state of
affairs. I do not blame the present under
secretary; he has tried to do his best.

Why do we have a second Bill before the
previous Bill is proclaimed? The Minister for
Fisheries and Wildlife introduced certain
legislation which came before the House on four
occasions before it could be proclaimed. This
Minister has only just got this Bill. Another
Minister brought the previous Bifl to the Mouse.

Many amendments, still are to be made to the
Mining Act for the benefit of the people of
Western Australia. It can be seen from section
Ill that addendumns are required. That section is
probably the most draconian I have seen since I

have been a member of this Parliament. Virtually
it says that the Government is the only body to do
anything with,' iron ore. We have seen how
Hancock and Wright were treated by this
Government. It now seems that the Government
has adopted the reverse approach in regard to the
Ashton diamond venture. It has used the reverse
approach to that which it used when it deprived
the Hancock mining company of certain rights.

The Government should follow the same line of
action in regard to all ventures; it should not
apply one set of circumstances to one venture, and
another set of circumstances to some other
venture. The Ashton venturers should be
supported; they have spent a great deal of money.
However, the Government should not be
hypocritical; it should not have taken away a heap
of reserves 10 years ago, and now do the opposite.
Ten years ago the Government overruled a court
decision-it did a somersault. It is interesting to
note that by the amendment to section 65 of the
principal Act the Minister will have even more
power than he has presently under section II11. 1
will not refer to proposed new section Il IA
because that is even worse.

The bureaucracy will take over the whole of the
mining industry. I have talked to members
opposite and realise chat t hey prefer a larger
bureaucracy to private enterprise; they want the
bureaucracy to take over private enterprise
mining ventures in this State. Most of them
showed where they stood on this matter by their
votes in 1978. They do not believe in private
enterprise:, they believe in the Government ruling
over mining legislation with a rod of iron.

If we casually pass over the pages of this Bill
we get to the schedules. It is interesting that no-
one so far has talked about the schedules which
happen to substantially increase certain amounts.
Since 1978 we have had a certain amount of
inflation. However, $1 000 has been increased to
$3 000,' $100 to $300, and $200 to $600. Despite
the failings of the Federal Government and the
State Government we have niot had from 1978 a
300 per cent inflation rate.

I will now deal with private land. I admit the
mistake I made in my private member's Bill. I
retained the 1970 amendment of the 1904 Act. In
three years my view has changed in regard to
what should happen about land, and most of that
change is due to remarks made by the Hon.
Graham MacKinnon. The private land provisions
of this Bill will get successive Governments into
more and more trouble. I do not blame this
Government for that situation, and I do not blame
all Government officers for it. I blame both
Houses of this Parliament for that situation, and I
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blame people in Government departments who
have persuaded this Parliament to adopt a certain
course. I am convinced that this Parliament must
consider land allocation, whether it be for
agriculture, mining, national parks, or scientific
reserves. We must follow fairly closely, although
not exactly, the allocation of land procedure
adopted in Victoria. We should expend many
millions or dollars to determine whether certain
land should be allocated to agriculture, mining, or
other purposes. It may be classed as being for
multi-use.

Under Governments of either political colour
we will get ourselves into a great deal of trouble
unless we start to consider land value. It is
interesting that the evidence which came before
the Select Committee which I chaired some weeks
ago showed that all land releases are controlled by
people with agricultural interests. By way of this
legislation we have agricultural interests saying
that people cannot enter upon land without
written permission.

The fact remains that 30 metres below the
surface of a closed road the Hon. Fred McKenzie
could conduct mining. The land would
subside-no-one can tell me that it would not.
The Mines Department has told me that land
might subside if mining operations were
conducted 200 metres below its surface.
Subsequently that opinion was withdrawn, but I
did receive that information at an early stage.

We should continue with a consideration of the
greatest use to which land can be put, and that
may he for a women's refuge, a farm, a mine, or a
railway. We should be spending much money to
assess land value, which we have not done.

We are making mistakes by way of these
private and pastoral land provisions. In 10 years
we will reach the situation of people saying.
-Why did that Government in 1981 make that
decision?" We are not looking into the future; we
are not at present doing what appears to be the
right thing. I am not a soothsayer; I am not a
predicier of what will happen. However, in regard
to private and farm land we will get ourselves into
great trouble with these amendments. Any
Government, whether it be a Liberal-Country
Party or a Labor Party Government, will get into
trouble with these present amendments. They are
untenable for any Government because we have
not carried out a proper land review; we do not
know which land is useful for what.

We all know that many farmers in this State
operate on a marginal profit basis-they are
marginal. We hear about them all the time. We
heard about marginal farmers tonight in regard to

dairies, and from the Minister for Lands we have
heard about them in regard to merinoes. We hear
the same thing said about rat cattle farms. The
land on which such marginal farms operate may
be of an extremely high value to this State for a
certain mineral, but what do we intend to do? By
way of this legislation we have said that Joe Blow,
a person who for the time being has the title of a
property, has the right to say that if tantalum is
found on his property mining cannot be
conducted. In such situations only the owner
and/or the occupier of the land may permit the
mining to take place.

I agree with the Hon. Peter Dowding that
farmers should not have the right to say in
opposition to everybody else in the State, or the
Commonwealth, that mining should not take
place on their properties. I do not believe they
should have that right. The Government should
again consider this matter.

I was tempted to accept that a mining warden
with reasonable proof should be allowed to say
whether land should be mined. Such a belief
would not make me popular in the agricultural
areas of my electorate.

The Hon. F. E. McKenzie: I bet you won't send
them a copy of your speech.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If I do not, many
others will.

The Hon. F E. McKenzie: I would be very
worried if I were you.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: On many occasions I
have not been popular in my electorate, but I have
said what I believe is right. Probaby the Hon.
Fred McKenzie agrees with me in this matter. I
do not know how far his party would allow him to
go in agreeing with me, but I know from the
evidence we heard during the deliberations of the
Select Committee on which we sat, in discussing
this matter he would be right beside me, and if he
is not, he would be only a centimetre behind me.

I caution this House. We should consider the
direction in which we are going as individuals,
and the direction in which this country is going.
We should consider where farming and mining is
going.

Under this legislation any individual who owns
freehold land can say "No" to mining on his land
unless a Minister invokes his power. However, in
the 30 years I have been in Western Australia I
have not seen one Minister who has understood
mining. Ministers have been either farmers, bank
managers, or other odd types of people. They have
never understood mining; they have never had a
gut feeling for mining, having experienced it from
the bottom up. With due deference to their
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departmental officers, those officers have not had
to undergo the tough. hard, and harsh conditions
which prospectors and explorers, and developers
of mines have had to undergo. Therefore they
cannot understand mining.

In discussing this subject I will not burst into
tears, because it is a subject about which I happen
to know much-the Ministers donot. We will
make a big mistake by passing the private and
pastoral land provisions.

When this House resolves itself into Committee
it should reject those provisions in the Bill. The
other provisions in the Bill are acceptable. I lost in
1978 and I will be a good loser now. However,
land is so important to this State and I say that to
the Minister for Lands and the Minister whose
responsibility is national parks and who is sitting
with the Attorney General, who runs the courts-

The I-on. J. M. Brown: A good trifecta.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Good if they have

some good ideas. Unfortunately, this is not their
Bill. They do not understand it because in their
group they have two farmers and a lawyer. One
claims to be a farmer and one is a farmer-Eder
Smith. Really, they do not understand that the
future of Western Australia is in this legislation. I
appeal to the House to look closely at the
provisions relating to private land and the pastoral
industry in this Bill.

The Hon. Peter Dowding made a very good
speech in parts. He dealt with some of the
subjects with which I have dealt also. I did not
intend to speak for a long time, but when I get on
to mining I am prepared to speak for some time. I
implore the House to not pass any of the
provisions on private land or pastoral properties
without looking at the reality of what we are
doing in terms of the future generations of
Western Australians.

THE HON. W. It WITHERS (North) [10.02
p.m.I: I disagree with my colleague, Mr Lewis,
because it seems to me that not only Mr Lewis,
but also a number of people in Western Australia,
are forgetting about the basics of life. I am quite
sure that if I had to make a selection between
staying alive by eating food, having a diamond
ring on my wife's finger, or having a gun with
which to shoot some food, I would elect the food
which was available to me from the land, the
basics of i fe.

I do not believe mining should override the
provision of food because we can exist without
mining. I say "exist", not "live". %Ye need mining,
but we can exist without mining; we cannot exist
without food.

The Hon. i. M. Brown: I would like to see you
exist without mining.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: I used the word
"exist" instead of the word "live".

The Hon. J. M, Brown: Mining has been the
saviour of this State.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: I would like to
see the member live on iron ore, without food.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: There is no criteria
about food production in the Bill.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: The Bill refers to
orchards and other vegetation necessary for the
cultivation of food, as well as to land under
cultivation.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: It may be for the
personal use of the owner,

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: Whether or not it
is for the personal use of the landowner, it is for
the production of food. Of course the land could
be for horses; it may not be for food.

The Hon. D. J. Wordsworth: You can never
know.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: I have mentioned
before in this House that I have some private
interests which may be a little unusual. At the
moment I have the beginnings of a worm farm. I
would like to know whether or not under the
provisions of this Bill, my worms could be
considered as grazing stock on cultivated land
because my worm farm will take me five years to
develop for the sole purpose of turning out
fertiliser for my fruit trees in an orchard which
will produce food for people.

I would be most upset if a mining company
came in and said it would have to take my land
because there may be diamonds in that particular
area. My warm farm is situated in an area where
the Ord River came from Snake Creek. There are
two old river beds beneath the property at 20 feet
and 40 feet which would probably contain some
alluvial diamonds.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: What if there were
S48 million-worth of diamonds under your farm?

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: If that were the
case then I would be happy to say to the mining
company that they could take the little blighters
up as long as they put them somewhere else.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: It is not the
production of food you wish to protect.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: It is the
production of food I wish to protect because it
must be considered on its merits. I am attempting
to indicate to this House that we rhust keep such
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things in perspective and not forget about food
production.

The IHon. Peter Dowding: You forgot about
everyone for the good of mining.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: It is more
important to have rood than it is to have a
diamond on someone's inger. It is more
important that food production take precedence
and it is right that this Bill gives protection to
those people who may be providing food for the
multitudes or themselves.

I did not intend to speak to this Bill, but I just
wished to keep things in perspective. We must
look at the basics of life and keep things in
perspective whereby we must not destroy food
production solely for mining's sake.

THE HON. 1. G. MEDCALF (Metropolitan-
Leader of the House) [ 10.0$ p.m.]: There have
been many speeches in which many different
aspects have been canvassed. It is obvious the
opinions do not agree and that there are different
views on points and details in the Bill-on one or
two points of' principle for Mr Lewis and on one
or two points of detail in the attitude expressed by
the Opposition members.

I gained the distinct impression, when listening
to Mr Brown, that he did indicate clearly his
Support of these amendments in the Bill. In other
words he was indicating, as I understood, support
for the Bill, yet he seemed to be harping about the
very clauses in the Bill which he proposed to
support. I find it rather curious that I should be
hearing all the time a complaint about the
assistance we were providing to private
landholders whilst he supported the Bill. He said
there had been great pressure placed on the
Government to have this brought about and what
a bad thing it was, yet he would support the Bill
which contained the very bad provisions about
which he spoke.

He said that if the Labor Party were ever in
office, it would repeal the 1978 legislation
altogether and restore the 1904 Act which
contains those very provisions. I found it rather
difficult to follow his argument because it seemed
to me that there was a great deal of confusion as
to what this Bill contained. He knew very well
what it contained, but he was objecting to the
compensation provisions for pastora lists whilst
proposing to support the Bill which contained
such provisions. I could only put it down to the
fact that he is not 100 per cent behind the
provisions.

If the Labor Party should ever succeed in its
aim to revert to the 1904 Act he would have all
the provisions again. Again, I found it difficult to
1144)

follow the argument of the member for South-
East Province. I believe he intends to support the
Bill; therefore there is no need for me to comment
further about his remarks.

I think Mr Brown was reacting according to
instructions. However, he did ask a question
which is entitled to an answer. He asked what was
meant by "substantial loss of earnings". This is
not defined in so many dollars and cents. The
legislation does not say that it means the loss of
$10 000 from an income this year or $5 000 next
year or any specific figure which may comne
within the ambit of the Bill. This is not specified
for one simple reason; that is, it is almost
impossible to define the amount of loss of
earnings because there are so many areas which
must be considered. There may be damage to the
improvements on a property which may cause a
loss of earnings, In other words, the pasture may
be destroyed, individual fences may be destroyed,
or a Fire m'ay burn the whole place out: there is no
way in which to ascertain in advance the loss of
earnings.

There are so many different conditions and
situations. It may be that an individual landholder
has been battling for some time and has been
continuing because a pastoral company has been
supporting him. One really cannot expect the
Government to define this in strict terms. We
cannot round it off and say exactly what it would
be in this kind of exercise. Therefore, to be fair to
everyone I had to bring in specific laws to assist
people who may suffer damages as a result of the
act ivities of mining exploration or mining of some
kind, including prospecting. In order to cater for
all people we have used a general clause. We are
going the whole hog and saying that maybe the
pastoralist can agree with the miner. It may be
that they can agree and sign an agreement as to
what has been lost in terms of earnings. If that
can be done, well and good; there is no need to go
to law about the matter. They can make their own
arrangements and that is the first thing which has
been provided for, to effect compensation by
agreement.

The second provision is that the parties may go
to the Warden's Court. It may be a relatively
simple exercise, but it does give them some
recourse if they cannot agree. I know the
honouirable member would not wish us to take
away the right of the pastoralist to go to a court
to have the matter determined. We then have a
Final step which would he the Supreme Court, if
the parties were not satisfied with the warden's
decision. Admittedly that would involve legal
proceedings, but that is unavoidable. If we were to
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take that opportunity away, again there would be
reason for complaint.

After all, one of the greatest complaints I have
beard in this House is that there has not been a
right of appeal. We have included this in the Bill.
This is one of the provisions that was not
contained in the original Act and has now been
included. The Government cannot be criticised in
what it is doing to provide compensation for
genuine losses. I cannot understand why the Hon.
Sandy Lewis has said he is opposed to
compensation for pastoralists. It is quite
extraordinary.

The Hon. P. H. Lockyer: He does not really
mean it.

The Hon. 1.0G. MEDCALF: I will not say any
more about it.

The Hon. Peter Dowding referred to the length
of time which it has taken the Government to
bring forward this legislation. My goodness, what
a thing to say! It was in 1972 when the Hon. Don
May, the then Minister for Mines, introduced the
Bill which ended up as the 1978 Act. It all
commenced in 1972 with a Bill introduced by the
Hon. Don May. and he found it was too much for
him. He did not object to the Bill before him, he
thought it was too difficult to proceed with. The
Act was put forward by the Labor Government,
and to say it has taken a long time indicates the
difficulties involved. Would it not be foolish if I
were to say this is a simple Bill that caused no
trouble? Of course it is not, it is a difficult Bill. In
1978 we started debating the Bill one afternoon
and continued till 3.45 the next morning because
it was a difficult Bill.

Members are well aware that this Bill has been
before the Parliament for a few weeks and the
Government's intentions were well advertised in
the Press.

What if the Government has made some
concessions to farming interests? It has only gone
back to the 1970 legislation. When Mr P. R.
Adams, QC wrote the Adams report in 1971 he
advocated we should more or less do what we are
doing now. The report indicated that the private
landholder was entitled to some concessions and
the time was over when the mining companies
should get everything. He said we had to weigh
up the value of land for different purposes and
had to decide, "All right, if we are saying mining
is more important than farming, what about the
farmer who is there earning his livelihood from
the land? That land represents his living, without
that he has nothing. No-one else is going to pay
him and he does not get his money from any other
source. He derives it from that farm". Mr Adams

said, "Why should be not have those rights and
why should we not recognise the rights of the
farmer?"

As for saying we are doing something unheard
of, I can only suggest that we are going back to
the situation referred to in the 1971 Adams
report. It was dealt with in general terms but it
amounts to the same thing. There is no doubt that
the Government is concerned with the rights of
farmers. It is obviously a matter of grave concern,
because when all is said and done the primary
industry is still probably the major industry in
this State and we cannot ignore the right to
produce food-as the Hon. Bill Withers said-to
produce livestock, to produce grain-

The Hon. J. M. Brown: And worms!
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I did not know

that the Hon. Bill Withers was a worm farmer.
We did not think about that or we might have
included it. Why should not the farmers' rights be
considered and given some priority? Indeed the
Government has been concerned about the
clamour which has occurred from the farmers. Of
course it has been concerned about it, why make
any secret of it?

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Why has it taken
three years to deal with it?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Labor
Government first started on this exercise in 1972
and it did not accomplish anything in the three
years it was in Government. It was dropped from
the notice paper.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: You had from 1974
to 1978, which is four years, plus another three
years, so in total you have had seven years.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: It is a difficult
matter and the Labor Party was not able to reach
first base. It got only as far as presenting the Bill
to the House, but it was not prepared to face the
difficulties of this complex matter.

I do not wish to go into the arguments raised by
the Hon. Peter Dowding. He referred to the pre-
1899 landowners, and it is apparent that he does
not understand what is in the Act in relation to
them. I am not going to pursue that because it is
not in the Bill. He appeared also to be subject to
some confusion in relation to whether or not he
supported the Bill. He never said he was
supporting the Bill. I do not think he said that. I
got the impression that the Opposition was
supporting the Bill, but whether he is not
supporting it I do not know. The Hon. Peter
Dowding certainly did indicate a certain
confusion in relation to his attempt to bring other
Acts into this particular legislation. He has made
it quite clear he is proposing that certain people
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who own pastoral leases and those who happen to
be A borigi nes should have special rights.

The Hon. Peter Dowding-. That is not true. If
you read the amendment you will see that it is not
true.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: If the member
reads the amendment itlls clear-

The Hon. Peter Dowding: It is not the case. It
does not include all pastoral leases owned by
Aborigines.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I believe the
honourable member is endeavouring to confuse
the rights of Aboriginal inhabitants of pastoral
leases with the rights of farmers who own their
land freehold and who traditionally have had
certain rights under the Mining Act. He is
endeavouring to bring in not only a sectional
group of persons who own pastoral leases, but in
addition those people who live on Aboriginal
reserves. There is no precedent for this. The Hon.
Peter Dowding is referring to other legislation and
is confusing this Bill with legislation which deals
with land holding, the Land Act, the Aboriginal
Affairs Planning Authority Act and even the
Aboriginal Heritage Act.

In this Bill we are sticking to mining matters
and to the matters which are in fact included in
the Bill. The Government is opposed to any
extension beyond the confines presently set out in
new section 29 in the amending Bill.

I should perhaps refer to the points mentioned
by the Hon. Peter Wells. He raised some
complaints in regard to mining matters which
were relevant to the Mining Act and which again
are not in this Bill. He was not really referring to
what was in the Bill but was referring to what is
not in the Bill. Therefore, for that reason I do not
propose to pursue those points. I can assure him
the Government is not under any illusion that
there will not be some further need to amend this
Bill. The Government has made it clear that
future amendments are bound to be raised in
relation to various technical questions on mining.
Any law as complex as this will be amended from
time to time, and therefore the matters to which
the Hon. Peter Wells has referred will be
considered on that occasion. 1 thank the members
who have indicated their support of the Bill.

Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.

In Committee
The Chairman of Committees (the Hon. V. ..

Ferry) in the Chair; the Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
(Leader of the House) in charge of the Bill.

Clauses I to 7 put and passed.

Clause 8: Section 19 amended-
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I may be wrong, but I

did not hear the reply of the Leader of the House
to my criticism of clause 8. If he did reply, I
apologise.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Clause 8 allows
the Minister to exempt land from the operations
of the Mining Act and to call for applications for
such tenements as may be decided from time to
time as available for application. This clause is
designed basically in order to suit the situation of
certain lands which may be exempted, say,
because they are in the jarrah forest, or are a
temporary reserve, or for some public reason. If
the jarrah forest is exempted from the operations
of the Mining Act, it may be that from time to
time the Forests Department may indicate that
some of the land is available For application. This
provision will enable the Minister to use his
powers in order to grant a mining tenement over
land which had been exempted but then became
available.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not want to make
my speech again, but the Leader of the House has
not covered my objections to this clause.
Obviously he cannot. I will not press my point.

I have said I will support the Bill; but again we
have the situation of 1978 when the ideas of
people were thrown out of the door by the
Government.

Clause put and passed.
Clause 9: Section 29 repealed and substituted-
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I move an

amendment-
Page 7, line 4-Delete the words "private

land" with a view to substituting the
following paragraph-

-A. Private Land.
I foreshadow that I will move the following
amendments-

Page 7, line 22-Add the following
paragraph-

B. Or reserve land defined under
subsection 2(c) hereof.

Page 7, line 25-Add after the words
"private land" the words "or reserve land".

Page 7, line 25-Insert the following new
paragraph to stand as paragraph C.-

C. For the purpose of this Section
"reserve land" shall mean land which is
reserved under the Land Act 1933 Or the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority
Act of 1972 for the use and benefit of
Aborigines and which reserve is in
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current use as the principal place or
residence of an Aboriginal community
of' more than 50 members and shall
include land leased under the Land Act
1933 for pastoral purposes to the
Aboriginal Lands Trust or to a
community of Aborigines incorporated
under the laws of Western Australia or
the Commonwealth of Australia which
is in current use as the principal place of
residence of an Aboriginal community
of more than 50 members,

1 am sorry the members of this Committee have
taken a view different from that adopted by the
Minister in another place. The Minister in the
other place said of the proposed amendment-

The merit of the amendment is not
questioned by me. I am suggesting, however,
that this is not the Statute in which it should
be done.

If the Hon. Norman Moore criticises the
amendment when the Minister thought it had
merit, that indicates the broad range of views
within his own party, in which he is at one
extreme, and the Minister is somewhere in the
middle.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: More than you can say
about your party.

The Han. PETER DOWDING: The point
about these proposed amendments is that they do
not sectionalise a group on any-basis other than
the fact it is only Aboriginal people who are on
Aboriginal reserves, in communities for a specific
purpose. They are the only group in our
community who do not have those sorts of rights;
and they are the only group in our community
who, because of the history of this State, needed
to be given reserves for that purpose.

Where those reserves exist, and where they are
not simply reserves for the protection of wildlife,
or for some other purpose, they are there because
they are the home, the place of living, of a
community. Mining tenements are not granted
over other communities.

The Hon. N. F Moore: That is not so.
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Mining

tenements are not granted throughout the City of
Pe rt h.

The Hon. N. F Moore: What about the
Kalgoorlie racecourse?

The lion. A. A. Lewis: You can get them in the
city. Read the Act.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Because of the
original development of this State, Aborigines
were excluded from the people who were granted

freehold land and land grants. The history of this
State for 150 years excluded Aborigines from
land grants. They were not given the opportunity
to acquire freehold property. That is why they are
the only group in our community living on
reserves in those circumstances.

Instead of saying simply that the Aborigines
who live on reserves will be protected from
mining, and because they have all of the same
resources and all of the same needs as farmers,
including in one sense the need to produce,
although that is not part of the protection offered
to farmers, for all the same reasons they ought to
be given not only protection from mining, but also
power over the mining.

I know the Hon. Norman Moore does not find
that concept attractive. I can understand his
embarrassment, because his electorate contains a
number of Aboriginal reserves in which this will
occur. Does the Hon. Norman Moore think the
Aboriginal communities ought to be protected
from mining? If so, surely he will go a step
further and say they ought to have control over
the mining. It might be for the benefit of the
mining community.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: What do you want? No
mining on Aboriginal reserves?

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I want control
of mining to be a matter not for an individual; but
where reserves are occupied by and for a
community, the decision should be the
community's. In the same way, I do not suggest
that the farmers who have the individual choice to
say, "I will grow", or "I will not grow", should be
able to say, NI will permit mining"', or "I will not
permit 'mining". I do not think it an odd
suggestion that if the community is to be
protected from mining, the members of it should
be given some power to control that mining, and
decide whether it will occur and, if so, on what
terms.-

Broadly speaking, that seems to be the position
adopted by the Covernment of the day-that the
reserves should be protected from mining. It is a
logical extension that the occupants of those
reserves should have the power to control them.

That is the prime point. I would have given the
Minister greater credit than to emasculate my
amendment and to indicate that I was seeking to
provide protection for Aboriginal pastora lists.

I make the point that Aboriginal reserves are
protected from mining and that Aboriginal
communities should have control over mining.
There are some areas of land which are pastoral
leases by accident rather than design. The design
of it was that they should be the equivalent of
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reserves. They are properties that contain
communities, and I suggest they should be treated
in the same way as reserves.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: In opposing this in the
usual apartheid manner of the Mon. Peter
Dowding-

Point or Order
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I object to the

reference to me as a person who condones
apartheid, which is compulsory separation of
races without choice. I claim those words are
offensive to me and 1 ask that the member
withdraw them.

The CHAIRMAN: I do not think the words
used by the member were unparliamentary. He
was expressing a point of view.

Committee Resumed
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Mr Chairman, I will

withdraw those words, in direct contrast to the
Hon. Peter Dowding's attitude to the Chair in
most cases.

We are here to deal with the Mining Bill and
not to give one section of the community
preferential treatment. This is a nonsense
amendment and the member has no right to move
an amendment which discriminates against a
certain section of the community. His proposed
amendments would develop as separate attitudes
to different sections of the community. No
member should believe that these are not
separatist-type amendments to look after a
particular group of people. I urge the Committee
to oppose them.

The Hon. P. H. WELLS: I oppose the
amendment for reasons similar to those I
mentioned in my opposition to the private land
clause of the Bill. I remind the Leader of the
House that these are mentioned in the Bill and I
did refer to them. I mentioned other things that
are not in the Bill, but I did mention the private
land clause and said that, by this amendment,
sections of the community would get de facto
mineral rights. The Hon. Peter Dowding wants
another set of people to get de facto mineral
rights. I believe the minerals are for the benefit
and well-being of all Western Australians.

To some degree the Government, in accepting
the amendment in regard to minerals on private
land, has invited sectional interests such as those
mentioned by the Hon. Peter Dowding to come
forward and stake a claim. I believe what is
contained in the 1978 Bill to be far better than
what is proposed in these amendments. If we
wanted to give consideration to those people who
wanted mining on their own ground we should

have gone back to what was contained in the 1904
Act with the 1970 amendments.

I oppose the members proposed amendments
because of their sectional interest. I oppose the
proposed amendments for the same reason that I
opposed thc private land provision.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: It is very
interesting that we now have statements from a
number of Government members on this subject;
and perhaps the Minister, if those members'
comments reflect Government policy, could tell us
that he does not think Aboriginal reserves should
have any protection, because to give them
protection of any sort is-to use the words of the
Hon. Sandy Lewis, which I utterly reject-

Point of Order

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Hon. Peter
Dowding likes to be referred to as the Hon. Peter
Dowding and I would like him to refer to me as
the Hon. A. A. Lewis.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I will agree to
what the Hon. A. A. Lewis says.

Committee Resumed
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I have not

quite analysed what the Hon. Norman Moore was
saying in his earlier remarks. The member
disapproved of my suggestion because it
maintains a system in which one section of the
community obtains a benefit which others do not
receive. At this stage, the Attorney General might
be so good as to tell the Committee whether the
Government is now retreating from its policy of
offering protection from mining for Aboriginal
reserves. If that fits the description, do we take it
that it is now the Government's view that policy
should be abandoned? Perhaps the position should
be made clear before the question is put.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: If the member had
listened to the comments made by the Hon. Peter
Wells and myself, he would realise we pointed out
there are problems in relation to the private land
provisions in the Bill, because of the privileged
position of certain people. The Hon. Peter
Dowding is only trying to insert some more
privileges over and above those the Hon. Peter
Wells and myself disagreed with.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: That is a quick
retreat!

The I-on. A. A. LEWIS: I will not ask for a
withdrawal of that remark, because the member
did not hear the speech. He has a hide to say,
"That is a quick retreat" when his own party
walked out the last time we discussed this matter,
and he walked out when he had finished giving his
views on the provision.
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The CHAIRMAN: Order! The question before
the Chair is that the words proposed to be deleted
be deleted.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe they should
not be deleted and I am not going to be pushed
around by a young member of Parliament.

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The question is that
the words proposed to be deleted be deleted. It
has nothing to do with honourable members.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I believe those words
should not be deleted. If we follow the
Government line on this, the problems I and the
Hon. Peter Wells suggested in our second reading
speeches will occur. There is no way that one
could agree with the Hon. Peter Dowding's
amendment, if one followed the line taken by the
Hon. Peter Wells and myself.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: Just so that the Hon.
Peter Dowding knows exactly where I stand, I
point out that I did not speak at great length
during the second reading debate, but it is obvious
be did not understand what I was saying. I simply
said we should not pass laws which give special
advantages to certain groups of people based on
the colour of those people, and that is exactly
what the Hon. Peter Dowding seeks to do.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Doesn't giving
protection to Aboriginal reserves do that?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: The Hon. Peter
Dowding wishes to give them something different.
He is not looking for protection; he is looking to
give Aborigines on reserves a. particular right. At
the present time certain protections are available
to people on Aboriginal reserves.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you agree with
them?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: As I understand it, a
mining company needs, in effect, to obtain a
permit from the Minister for Community Welfare
in order to go onto a reserve. If it is given a
permit and then decides to peg some land, the
lease is granted by the Minister for Mines, after
consultation with the Minister for Community
Welfare. If the two Ministers cannot agree, the
matter is decided by Cabinet. They are special
conditions for Aboriginal people.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Do you agree with
that?

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: No, I do not.
The Hon. Peter Dowding: You do not agree

with it?
The Hon. N. F. MOORE: No, I do not think

they should have those special rights. I have been
saying all night that we should not have special
laws for different people based on colour.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: They will be
interested to hear that up there.

The Hon. N. F. MOORE: Of course they will
be interested. As far as I am aware, my electors
agree the same conditions should exist for
everybody in terms of the law and, if certain
groups of people within our community need
special assistance, we should provide that special
assistance not by having different laws based on
colour, but by having special assistance based on
need.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: I have indicated
already the Government believes that, in going
back to the 1970 legislation, it has gone as far as
it can go. There is no suggestion that the
Government is not willing to do anything for
particular groups in the community, but it is not
prepared to go any further in the Mining Act. It
is certainly not prepared to change the terms of
pastoral leases which are included in the
definition put forward by the honourable member.
His definition of "reserves" includes pastoral
leases under the Land Act 1933.

Having provided in this Bill for compensation
for pastoral lessees on very generous terms, the
Government does not intend to give a certain
section of pastoral lessees very favourable rights
as well as the general rights of compensation.

In the circumstances, I have indicated already
that, for those reasons, the Government believes
this amendment is quite inappropriate and it is
not prepared to permit any extension beyond that
which is already in the Sill.

Amendment'put and a division taken with the
following result-

Hon. J. M. Brown
Hon. Peter Dowding
Hon. Lyla Elliott

Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. P. IA. Lockyer
Hon. C. E. Masters
Hon. Neil. McNeil
Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver

Ayes
Hon. R. T. Leeson
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. J. M. Berinson

Ayes 6
Hon. R. Hetherington
Hon. HI. W. Olney
Hon. F. E. McKenzie

(Teller)

Noes 16
Hon. P. G. Pendal
Hon. R. G. Pike
Hon. 1. C. Pratt
Hon. P. H. Wells
IHon. R. J. L. Williams
Hon. W. R. Withers
Hon. D. i. Wordsworth
Hon. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)

Pairs
Noes

Hon. H. W. Gayfer
Hon W. M. Piesse
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon

Amendment thus negatived.
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The Hon. PETER DOWDI NG: I move an
amendment-

Page 7, line 2 I-Add after paragraph (f)
the following paragraph to stand as
paragraph B-

&. Or reserve land defined under
subsection 2C hereof.

Amendment put and negatived.
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I move an

amendment-
Page 7, line 25-Add after the words

"private land" the words "or reserve land".
Amendment put and negatived.
The Hon- PETER DOWDING: I move an

a mendmient-
Page 7. line 25-Insert the following new

paragraph to stand as paragraph C.-
C. For the purpose of this section

"reserve land" shall mean land which is
reserved under the Land Act 1933 or the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority
Act of 1972 for the use and benefit of
Aborigines and which reserve is in
current use as the principal place of
residence of an Aboriginal community
of more than 50 members and shall
include land leased under the Land Act
1933 for pastoral purposes to the
Aboriginal Lands Trust or to a
community of Aborigines incorporated
under the laws of Western Australia or
the Commonwealth of Australia which
is in current use as the principal place of
residence of an Aboriginal community
of more than 50 members.

Amendment put and negatived.
The Hun. PETER DOWDING: I move an

amendment-
Page 10, line 9-Add after subsection 7

the following new subsection to stand as
subsection 8-

(8) Nothing in this section or this Act
shall in any way affect the operation of
section 31 of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act nor any section
of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972-80.

Some members may not understand-I am sure
they would be few in number-that when a
Statute is later in time than another, and if there
is a conflict between it and the other, it w I lose
its paramountcy if the conflict is not resolved by
the plain meaning of the words of the Statutes.

In other words, the Aboriginal Affairs Planning
Authority Act, which has held sway over the
provisions of the Mining Act because it is later in
time, will have its position reversed because the
Mining Act when proclaimed will be later in time.

This amendment is not to introduce any change
to the law. In fact, it is an amendment to prevent
either the risk that a change in the law will occur
or that a change in the law has occurred.

I think the Minister in charge of the Bill will
realise the concern raised. Sections 31 to 38 of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
require permits to be granted to certain persons.
If mining tenements have been granted after
armchair pegging arrangements by the warden
there may be a possibility that a tenement will
issue in respect of reserve land. In particular I
refer these remarks to one Aboriginal reserve with
which I am familiar-Yandeyarra. The question
then arises as to whether the holder of that
tenement is required to gain permission to enter
the reserve. In other words, would section 31 of
the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act
require that holder to obtain a permit to enter the
reserve?

I have discussed this matter with my
colleagues. The Mining Act will be later in time
and the paramountcy of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act may not apply. If that is
the case, a major change to the law has occurred.
I ask the Minister to concede whether that may
be the case, and to say whether he believes this
amendment will add anything to the Bill. If it
does add something to it will he say whether the
Government agrees with the proposition that the
amendment would not change the law? I ask him
to indicate the legal and the Government's
position.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The Government
does not accept that the position is as stated by
the member. It is true that some doubts have been
expressed by some people about a possible conflict
in the legislation. That doubt is based largely on
the simple fact that one piece of legislation is later
in time than the other. However, each deals with
separate subject matters, and there is some doubt
as to whether the member's proposition is correct.

The matter is one about which the Government
has made a policy decision. That decision is, and
always has been that-at present it is being put
into. effect-section 31 of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act is paramount in relation
to the power to grant a right of entry under the
regulations. I believe the regulation is No. 8. That
is the policy which the Government has adopted,
and the Government is not prepared to accept the
amendment. I very much doubt that it would do
that which the member suggests it might. The
Government accepts the position as set out in the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act, and
abides by that Act. Quit recently the
Government acted upon it.
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In relation to any possible or prospective doubt
this matter is receiving the Government's
consideration.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I tend to agree with
the Hion. Peter Dowding. which is surprising. I
and other members of the Select Committee on
National Parks are worried about the sort of
overriding power inherent in the Mining Act. I
think this is what the Hon. Peter Dowding is
getting at with his amendment. I do not know
whether we should support it in isolation, but in
the community there tends to be the view
that-this may be due to Government
administrative action; action taken by Ministers
without any power-in relation to the Mining Act
the Government has adopted an overriding bias. I
do not know whether the Mining Act should be
referred to as an Act or a Bill because it has not
been proclaimed; however, I agree with the Hon.
Peter Dowding's interjection that we cannot put it
into effect until it is proclaimed. I do not believe
the old Act had those powers, and I have
previously argued this matter with the Attorney
General.

I would like to hear a concrete statement from
the Government to the effect that not only
Aboriginal reserves, but also national park,
scientific, wildlife, and other reserves will be
taken into consideration.

The names of the reserves to which I have
referred are those used presently and until the
Government picks up the recommendations of the
Select Committee on National Parks. As yet it
has not had time to do so: I do not expect
legislation on them until March of next year.

The Hon. H. W. Olney: You want a pay rise.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I do not want a pay
rise: I am like the Hon. Howard Olney, I am
being very well paid. The Government must make
a statement as to where it stands on this matter:
vis-a-vis, the Mining Act and other Acts relating
to reserves, whether they be Aboriginal, national
park, widlife, or any other.

To the best of my knowledge this Government
is yet to make such a statement. If the Minister is
prepared to make such a statement now I would
be very pleased. It is about time we as a
Government said where we stand with regard to
reserves and the multitude of Acts which cover
these matters. I am not like the Hon. Peter
Dowding-

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Don't spoil a bit of a
good speech with a bit of ridiculous nonsense.

The CH"A IR MAN: Order, please!

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I am speechless,
because I am trying to cover a variety of subjects
whereas the Hon. Peter Dowding has the
capability only of homing in on me. There is no
way he will ever have the hide, because he loses
his pull so easily.

The CHAIRMAN: Order, please! The question
before the Chair is well known to the honourable
member.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, Sir. You stated
it before. The Chairman does not protect me as he
protects others.

The Hon. J1. M. Brown: That is a reflection.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: Yes, it is. He can

chuck me out if he wishes to. Is this Government
going to make a statement on where Western
Australian resources stand with regard to the
mining boom? The Minister can get up and
waffle. He should report progress, go back to the
Minister whose Bill it is and say, "We must look
after those other areas", because never has this
Government made that statement.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF The honourable
member has raised a question in relation to
resourc.s generally which, of course, is a matter
to which the Government is giving consideration.
The member's committee has produced a report
and he has himself spoken on it earlier this
evening. In referring to the report he mentioned
that the land should be treated in accordance with
its value and in accordance with the real use to
which it should be put, and the Government has
accepted the committee's report and is studying

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Has accepted it or is in
receipt of it'?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: Has accepted it. I
thought the member handed a copy to the
Government.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: No, I tabled a copy, but
if the Government has accepted it, nobody could
be more pleased than I am.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF I am very pleased.
The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Has the Government

accepted it?
The Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF The Government

has accepted a copy that was handed to it.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Typical!
The Hon. Peter Dowding: Too good to be true!
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF The Government

is aware of the kind of problem the member has
raised and clearly will accept its responsibility in
regard to those very important matters. I cannot
unequivocally give the Hon. A. A. Lewis the kind
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of answers he is seeking tonight, for obvious
reasons. I do not believe that, strictly speaking, it
is relevant to the amendment the member has
raised.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: Sure it is!
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: In regard to this

amendment, the Government takes the view that,'
as a matter of policy, irrespective of the
arguments that have been put up by one or two
people in this Chamber on previous
occasions-indeed, I think the matter was raised
quite early in the piece-section 31 of the
Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority Act gives
the Minister the power to grant the right of entry.
which is paramount. That Minister is the Minister
for Community Welfare.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Is that your legal
advice?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: That is the
Government's policy. As I indicated earlier, the
matter is receiving consideration by the
Government's legal advisers, but we are not
prepared to accept the amendment that the
member has put up in its present form. The
matter is one which we accept in terms of policy.
There is no suggestion that there is any intention
that the Minister for Mines should have done
anything in any subversive or underhand manner.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Why don't you get
your legal advice before coming here?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The member did
make that suggestion, which I would like to
refute. There has been no such intention, nor has
it ever been the intention, and it is quite improper
to suggest that the Minister for Mines has quite
deliberately intended to invade the prerogative of
any Minister.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Why not get your
legal advice before tonight?

The Hon. 1. . MEDCALF: I am not going to
get my legal advice from the Hon. Peter
Dowding. I have already said it is under
consideration and the Government is not prepared
to accept the amendment.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: That is not an
answer.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have had no
assurance from the Minister.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: That is right.
The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I have asked for an

assurance. I do not think I am unreasonable in
this. I have asked the Minister to report progress
so that he can refer back to the Minister for
Mines. There is no way, with the answer just
given, that I can vote with the Government. I

have to vote with the Hon. Peter Dowding's
amendment because the snow job of 1978 is
repeating itself and the Government will not
consider sound advice, even from its own
members. I am as horrified by this as I was in
1978, and the Minister is sitting here white-faced
tonight because he did not take some of that
advice in 1978. He can look quizzically across the
Chamber. If he wants me to quote his statements
on certain provisions of the Bill, I will. Why
cannot the Government tonight act in a proper
manner and find out what the real answer is and
give it to this Chamber? Although I hate the
sectionalist attitude of the Hon. Peter Dowding's
amendment, due to the Minister's answer I have
to vote for his amendment. The Minister has not
given an answer.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: The Select
Committee on National Parks did consider this
matter at length and it would be remiss of me not
to support the Hon. Sandy Lewis. We were very
concerned about the overriding powers of the
Mining Act in relation to other Acts. The Hon.
Sandy Lewis has asked the Attorney General a
specific question which remains unanswered. He
has made a perfectly reasonable request for
progress to be reported so that the matter may be
considered overnight and an answer brought back
tomorrow. I ask the Attorney General whether he
will do that.

Irrespective of what the Hon. Peter Dowding
has moved in relation to this Act, it has some
bearing on the deliberations of the National Parks
Select Committee. We want to know in the future
just where we are going in relation to the
recommendations of that Select Committee,
which was an all-party committee.

Therefore I ask the Attorney General to report
progress on this matter so he can come back
tomorrow with some specific answers to the
questions raised by the Hon. A. A. Lewis.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The question
raised by the Hon. A. A. Lewis is much broader
and more general than the amendment which Mr
Dowding has before the Chamber. He has raised
a general amendment and wants to know what are
the Government's views in relation to resources
generally as far as the Mining Act is concerned,
and so on. That is a matter which can be
answered entirely separately and it is a matter
which will be answered.

The Hon. A. A. Lewis: When?

The Hon. I. 0. MEDCALF: As soon as the
Government has had an opportunity to consider
the report of the Select Committee.
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To- ask the Government to report on that
question, either tonight or even tomorrow, is to
ask an impossibility. With regard to the
honourable member's amendment, I have already
said that it does not answer the points which are
at issue in this matter. The Government is not
prepared to accept this amendment. The
Government has the matter under consideration,
and that is far as I am prepared to go.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I am
disappointed with that answer. The Minister is
saying that in respect of a very important piece of
legislation the Government has not been able to
get advice, over a period of two years, in order
to make up its mind about the effect of the
promulgation of that legislation. That is the fact
of what the Minister is saying. This matter has
been raised on three occasions: firstly by myself
by way of interjection, on 13 October in the lower
House, and on 14 October in a question I asked.
Surely it does not take a week for the Minister in
charge of this legislation to obtain legal advice
about whether the point we are making is valid. It
is a simple question which a lawyer employed by
the Crown Law Department could answer in a
day or so.

This is an important question because it goes to
the root of the Mining Act and the implications of
it, as Mr Lewis has said, with regard to reserves.
The Minister says it is a matter of policy and that
in his view section 31 of the AAPA legislation is
not affected by the operation of the Mining Act.
Why did not the Minister's colleague tell me that
when I asked the question on 14 October? On
that day he sidestepped the issue; he did not say
that it was the legal advice or the opinion of the
Government on that matter. He did not say it was
the policy of the Government. The Leader of the
House gave us the rather lame duck excuse that it
was the policy of the Government.

He said it does not matter that it is not law and
that the Government is thinking about it. If it is
not the law then the Government is trying to
make a major change to the laws of Western
Australia without revealing whether it is the law
under section 31 of the AAPA legislation and
whether the protection of the reserves remains.
Surely by now the Government would know that
it is the case: otherwise the Minister is running a
most inefficient operation.

It has been said that we cannot return here
tomorrow night to consider this matter. A Crown
Law officer could have the entire day tomorrow to
research the issue and come up with a view to be
placed before this Chamber, before this
legislation is passed.

If it is the case that the Minister's legal
advisers take the view that my amendment is
redundant and that it adds nothing to the law, I
will not pursue the matter. If it is the case that
there is to be a major change to the law and that
it is being done by the back door the Minister
ought to be prepared to obtain an answer for this
Chamber before the Bill is passed.

I know there may be members on the other side
of the Chamber who will vote for this legislation,
whether or not they know the answer. There may
be members on the other side who may oppose the
amendment because I have put it, but it is a sorry
state of affairs if this Chamber is asked to pass a
piece of legislation with regard to which the
Government has not yet worked out the
implications or meaning. If that is the case the
Government is abrogating the policy it espouses
for the protection of reserves, and in this case,
Aboriginal reserves. Alternatively the Minister
should obtain advice in order to give assurances to
the Chamber because if the public ever hears of
this issue, they will be surprised that the
Government does not know whether this Act will
abrogate the provisions of the Aboriginal Affairs
Planning Authority Act which give protection to
Aboriginal reserves, but proposes to press on
regardless.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The honourable
member has completely misrepresented the
situation. The Government is not proposing to
make a major change to the law in relation to the
question of the entry on Aboriginal reserves.
There is no change in this law which affects those
people.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: You have told us you
do not know.

The Hon. 1. 0. MEDCALF: The situation
about which the member is talking existed when
the 1978 Act was passed. The member has
suggested that we are making a major change in
the law, but he is the one who is attempting to
make a change in the law. We are discussing the
honourable member's amendment, not the
Government's amendment. There is no change in
this law which is not already in the Act and that
is the plain fact of the matter. It is the honourable
member who is attempting to make a major
change in the law.

This matter is receiving the attention of the
Government and the questions raised by the
honourable member are not relevant to the
amendment which is before the Chamber. It is the
honourable member's amendment which attempts
to make a change in the law. The Government
acknowledges that the Aboriginal Affairs
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Planning Authority Act is paramount, and there
is no doubt about it. As far as the Government is
concerned, its policy is quite clear.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I think that is rather
insulting. I hold no brief for the Hon. Peter
Dowding but that answer clearly denigrates him.
The Leader of the House is performing in exactly
the same way as he performed in 1978 when he
was proved to be wrong. Now, will he have the
guts to report progress and Find out the
Government's opinion, or will he try and belt us
around the ear with legalistic opinions? He has no
force behind him.

Members deserve a little better than being
trifled with by the Leader of the House, and he is
beginning to make me a little irate. I have a
Leader of the House who is of my own party and
who will not answer a straight question. He can
answer a siraight question if he reports progress
and refers to the Minister who is in charge of this
Bill.

The way the Leader of the House has wiped off
Mr Dowding is not the way in which we would
expect a Leader of the House to perform. If the
Leader of the House does not wish to perform in
that way, then I say "Go" and we will appoint
another leader.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: Turn it up.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will not turn 1.I up
because it is the second time in three years that I.
have had the same sort of innocuous answer.

Mr Moore did not talk about the Mining Bill in
1978.

The Hon. N. F. Moore: I spoke on the Mining
Bill.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: The Minister has had
the opportunity-

The Hon. H. W. Olney: He hasn't had any
advice.

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: -and the
Government has had three years to answer this
question. I want an answer from the Minister and
I will not be wiped off as I was in 1978 when I
believed the Government would look at the
matter. We want an answer now, or progress
reported so that we can have an answer tomorrow.
I do not think that is an unfair request.

I have said I do not want to support the Hon.
Peter Dowding's amendment; but unless the
Leader of the House gives me an answer, I will be
placed in the position of voting for it.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I remind the
Leader of the House that on 14 October he said-

Other amendments have been made with a
view to clarifying any matter where doubt
exists..

That is not consistent with the comments he is
making tonight. He is saying to this Chamber
that doubt exists. We are being asked to rely on
assurances as to policy. Perhaps he can make
clear whether he was really saying that.

Is the Leader of the House saying that before
the law is promulgated any advice that needs to
be taken will be taken? Is he saying that once this
Bill is passed the Government will proclaim the
1978 Act, with all the doubts that the Leader of
the House says tonight do exist? He cannot have
it both ways.

On 14 October this amending legislation was
presented as the piece of legislation which would
clarify "any matter where doubt exists, or where
it is considered necessary and expedient for the
smooth change-over from the old to the new
legislation". In other words, this was a condition
precedent, and apparently the final condition
precedent to the legislation being proclaimed.

Now the Leader of the House is telling us that
we should rely on his policy statement about what
the Government would like to see happening in
relation to the issues raised.

Before we pass the legislation that is to clarify
any matter where doubt exists, and to operate to
enable a smooth change-over from the old
legislation to the new legislation, surely we could
wait less than 24 hours so we could be told, as a
matter of law, the Government's position that the
paramountcy provisions will not prevail, and the
amending Act, if proclaimed, will not have the
effect about which the Hon. Sandy Lewis

e xpressed concern; and if it came to pass that it
rectified any loopholes that might be discovered,
that is all that is asked. The matter would be
delayed no more than 14 hours.

Either the Government is being honest and
frank-that is, the Leader of the House is being
honest and frank-or we have uncovered the fact
that his Government is deliberately setting about
to change the law without revealing it to the
public.

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: The honourable
member is making a great fuss about his
amendment. He is talking about the doubts I have
said exist, but I did not say a lot of doubts exist
on this matter.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Read page 4399.
The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: All I have said is

that some people have cast doubts on this. Indeed,
the honourable member has cast doubts on this. I
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have said that the Government does not regard
this as a matter in which there is any major
doubt.

The Hon. Peter Dowding: Major! Now you
clarify it. Why arc you considering it, then?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF: We have indicated
that we do not regard this as a matter in which
there is any substantial doubt. It is a matter on
which some people have cast some doubt. The
doubts were cast some little time ago.

There is no change in this legislation which
affects the Aboriginal Affairs Planning Authority
Act. It is the member's own amendment which
has raised doubts. Therefore I ask honourable
members to reject the amendment,

The Hon. A. A. LEWIS: I will be very brief. I
asked some questions twice. The Leader of the
House has not answered them. He has answered
Mr Dowding.

I have said I do not want to vote for the
amendment, but I will vote for it-not that that
will hurt the Goverment in any shape or form.
However, I am fairly distressed that at three-year
intervals I ask for answers and, as yet, I have not
received them.

The Hon. F. E. McKEt'IE: There is some
doubt. The amendment moved by the Hon. Peter
Dowding is quite clear. If there is no doubt about
it, why do we not carry the amendment?

The Hon. 1. G. Medcalf: I am suggesting you
reject the amendment.

The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE: In the light of the
debate, there is doubt. We have Bills to come
before this Chamber later dealing with matters
about which the Government thought there was
no doubt. For example, there is the Metropolitan
Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage
Amendment Bill (No. 2), which seeks to validate
a practice about which the Government had no
doubt.

In this matter, there is some doubt. The Hon.
A. A. Lewis has put a question to the Leader of
the House several times. We ought to have that
doubt cleared up. The Leader of the House
persists in dealing with the Bill tonight. What is
the rush? Why put it through tonight? Why not
wait until tomorrow, and return and state
categorically to the Chamber that there is no
doubt about it?

The Leader of the House should obtain the
advice of the Minister in another place, and the
advisers from the Crown Law Department.I
cannot understand why the Leader does not
report progress. We have done it before, in
circumstances where there has been less doubt

than there is in this particular ease. Progress
ought to be reported.

The Hon. R. HFTHERINGTON: I have
listened to this debate with some interest. I do not
understand why we cannot report progress and
receive some assurance tomorrow.

[ do not see how my colleague's proposed
amendment will change the law, It seems that it
will say that what has always gone on will
continue, and it will resolve the doubt. If it is not
necessary to do this to resolve the doubt, why
have we not received a categorical assurance? The
Leader of the House has said there is no major
doubt. However, there are minor doubts-, there are
teeny-weeny, little doubts. I would rather be
assured that there was no doubt whatever.

If we were to receive an assurance, perhaps I
would not be so anxious to vote for the
amendment as it is. 1 am not speaking with any
great knowledge of this Bill, as members would
know. However, I have listened to the debate, and
I am left unsatisfied.

We should report progress. Otherwise members
should vote for this amendment.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: I am becoming
cranky again with the legalese of solicitors. I have
said in this Chamber before that I have sworn I
would never sit on any committee with more than
one solicitor; but we are forced to sit here and
listen to this legalese.

The Leader of the House said there is no
substantial doubt; he said there is no major doubt.
No solicitor on the face of this earth would say
categorically that there is no doubt whatsoever.

The Han. F. E. McKenzie: Well, pass the
amendment.

The Hon. W. R. WITHERS: No solicitor
would read a phrase of legal writing in a Bill, in a
law, or anywhere else in this land, and say
categorically that there was no doubt that it
meant this or that. They will always say there is
an element of doubt.

One cannot get a straight word out of a
solicitor at any time, either inside or outside this
Chamber. For God's sake, the Minister has said
there is no substantial doubt, no major doubt.
When a layman is listening to a solicitor, that
means to a layman there is no doubt. I oppose the
amendment.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Some of the
silly comments we hear from members opposite
are reflected in some of the legislation that gets
passed by Parliaments late at night. For the Hon.
Bill Withers to carry on in that way about
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solicitors-and I am not one-is predictable but
unhelpful.

The regrettable fact is that we are passing laws
and we ought to know whether the laws we are
passing mean what we have been told or
otherwise. I have asked the Minister for a plain
answer to a simple question, but all he has done'is
to hedge and to use adjectives. If the Government
really thinks this amendment does nothing, the
Minister should explain, firstly, why it was
necessary for him to hedge his answer, and,
secondly, why the matter continues to be under
consideration.

Amendment put and a division taken with the
following result-

Ayes 7
Hon.]J. M. Brown
Hon. Pete, Dowrding
Hon. Lyla Elliott
Hon. R. Hetherington

Hon. Tom Knight
Hon. P. H. Lockyer
Hon. G. E. Masters
Hon. Neil McNeill
Hon. 1. G. Medcalf
Hon. N. F. Moore
Hon. Neil Oliver
Hon. P.CG. Pendal

Ayes
Hon. D. K. Dans
Hon. R. T. Leeson
Hon. J. M. Bcrinson

Hon. A. A. Lewis
Hon. H. W. Olney
Hon. F. E. McKenzie

(Teller)
Noes I5

Hon. R. G. Pike
Hon. 1.0G. Pratt
Hon. P. H. Wells
Hon. R. J. L.. Williams
Hon. W. R. Withers
Hon. D.1J. Wordsworth
lion. Margaret McAleer

(Teller)
Pairs

Noes
Hon. H-. W. Gayfer
Hon. WV. M. Piesse
Hon. G. C. MacKinnon

Amendment thus negatived.
The Hon. J. M. BROWN: I did not agree with

the remarks made by the Leader of the House on
private land, remarks which reflected on me. I
indicated that wec were supporting the amendment
and were opposed to the Bill. I indicated that the
Government was giving the farming community
favourable treatment. I said that the Primary
Industry Association, through its president. is

benefiting from the legislation. I did say that all
sections of the industry supported the Primary
Industry Association, including country shires and
local authorities. I hope that clarifies the points I
made.

Clause put and passed.
Clauses 10 to 35 put and passed.
Clause 36: Section 4 amended-
The Hon. PETER DOWDING: I believe it to

be a tragedy that this Government cloaks its
affairs in secrecy and refuses to discuss-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! The question is that
clause 36 stand as printed, and the clause deals
with finance. If the member can relate his
remarks to the clause, all is well.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: The
Government clouds its activities in secrecy and
refuses to discuss its advice-

The CHAIRMAN: Order! There is nothing in
this clause dealing with advice or secrecy.

The Hon. PETER DOWDING: Of course not.
but there is reference to the provisions not
applying in respect of certain matters. The
Government I .s quite content to make exception
provisions here whenever it thinks appropriate to
do so yet pretends there is something odd or
strange about permitting exception provisions in
other parts of the legislation. It is a tragedy that it
cloaks its activities in secrecy and treats this
Chamber with a measure of contempt.

Clause put and passed.
Title put and passed.

Report

Bill reported, without amendment,
report adopted.

and the

House adjourned at Il.4?p.rn.
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE

SMALL BUSINESSES: RETAIL

Rates and Charges

574- The Hon. TOM McNEIL, to the Minister
representing the Treasurer:

Is a review being conducted of all
Government rates and charges affecting
small retail businesses?

The Hon. 1.0G. MEDCALF replied:

A working party has been established to
consider possible alternatives to the
current method of rating Metropolitan
Water Board charges, which would help
erase or at least minimise existing
alleged inequities.

The working party comprises
representatives from the Confederation
of Western Australian Industry, the
Perth Chamber of Commerce
representing affiliated suburban and
country branches, the Independent
Retail Traders' Association, the
Minister for Water Resources, and the
Acting Chairman and officers of the
Metropolitan Water Board.

In addition, as part of the role of the
Small Business Advisory Service Ltd.'s
internal committees, the matter of
Government rates and charges affecting
small retail businesses is considered in
the course of its on-going discussions
and deliberations.

EDUCATION: DEPARTMENT

New Building

579. The Hon. J. M. BERINSON, to
Minister representing the Minister
Education:

the
for

(1) What is the area to be occupied by the
Education Department in its new
offices?

(2) What is the area of the space being
vacated by the department in the
properties set out in part (3) of the
Minister's answer to question 540 on 29
September 1981 ?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(1) Net usable office space of 18 452 square
metres plus I 606 square metres for
conference facilities and staff amenities.

(2) Net usable office space of 15 986 square
mectes.

WATER RESOURCES: MWB

Canning Aged Persons' Trust

586. The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE, to the
Minister representing the Minister for Water
Resources:

From articles appearing in the South
Suburban News supplement on
Wednesday, 7 October 1981 (page 1),
and Wednesday, 14 October 1981 (page
3), it would appear that Liberal
members of Parliament have been
supplied with information concerning an
alleged blunder by the Metropolitan
Water Supply, Sewerage, and Drainage
Board which resulted in the Canning
aged persons' trust spending S54 937
unnecessarily-

(1) Could the Minister please advise
me why I was not provided with
this information in view of the fact
that I wrote to him on this matter
on 3April 1981 ?

(2) As the Private Secretary to the
Acting Minister for Works and
Water Resources acknowledged my
letter on 7 April 1981, and the
Acting Minister (Hon. 1. G.
Medcalf) replied on 28 April 1981,
advising that representations had
also been received from two Liberal
parliamentarians, and that he had
made arrangements for me to be
included in discussions, will the
Minister please advise me why this
was not done?

(3) Will I be brought into the
discussions as advised by the Acting
Minister on 28 April 1981 ?

(4) When does the Minister expect this
matter to be finalised?

The Hon. 0. E. MASTERS replied:

(1) to (4) Detailed written information has
not been sent out to any member. The
Minister for Water Resources has
verbally discussed the matter with the
President of the Legislative Council who
personally sought his advice.
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The Minister is happy to participate in a
joint meeting, if that is still desired, with
the member in conjunction with any
other members.

WATER RESOURCES: IRRIGATION

Ord River: Packsaddle Pump Stration

587. The Hon. W. R. WITHERS, to the
Minister representing the Minister for
Works:

(1) What was the total cost of maintaining
and operating the Packsaddle pump
station in the Ord River irrigation
scheme in the 1980-81 financial year?

(2) How many single pump hours were
involved in that period?

(3) Because of the recent increase in tilled
hectarage in the Packsaddle Plain area,
what are the single pump hours expected
for the 198 1-82 Financial year?

(4) What is the estimated total cost of
maintaining and operating the
Packsaddle pump station for the 1981-
82 financial year?

The Hon. G. E. MASTERS replied:
(1) $83000.
(2) 3 470 hours.
(3) 11 000 hours.
(4) $113 360.

TRANSPORT: BUSES

MTT: Disabled Persons

588. The Hon. F. E. McKENZIE, to the
Minister representing the Minister for
Transport:

In response to my question 382 of
Wednesday. 19 August 1981, wherein
the Minister advised that be expected to
receive a copy of the final draft of the
report from the MTT shortly on the
recommendations of the committee
examining the needs of disabled persons
using public transport-

()Will the Minister-
(a) advise the date on which he

received the report;
(b) have a copy tabled in both

Houses of Parliament; and
(c) have it sent to all physically

handicapped groups?

(2) Can the Minister inform me-
(a) whether any iitterested

member of the public can
obtain a copy;

(b) is there any charge for the
report; and

(c) where it can be obtained or
purchased?

The Hon. D. J. WORDSWORTH replied:

(t) (a) 18 September 198 1;
(b) I have much pleasure in

tabling the Committee's report.
The report is a very worthwhile
and useful study and I
commend its contents for
members' information;

(c) arrangements have already
been made for the MTT to
send copies of the report to
handicapped organisations.

(2) (a) Any person interested in
reading the report may do so
by contacting the MTT;

(b) no;
(c) answered by (a).

The paper was la bled (see paper No. 463).

ELECTORAL: ENROLMENTS

Rejections

589. The Hon. PETER DOWDING, to the
Minister representing the Chief Secretary:

I refer to his answer to question 576 of
Wed nesday, 14 Oc tobe r 198 1-

(I) Will the Minister advise how many
of the cards referred to in the
question are not received again by
the State Electoral Office?

(2) Have statistics for any or all the
information referred to in parts
(4)(a) or (b) been kept for any
period in the last two years, and if
so, for that period or those periods,
what is the information?

The Hon. G. E. MASTERS replied:

(1) The State Electoral Depar-tment
does not maintain any statistics
relating to claims rejected against
claims subsequently received.

(2) No.
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AGNEW CLOUGH LTD.: LAND

Flora and Fauna Reserves

590. The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the
Minister representing the Minister for
Resources Development:

With reference to question 565 of
Wednesday, 14 October 1981,
concerning the threat posed to
Goonaring and Beelaring flora and
fauna reserves from clearing taking
place on land purchased by JIMWA
Pty. Ltd. from Agnew Clough Ltd.-

()Why did the Government include
environmentally sensitive land in
the sale agreement in the First
place?

(2) Why did it not arrange' for the
agreement referred to in the
Minister's reply to (I) and (2) to be
a signed formal one instead of
apparently an informal one?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF replied:

(1) and (2) 1 refer the member to the
answer given by the Minister for
Conservation and the Environment
to question 565.
As has been stated in previous
answers, the land in question was
part of the overall Wundowie assets
package that was transferred to
Agnew Clough under the terms of
the sale agreement.

AGNEW CLOUGH LTD.: LAND

Flora and Fauna Reserves

591. The H-on. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the
Minister for Fisheries and Wildlife:

With reference to question 565 of
Wednesday, 14 October 1981 -

(1) As Minister for Fisheries and
Wildlife, why did he not take action
to ensure two valuable flora and
fauna reserves were protected by
seeking an enlargement of the
reserves concerned to provide a
buffer zone?

(2) Is it a fact that his own department
had recommended such a buffer
zone?

(3) In respect to his answer to question
565 (4), what avenues have been
explored, and what further action
does the Government intend to take
to protect the reserves?

The Hon. G. E. MASTERS replied:

(1)

(2)
(3)

The enlarging of the two flora and
fauna reserves was examined in
1975, but found to be not possible
under the Land Act because the
land required was held in fee
simple. However, an understanding
was reached to protect the
watershed as a condition of
subdivisional approval as set out in
my answer to question 565.
Yes (see (I) above).
All possible avenues have been
explored and it is my intention to
seek further discussions with the
company.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE

LAND: CLEARING

Toodyay

179. The Hon. NEIL OLIVER, to the Minister
for Conservation and the Environment:

I refer to my question without notice
177. Land usage excluding mining rights
is vested in local authorities. In the
Shire of Toodyay, on all land purchased
by JIMWA Pty. Ltd. from Agnew
Clough Ltd., clear felling of trees has
occurred in a special rural zone
specifically excluding removal of any
trees without the approval of the
Toodyay Shire Council. I ask:
(1) Can the Toodyay Shire Council

amend the zoning of the land from
"special rural"?

(2) To whom may the owner lodge an
objection, if any is allowed, to any
proposed rezoning?

(3) In your opinion could an injunction
be initiated to restrain further
clearing?

The PRESIDENT: Order! The last part of
the question is out of order.

The Hon. G. F. MASTERS replied:
(1) and (2) The land to which the
mcmber has referred has been
mentioned on a number of occasions by
the Hon. Lyla Elliott.
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Part of the land was originally owned by
Agnew Clough Ltd. and was purchased
by .JIMWA Pry. Ltd. The land was
zoned special rural by the local
authority. I understand conditions were
spelt out for that land with regard to
clearing-how much could be done, and
the like.
If clearing has been undertaken, it is my
understanding that the local authority
can have that land reverted back to
agricultural purposes; it would be the
local authority's decision. The decision
can be appealed against to that council
and not to the Minister.
I am quite sure such action can be
taken.
The last part of the question is out of
order, therefore I will not offer an
opinion.

AGNEW CLOUGH LTD: LAND
Agreement

I80. The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT, to the Leader
of the House:

I refer to the answer given to my
question number 590 in which I asked
two points as follows-
(I) Why did the Government include

environmentally sensitive land in
the sale agreement in the first
place?

(2) Why did it not arrange for the
agreement referred to in the
Minister's reply to (I ) and (2) to be
a signed formal one instead of
apparently an informal one?

I directed my question to the Minister
for Resources Development who is
represented by the Leader of the House,
as a result of an answer I received to the

same question which I asked of the

Minister for Conservation and the

Environment. I was told by that
Minister that this legislation "does not

come within my portfolio".

The answer I received today from the

Leader of the House-and I might add I

directed the question again to the

Minister I thought was the appropriate

one-indicates to me that I am getting

the run around.

The PRESIDENT: Order! I

member to ask the question.

want the

The Hon. LYLA ELLIOTT: I am prefacing
my question with some information so

that the Leader of the House can
understand what it is all about. I again

ask the Leader of the House,

representing the Minister for Resources

Development, my question because the

Minister for Conservation and the

Environment says it does not come
within his portfolio. I should like to

know why my question was not

answered and why I was referred to the

Minister for Conservation and the

Environment?

The Hon. 1. G. MEDCALF replied:

(1) and (2) I will obtain a copy of the
Hansard transcript of what the member
has said and I will convey it to the

Minister.
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