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MEMBERS’ STATEMENTS 
Single Desk 

HON FRANK HOUGH (Agricultural) [5.29 pm]:  I will talk about an area based around the single desk.  It is a 
topic that has come up fairly solidly over the past six or seven months as has the issue of the United States free 
trade agreement.  Several months ago I referred to the Capper-Volstead Act in the US and I have heard the term 
being thrown around regularly over the past couple of months.  The only problem is that it has been referred to 
as the Capper-Volstead Act of 1927, when it is the Capper-Volstead Act of 1922.   

We have often talked about a level playing field.  The single desk is probably one the most unique marketing 
tools that a country can have.  However, when one country has something better than another, that country has a 
tendency to want to take it away.  I am not American bashing - members should not think I am.  The Americans 
have consistently been pushing for the single desk to be disbanded and for Australia to go into this free trade 
association.  The Americans want it removed because it is such a good marketing tool but, unbeknown to a lot 
people, in 1922 the Americans had a single desk, and they still do today.  It is called the Capper-Volstead Act 
1922.  It was created in America because of the imbalance of small traders not being able to compete in a larger 
field.  It was inaugurated during President Warren Harding’s time.  I will quote from a paper presented at the 
annual conference of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives’ National Institute on Cooperative Education 
entitled “The Capper-Volstead Act: Opportunity Today and Tomorrow”.  I also have quite a bit of research 
material here if anyone would like me to table it at the end of the statement.  Having a limit of only eight 
minutes, I will not be able to say all that I want to say, so I will start with a summary and work back to the 
preamble if I get time.  The Capper-Volstead Act gives Americans the opportunity, particularly in agriculture, to 
change the goalposts.  The Americans say that they want a level playing field and that deregulation provides that 
for everyone.  However, at the end of the day, the Americans have this Act.  The paper states - 

The Capper-Volstead Act has been called the “Magna Carta” of cooperatives in the agriculture industry, 
and the act has played and continues to play a vital role in enabling agricultural producers to 
collectively process, prepare, handle and market their products.  Farmers have increasingly used the 
cooperative model of business organization because they have found it well suited to their economic 
and social needs, and the significance of the Capper-Volstead Act has grown accordingly.  The legal 
protection from prosecution under the antitrust laws provided by the Act has allowed agricultural 
cooperatives to grow and prosper . . .  

It later states - 
The primary purpose of the Capper-Volstead Act was to empower farmers and agricultural producers to 
market, price and sell their products through cooperative means.   

As members know, with deregulation, the level playing field is reduced and this is one of the problems for 
farmers.  If farmers in America do not have the opportunity to trade on a level playing field and do not get a fair 
go, they can introduce the Capper-Volstead Act, which gives them the right to vary from a particular free trade 
agreement because it is an Act of their federal Parliament, then the level playing field is not a level playing field 
anymore.   

The interesting factor about the Capper-Volstead Act is that it - 
. . . does not require cooperatives to have either capital stock or even a corporate form.  In fact, 
associations that fall within the protection provided by the Act may be structured as nonprofit 
corporations, for-profit businesses, unincorporated associations, or stock or nonstock farmer 
cooperatives.  Further, several cooperatives may join together into a federation, and this agency itself 
may receive Capper-Volstead protection.   

That has created a situation in which Australia has a single desk, which is a fabulous marketing tool.  It overrides 
the American Antitrust Act.  Ironically, it is called the Clayton Antitrust Act.  I guess that is where the term 
“Clayton’s” came from in our vocabulary today; it is an Act we have when we do not have an Act.  The Clayton 
Antitrust Act was brought into being in 1914.  The Capper-Volstead Act overrides that in any situation.  When 
the Americans cannot compete, its farmers are allowed to get together as a cooperative, push the national 
competition policy to one side and trade in that way.  They are desperately trying to get rid of our single desk, 
which, as I said, is one of our most unique marketing situations.   

The trade talks in Cancun, Mexico have just concluded.  The reason they concluded was that no country wanted 
to be a free-trader.  Commonsense dictates that when the domestic economy is laid open to unpredictable and 
international market forces, it is also laid open to unpredictable consequences.  This is one of the problems with 
the World Trade Organisation.  One example is the United States Farm Act.  When the US Senate passed the 
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Farm Act in 2002, which increased payments to grain and cotton growers and grants subsidies for wool, mohair, 
dry pea, lentil and chickpea producers, Europe and Australia lodged complaints that it contradicted the US free-
trade commitments.  It was estimated that the Act effectively increased market farm subsidies by between 70 and 
80 per cent.  It took away the opportunity to have a level playing field.   

In Europe the total farm subsidies are currently $86 billion.  The average farm subsidy as a percentage of farm 
income has increased from 19 per cent in 1990 to 24 per cent in 2002.  Although figures vary according to 
sources, it is estimated that American farmers will now get between $270 billion and $330 billion in subsidies 
over the next 10 years.  That means that farmers in the US will be subsidised to the tune of $US40 000 per farm 
per annum over the next 10 years to prop them up.  Australia does not have that style of assistance.  Australian 
farmers are among the most efficient and innovative producers in the world.  Economic wisdom dictates that the 
Americans should jump at our inexpensive produce.  For instance, it is cheaper for a Third World country such 
as Jamaica to import sugar, grain and other food products than grow its own because of the subsidies.  Third 
World countries cannot produce products to compete with the Americans.  In the year to May 2003, 64 000 jobs 
were created in retailing alone and another 38 000 jobs were created in the areas of real estate, law, accounting 
and marketing.  In agriculture, however, 45 000 jobs were lost.  Those 45 000 jobs were productive jobs.  It is all 
right to say that 100 000 jobs were created in retail; that is, selling frocks in shops and working in Hungry Jack’s 
or McDonald’s.  Those jobs are secure only as long as that is people’s taste in food or in fashion.  The 45 000 
jobs that were lost in the agriculture sector were lost from producing farmers.   

Air Travel, Cost 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.39 pm]:  I will make some comments about the cost of air 
travel within this great State of ours, in particular within the region that I am fortunate enough to represent, the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  The concerns have been general for some time, even before the time of the 
collapse of Ansett Australia.  I take this opportunity to put before members some examples of the cost of 
passenger transport throughout the north of the State.  For example, if I want to fly to Kununurra, I have a few 
alternatives.  I could fly with Qantas to Broome and then catch an Air North flight to Kununurra or I could fly to 
Darwin with Qantas and back to Kununurra with Air North.  Depending on the day on which I wish to travel, the 
cost from Perth to Broome is $606 one way or $1 214 return.  From Broome to Kununurra the cost ranges from 
$199 to $365 - which is the usual price - one way and from $635.80 to $726 return.  In other words, a one-way 
trip from Perth to Kununurra via Broome can cost up to $971.20 and a return trip up to $1 940.  That is for 
economy class.  The cost of a flight from Perth to Darwin with Qantas is $599 one way and $1 058 return.  
Darwin to Kununurra is $260.77 one way and $516 return.  The cost of a one-way trip from Perth to Kununurra 
via Darwin is $855.77 and a return trip costs $1 574.52.  Strange as it may seem, it is cheaper to fly to Kununurra 
via Darwin rather than via Broome, although it would take a few hours longer.  Regardless of the route taken to 
Kununurra, I am sure members will agree that the cost is absolutely exorbitant.   

I now compare the cost of those flights with the cost of a direct flight to Sydney.  The cost of a Virgin Blue flight 
ranges between $235 and $584 one way and $384 and $1 164 return.  Qantas charges between $357 and $624 for 
a one-way flight and between $709 and $1 251 for a return flight.   

The disparity of those prices compared with a flight to Kununurra is absolutely absurd.  It also clearly 
demonstrates that there is deliberate discrimination imposed by the airline industry against people in the north 
west to the benefit of passengers being transported on the higher volume routes to the eastern States.  
Unfortunately, this discrimination has been around for a while and certainly existed long before Virgin Blue 
started.  Although I welcome the announcement in The West Australian of Saturday, 9 August 2003 that Skywest 
Airlines is examining the introduction of a milk run from Perth to Kununurra via Exmouth and Broome, it is 
doubtful it will bring about a change in fare structures.  Although Skywest is touting that fares will be lower, I 
cynically expect that the cost will be significantly greater or similar to the current absurd fares being charged. 
Since 1994 the Government has contributed significant funds towards the development of regional airport 
infrastructure through the regional airports development scheme.  The 2003-04 funding round closed in May 
2003.  In accordance with the air transport directions policy statement administered by the Department for 
Planning and Infrastructure, the Government is, among other things, currently committed to expanding the role 
of aviation in Western Australia.  The policy document has identified eight key areas to address.  I will outline 
one or two of them as follows - 

Aviation infrastructure  

To ensure aviation infrastructure and services at airports are developed and maintained to 
support business and tourism needs, achieve regional development objectives and meet the 
reasonable demands of the community. 

Aviation and tourism 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 18 September 2003] 

 p11487b-11493a 
Hon Frank Hough; Hon John Fischer; Hon Paddy Embry; Hon Simon O'Brien 

 [3] 

To ensure Commonwealth, State and local government aviation policies and programs 
contribute to the continued growth and development of tourism in Western Australia   

Air freight  

To promote an air freight distribution system that is responsive to Western Australia’s growing 
air freight industry and will achieve world’s best practice in quality assurance and timeliness. 

The Department for Planning and Infrastructure’s web site also indicates that, following the Ansett debacle in 
2001, the Government moved to ensure that regional centres and communities in Western Australia would 
continue to have sustainable and viable air services.  There is no doubt that these are commendable aims, but I 
am afraid that the people who live and work in our north have seen very little evidence of the achievement of 
these aims in our region.  All they have seen is a service that takes longer to get to Perth.  It could be argued that 
the cost of flying in Western Australia has increased.  Given the likelihood of development in the region going 
ahead in the near future, I firmly believe that, to increase tourism in the region, this service should be subsidised 
in a similar way that the Perth-to-Busselton service is subsidised.  The present situation is a very strong deterrent 
to people using air travel.  
In addition, I strongly suggest that the regional airport development scheme be assessed with a view to 
upgrading and extending the Kununurra airport runway so that it can take at least the Boeing 737s operated by 
Qantas and Virgin Blue airlines.  I believe the shire has purchased the required land.  It is very important that the 
Government investigate that proposal to see whether there is any way that these very necessary airport 
extensions can be advanced so that the northern regions can get back on track and enjoy services that are at least 
slightly equitable with those in the southern regions.  
If that occurs the two major benefits for the region will be increased tourism and an opportunity for industry in 
the region to directly access Asian markets.  Those significant benefits will flow on to the rest of this great State 
of ours.  They will be in line with some of the comments made today about future development and the path that 
development must take.  The cost of air transport in the north of this State has been absolutely ridiculous for far 
too long.  The only time many people fly from Kununurra to Perth is in an absolute emergency.  It is far cheaper 
for people living in the northern regions to fly to Darwin.  We are creating a division in this State that is 
untenable and certainly not in the best interests of the development of the northern regions.  I urge the 
Government to take a good look at this issue very shortly and to seek some serious answers to what has been a 
problem for far too long.   

Free Trade 
HON PADDY EMBRY (South West) [5.50 pm]:  I seek leave to incorporate some documents on behalf of Hon 
Frank Hough, which he referred to in his speech a few minutes ago.   
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated - 

Free Trade Speech 
(17 September, 2003) 

•  There’s no such things as ‘free’ trade.  For every dollar Australia ekes out of the international system an 
Australian job is lost.  That’s one person who may never find alternative meaningful employment again, of 
even a job. 

•  If the truth be known, the global trade talks in Cancun Mexico failed because no country wants to be a free 
trader.  Common sense dictates that when a domestic economy is laid open to unpredictable international 
market forces, it’s also laid open to unpredictable consequences.  Nobody knows this better than the US. 

•  Countries like the US demand that others adopt free trade because they want market opportunities to ply 
their goods abroad.  But at the same time, they try to dodge their WTO obligations by protecting their own 
producers with trade barriers and domestic support schemes. 

US Farm Bill 
•  For example, when the US Senate passed the Farm Bill in 2002 which increased payments to grain and 

cotton growers and grants subsidies for wool, mohair, dry pea, lentil and chick pea producers, Europe and 
Australia lodged complaints that the Bill contradicted US Free Trade commitments  (Woolmark News 
website at melpub.wool.com). 

•  It was estimated that the Bill effectively increased American farm subsidies by between 70% to 80% 
(sources:  Countryman 24/8/02; Alan Jones Today Show Editorial 11/9/03 at 2gb.com; Andrew Cassel for 
Common Dreams News Centre at www.commondreams,org) 
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•  The November 2001 declaration of the Fourth Ministerial Conference in Doha, Qatar saw member 
governments of the WTO committing themselves to negotiations to phase out agricultural export subsidies, 
among other things.  The reality’s been very different.  Right now, it’s estimated that on average from a 
quarter to more than a third of the income received by US and Europe farmers comes from subsidies funded 
by taxpayers (sources: James Ensor, Director of Public Policy Oxfam Community Aid Abroad, at 
www.onlineopinion.com.au; Alan Jones Today Show Editorial 11/9/03 at 2gb.com) 

•  In Europe, total farm subsidies currently run at $86 billion.  The average farm subsidy as a percentage of 
farm income has gone from 19% in 1990 to 24% in 2002 (Alan Jones Today Show Editorial 11/9/03 at 
2gb.com) 

•  While figures vary according to sources, it is estimated that American farmers will now get between $270 
and $333 billion in subsidies over the next ten years (sources: James Ensor at www.onlineopinion.com.au; 
Alan Jones Today Show Editorial 11/9/03 at 2gb.com). 

•  The world’s biggest and greatest ‘free trader’ will give about US$40 000 to each American farmer to prop 
up their enterprise (source: James Ensor at www.onlineopinion.com.au).  

•  Meanwhile, the barriers to the importation of Australian sugar, for example, is by way of a strict trade-rate 
quota (TRQ).  Under the Uruguay Round outcome the US provided a yearly global minimum access 
commitment for imports of sugar and syrup of 1.139 million tonnes.  Australia’s minimum import share was 
just 87 402 tonnes over 2002/03.  The in-quota tariff rate is US1.38 c/kg and the out-of-quota tariff rate is 
US33.87 c/kg (source: Peter Cornish, President NFF, presentation given to National Press Club 29/8/03). 

•  Australia farmers are among the most efficient and innovative producers in the world and economic wisdom 
would dictate that the US should jump at our inexpensive produce.  This isn’t so, meaning there are some 
very good reasons why the US is resisting all attempts to reduce its tariffs. 

•  For a start, it is far cheaper for third world countries like Jamaica to import American sugar, grain and other 
food products than grow their own (Andrew Cassel for Common Dreams News Centre at 
www.commondreams.org).  Considering this fact, we can now see why the US would not like to be 
undersold by Australian producers like it is underselling Jamaican producers. 

•  It therefore baffles me why the simpletons in Canberra continue to insist on deeper and more extensive 
unilateral tariffs cuts when history has shown that our most potent competitor, the US, will go to any lengths 
to dodge its free trade obligations. 

•  The whole idea of trade talks and negotiations is a joke.  And what does Australia have to gain from any of 
it but the further erosion of its agricultural sector in favour of a service-based economy. 

•  In the year to May 2003, 64 000 new jobs were created in retailing alone.  Another 38 000 jobs were created 
in real estate, legal, accounting and marketing.  In Agriculture, however, around 45 000 jobs were lost.  
These are 45 000 productive jobs that add millions to our country’s GDP and export revenue (Alan Jones 
Today Show Editorial 16/9/03 at 2gb.com). 

•  Retail jobs depend on the selling of merchanise, which we’re all aware now comes increasingly from 
abroad. 

•  The Department of Local Government and Regional development published a report in March 2003 called 
‘Indicators of regional development in WA’.  On page 52 there’s a Table showing employment by industry.  
It shows that only 4.5% of WA’s population are employed in Agriculture, Forestry or Fishing while a 
whopping 15.2% are involved in retail with a further 11.2% involved in property and business services. 

•  In regional WA there are about as many people involved in retail as there are in agriculture, forestry and 
fishing (around 13%).  That’s telling us something. 

•  The retention of the extra 64 000 jobs, therefore, will largely depend on whether Australia continues to 
import beyond its means and push itself, year after year, beyond record levels of foreign debt. 

•  For the month of June alone the trade account blew out to $2.07 billion, the third-highest figure on record.  
By June, Australia imported more than it exported for 19 months in a row.  It was expected that the account 
deficit for the June quarter would eclipse last December’s record of $11.2 billion (West Australian 
30/7/03) 

•  As a population we’ve gone from producing agricultural product to selling frocks, marketing useless gadgets 
and flipping hamburgers.  But here’s the catch - the frocks are made in India, the gadgets are sourced from 
Taiwan and the meat in the hamburger is American. 
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•  Undoubtably, there are economists who regard a competitive advantage in flipping hamburgers to be a valid 
competitive advantage - dare I say American economists.  But what happens when there’s a shift in taste 
within the international market?  A large-scale agricultural sector can’t be resurrected overnight. 

•  With the help of free trade Australians are leaving the land and their country is being turned into a discount 
retail outlet were other countries come to dump their cheap, shonky leftover merchandise.  Our Government 
says that’s terrific because there’s greater consumer choice now and we’re taking home more ‘stuff’ than 
ever before. 

•  In fact, Australians’ thirst for ‘stuff’ has placed Australian families in deeper debt than ever before (West 
Australia 23/7/03).  People refuse to save anymore and would rather finance their expenditure on imported 
novelties with their credit cards. 

•  In July two Reserve Bank economists issued a research paper in July that concluded that once prudent 
Australian families were far more reckless in the way they borrowed than either their American or British 
counterparts, whose ‘profligacy’ the economists described as ‘legendary’. (West Australian 23/7/03). 

•  For a few extra trinkets the Howard Government has overseen the wholesale liquidation of our agricultural 
sector and our nation’s economic self-determination with it. 

The US-Oz Free Trade Agreement 

•  The AUSFTA is another example of the US trying for more than it’s offering under the terms of free trade.  
On one hand the US wants to dismantle our single desk on wheat when on the other hand its got a piece of 
legislation that allows producers to create a single desk for any agricultural commodity. 

•  The Capper-Volstead Act of 1922 enables agricultural producers to collectively process, prepare, handle and 
market their products through a cooperative model of business organization.  The legal protection from 
prosecution under the antitrust laws provided by the Act has allowed agricultural cooperatives to grow and 
prosper for eight decades.   

•  Interestingly, the Act doesn’t require cooperatives to have either capital stock or a corporate form.  In fact, a 
cooperative may be structured as non-profit corporation, for-profit business, unincorporated association, or a 
stock or non-stock farmer cooperative.  Several cooperatives could even join together into a federation, and 
this new body may also receive Capper-Volstead protection. 

•  The Act is a real threat to Australian producers but it isn’t even on the AUSFTA agenda for discussion. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Melville Safer WA Committee 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.51 pm]:  I ask for the House’s indulgence for a few minutes 
before it adjourns so that I can direct a plea to the Leader of the House as representative of the Premier.  I 
acquaint the House with the news that just over two years ago the City of Melville approached me to be the 
foundation chairman of a Safer WA committee because the city had some particular programs that it wished to 
develop. 

I am pleased to report that the progress of that committee over the past two years has been good.  That is due in 
no small part to the efforts of a number of people at the council, including Michael Duckett and Mr Gavin 
Maisey, as professional officers who have put significant time and effort into a number of programs, including 
support of the Safer WA committee.  Councillor Rasa Subramaniam was one of the driving forces in the 
establishment of the committee.  It was he who first approached me.  His position on the committee since his 
retirement from council has been occupied by another energetic councillor, Councillor Lindsay Wyatt.  We have 
acted in concert with the chiefs of the police stations in the districts of Murdoch and Palmyra and with the 
assistance of the police liaison officer, together with Mrs Val Olney and Mr Peter Dougan from Neighbourhood 
Watch and Mr Hugh Butler and many others.   

The efforts of the good supporting cast need to be acknowledged.  They have borne fruit over the past few years.  
For example, we have been able to support some very worthwhile programs, which have been carried through 
from inception to conclusion, such as the peer leadership program run between Melville Senior High School and 
the South Metropolitan Community Drug Service Team.  I thank Ms Sophie Vanzetti of the drug service team 
for her input into that project, which saw a large number of students really grow as people and as peer leaders.  
There has been a range of other things.  To give members a taste, we revived an old pamphlet about what 
precautions to take when putting on a party so that people stay out of trouble.  We are looking at a concept raised 
in another part of my region by another Safer WA committee to extend the carrying of seniors ID cards to 
vulnerable people.  We believe these sorts of things are needed in the community. 
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As recently as last month we hosted Mrs Beth Walker, the state president of the Safety House Association.  As a 
result of that, I wrote today to all the schools in the Melville area giving further information about a conference 
that I am sure people from each of those school communities, whether or not they are involved in the safety 
house program, will possibly find beneficial.  We do a number of other things.  Such a committee is useful as it 
acts as a clearing house for matters that have nothing to do with crime prevention but which we can look at under 
the auspices of the Melville Safer WA committee.  We can direct such matters to the appropriate person or 
agency, saying that the matter has been brought to our attention, that it needs some action, that we have directed 
it to the appropriate agency and that we would appreciate it if the agency attended to it.  All those good things 
can happen.  Thanks to the support of the City of Melville at the secretariat level, it can all be done for a song. 

In our third year we want to move into a new level of activity.  Officers of the committee were greatly 
encouraged by the Premier’s announcement some while ago that through the Office of Crime Prevention, 
government was looking at new arrangements for partnerships between Safer WA and local government.  That 
is, of course, very much the model that we have invented in the City of Melville, so we thought we could 
dovetail with that.  We want to make sure that we get absolute value for our efforts.  The one thing we are not 
interested in doing is having meetings for the sake of having meetings.  We want to deliver quality programs and 
responses to the people of the district, which in population terms is by far the largest in the South Metropolitan 
Region.  What was conceived was a project, which would operate over the best part of a year, to get the 
community involved in a few lowkey, but valuable, consultation exercises to work out what part of crime 
prevention people in our community are most concerned about and to develop a community crime prevention 
plan.  I do not know exactly what we will find out, but I think the Leader of the House can anticipate as well as I 
that we will probably get some surprises about the sorts of things that concern people. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It sounds very interesting.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I am glad the Leader of the House has said that, because we also think that once we 
have done it and have gotten it right and have finetuned it as necessary, it can provide a model for other 
communities to do the same exercise and run with it.  It provides a reason for community groups to come 
together and to have policemen come to the meetings in their own time, and to also have the Neighbourhood 
Watch and the Safety House Association people, the school people, the youth counsellors and all those sorts of 
very good people come to the meetings, and know that they are achieving something.   

However, the wheels have fallen off this project, because when we applied for some funding - we are talking 
about a sum of a few thousand dollars in response to the Premier’s announcement - we were surprised and 
disappointed to be told that we should hang on, because none of that money is available yet.  We were given 
some answers in correspondence, the detail of which I will not go into here, that suggested that we should look 
elsewhere for funding.  The only “elsewhere” that is left for the specific seed funding that we are seeking is 
within the Safer WA structure.  However, that may not be continued and may be replaced with the different 
community crime prevention plan to which the Premier alluded, with some enthusiasm, some months ago.  We 
have now put in an application - we are very good at preparing professional applications - and it has been 
approved by the Fremantle district committee, and I thank it for that.  Some great people are working on that 
committee, such as Laurie Humphreys.  However, it will be some time before the committee higher up gets to 
rule on this matter.  Although I am sure the money is there, the future of Safer WA is very uncertain.   

I am concerned that this good plan, which now has some experienced, competent and enthusiastic people waiting 
to proceed with it, will fall between the cracks - the cracks being that the new plan, which was announced with 
much fanfare, has not come in yet, and the old plan is not able to respond because it is frozen.  That would be a 
terrible pity.  I ask whether the Leader of the House will refer this matter to the Premier.  I am sure there are 
plenty of people in and around the Office of Crime Prevention, or whatever it is called, who can tell me all the 
reasons it cannot do anything at the moment because this or that has not been put in place.  However, the reason 
I want the Leader of the House to take up this matter - and I appreciate the Leader of the House’s positive prima 
facie response to this matter - is I do not want to hear that nothing can be done.  We have heard that before.  
Plenty of people can tell us those things.  I am wondering whether there is someone in that office who can 
display the same spirit that the Government is seeking to display and say, “I see what you are trying to do, and I 
appreciate the problem of the limbo that may exist, so let us get together and work out a way to make it happen.”  
That is my plea, and if the Leader of the House would take it on board, all of the people I have mentioned, and 
many more, would be very grateful. 

House adjourned at 5.59 pm 

_________ 
 


