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GRAIN MARKETING BILL 2002 
BULK HANDLING AMENDMENT BILL 2002 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 24 September. 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [12.43 pm]:  My National Party colleagues covered the issues involved in this 
Bill extremely well last night, but I want to reinforce some of those issues and summarise.  This Bill provides for 
the transfer of the ownership of the Grain Pool Pty Ltd to Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd so that the company 
will become a wholly owned subsidiary of CBH; the establishment of the Grain Licensing Authority; the grant of 
the main export licence to the Grain Pool Pty Ltd; and the process to grant special export licences.  In doing this, 
the Bill allows for the merger of CBH and the Grain Pool to proceed, which is important, and this merger has the 
support of the majority of the State’s grain growers.  I think the member for Stirling said that around 85 per cent 
of growers support it.  The Bill also retains the single desk for barley, lupins and canola, which is extremely 
important, although the single-desk status is weakened.  It also provides flexibility to respond to changes in 
wheat marketing arrangements, and generally supports the opportunity for other companies to export prescribed 
grain. 
The National Party is pleased that the legislation has finally come before the Parliament, and it has previously 
advised the minister that it will do all it can to assist the speedy passage of this legislation through the 
Parliament, subject to giving it appropriate consideration, of course.  
As has been said before, the minister gave commitments to have the legislation circulated during the winter 
recess.  However, that did not occur, and now an expectation is upon us to rush through this legislation without 
giving full and proper regard to the impact that it may have on our State’s grains industry.  I stress that point.  As 
with any important legislation, we should not have to rush this through the Parliament.  The rush to pass this 
legislation is to enable the merger of the Grain Pool of WA and CBH to occur by 1 November this year, and we 
want to try to do that if we can.  As I said, this merger has the full support of the majority of the State’s growers.  
It has been made clear to me by constituents in my region that that is how they feel.  It is seen to be in the best 
interests of the State’s grain industry to ensure that we have a strong state-based grain handler and grain 
marketer.  Both CBH and the Grain Pool have been excellent operators in their own right, and the merger will 
certainly benefit grain producers. 
At this point, I also recognise the Grain Pool from my previous role of managing country football.  The Grain 
Pool has been very supportive of country football in Western Australia.  I acknowledge that today, because 
country football plays an important part in our communities.  The Grain Pool’s support, particularly in the area 
of colts footballers, has been of great assistance.  Therefore, I thank it for that. 
The grain industry in Australia has gone through significant changes in recent years in response to deregulation 
of the domestic wheat market and of state-based single-desk marketing arrangements for other grains, except in 
Western Australia.  These changes have resulted in a growth in the number of smaller grain traders and the need 
for handlers and marketers to become more efficient in their operations to keep ahead of increased competition.  
Western Australia is one of the last States to see its grain handler and marketer merge. 
In the interests of ensuring that this legislation is passed by the House in the required time frame, the National 
Party will make some amendments and seek a number of assurances and points of clarification from the 
parliamentary secretary to determine the course of action to be taken by the National Party in the other place.  
We will also draw attention to areas of concern with the Bill, but we are prepared to give the parliamentary 
secretary the opportunity to demonstrate that the Government can deliver on industry expectations. 
I will reiterate some of the positives mentioned previously because they are important.  Obviously, one positive 
is that this Bill allows for the merger of the two bodies, CBH and the Grain Pool; and that merger has the 
majority support of the grain growers.  That is an important and positive point.  The Bill also introduces new 
grain marketing arrangements for the grain industry by establishing the Grain Licensing Authority, granting the 
main export licence to the Grain Pool Pty Ltd, and providing for the grant of special export licences.  
Importantly, the Bill retains the single-desk marketing arrangements for barley, lupins and canola, although the 
single-desk status is weakened.  The Bill provides flexibility to respond to any future change in the federal wheat 
marketing arrangements, and appears to generally support the opportunity for other companies to export 
prescribed grain. 
I will not go into detail on all the issues because they have been covered fairly well, but I want to deal with a 
couple of issues.  The first is the provision in this Bill for a weakening of the current single-desk arrangements 
for prescribed grains.  Currently, all three grains - barley, lupins and canola - are prescribed in the Act, with only 
lupins and canola able to be removed by ministerial order.  This Bill allows all three grains to be removed by 
regulation, and a new grain may be prescribed by regulation.  The Bill allows the minister, by order published in 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 25 September 2002] 

 p1574b-1580a 
Mr Terry Waldron; Mr Fran Logan; Deputy Speaker 

 [2] 

the Government Gazette, to allow the Act to expire in response to any relevant change in the Commonwealth 
Government’s wheat marketing arrangements.  We would like clarification - I reiterate this - of why the clause 
enabling the minister to cause the Act to expire is required, of whether the Government supports continuation of 
the single-desk arrangements for barley, lupins and canola, and of whether the minister has any intention of 
removing or adding a prescribed grain in the foreseeable future.  I stress that the National Party, the majority of 
constituents in my region and I are strong supporters of the single-desk marketing arrangements for barley, 
lupins and canola.   
I refer to the appointment process for the Grain Licensing Authority, which we have gone through in a fair 
amount of detail.  Clause 5 of the Grain Marketing Bill 2002 states -  

The Minister is to appoint 5 persons to be the members of a body called the Grain Licensing Authority. 
I will not go into detail, but the National Party is concerned about the definition of chairman, because it rules out 
the possibility of a grain producer chairing the authority.  The National Party is of the view that many grain 
producers or other citizens would be worthy of consideration for such a position.  We sometimes do not 
recognise that people in the community have huge skills and could fill those positions quite admirably; they 
already do so in so many other fields.  It takes me back to the move to get rid of the hospital boards to take 
pressures and responsibilities away from local people.  These local people run big businesses and are involved in 
many things.  They have the ability to handle these positions.  They also have the local and practical knowledge 
that we tend to overlook.  This issue concerning the election of the chairman should be considered.   

Two of the five members of the authority will be public servants.  The role and value of a representative from 
Treasury must be questioned, given that an officer from the Department of Agriculture will be a member of the 
authority.  Once again, I am sure that there are people with extensive financial expertise who could do the job 
and be very efficient at monitoring the financial operations of the authority.  The National Party will seek two 
amendments to this clause.   
The member for Merredin has already mentioned the issue of the quorum.  The Bill provides that a quorum for a 
meeting of the authority will be any three members.  The National Party will seek to increase that to four 
members.  This needs to be done to ensure that there is always a fair balance at any meeting of the authority.  
That leads me to the independence of the authority.  Various provisions of the Bill raise a number of questions 
about the independence of the authority and, therefore, the licensing process.  The Bill states that the Department 
of Agriculture will provide the executive officer plus other staff, services and facilities to the authority.  The 
activities of the authority are under the control of the Department of Agriculture.  The minister responsible for 
the Department of Agriculture will consider all appeals.  A representative of the Department of Agriculture will 
sit on the authority.  If this authority is to be independent, this point has not been made clear in the Bill.  The 
National Party has reservations about the ability of the authority to operate independently in the licensing 
process.  We will seek comment from the parliamentary secretary and the minister on that issue.   
I turn to the general licensing provisions.  No time lines are imposed on the authority for the application process.  
Given the need to secure markets and deliver to time, which is an important process, the authority should be 
required to adhere to a time line as far as practicable.  The National Party proposes an amendment to impose a 
30-day time frame on the assessment of applications and the provision of additional information.  We will also 
seek an amendment to ensure that the reasons for licence cancellation are clearly provided in the notice.   
The provision for appeals is also important.  All appeals are to be determined by the minister.  Once again, the 
chief executive officer of the Department of Agriculture will provide staff and resources to the authority.  The 
department will also provide an executive officer and a representative to the authority.  The CEO of the 
Department of Agriculture is also the chief adviser to the Minister for Agriculture, who is responsible for 
considering appeals under this process.  The National Party asks that the Minister for Agriculture consider 
independent advice on appeals set before him.  Independent input should always be required.   

The Bill is worded in such a way that the main export licence holder, or for that matter any other licence holder, 
cannot appeal the grant of a licence.  A case has been put forward by the Western Australian Farmers Federation 
that this clause should be amended to permit the main export licence holder to appeal decisions of the authority 
in granting special export licences.  The National Party seeks the minister’s view on this matter.  No time frame 
has been imposed on the appeals process, which is a concern.  The National Party proposes an amendment to 
provide that where it is practicable to do so, the minister must make a decision on an appeal as soon as possible, 
but no later than 30 days after an appeal has been lodged.   

The Bill contains a provision for the Act to be reviewed.  National Party members have raised a number of 
concerns about this Bill.  Some amendments to the Bill have been requested, but the predominant approach the 
National Party has taken has been to seek further clarification from the parliamentary secretary and the minister.  
Depending on the response, the National Party will pursue further amendments in the other place if necessary.  
We have adopted this approach because of the need to deal with this legislation as quickly as possible.  However, 
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we must be aware of our obligations to our constituents to ensure that this legislation is appropriate.  Members 
should bear in mind the point made by the member for Stirling that as this legislation is being rushed through, 
many grain growers have not had time to thoroughly consider the Bill or its possible ramifications.  No-one is 
exactly sure how all aspects of this legislation will operate once the Bill has been passed.  The National Party 
proposes an amendment to clause 48 to cause a review of the Act to occur within two years rather than five.  
That is not to be confused with what we were talking about before. 

Mr M.G. House:  Who’s confused?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON:  The member for Stirling looked at me, and I thought that he might have been confused.  I 
was a bit confused last night, but I sorted out that issue and now understand it.   

This amendment would give the minister the opportunity, after two years, to demonstrate that the Bill can deliver 
what industry expects.  It would also allow the minister to seek further amendments, if they were required.  That 
is a commonsense way to go.   

I will briefly summarise the issues that the National Party has raised, just in case the parliamentary secretary 
missed any of them.  The National Party has raised issues on the funding, membership and independence of the 
Grain Licensing Authority; performance measures for the main export licence holder; the lack of any time lines 
on the authority in issuing licences and the minister in determining appeals; the reasons for cancellation of 
special export licences; the ability to remove all prescribed grains by regulation; the minister’s ability to cause 
the Act to expire in response to any relevant change in the Commonwealth Government’s wheat marketing 
arrangements - that is an important point; how a premium will be calculated for the purposes of clause 31; what 
may be considered a significant impact on a premium under clause 31; whether special export licence conditions 
will contain sufficient flexibility; the level of proposed application and licence fees to be raised; whether other 
licence holders should be able to appeal the granting of a licence; the independence of the appeals process from 
the licensing process; and the general weakening of the single-desk arrangements.   

The National Party is concerned that this legislation is being rushed through the Parliament.  Many issues need to 
be resolved.  The National Party will seek amendments in this House.  However, it will primarily seek 
clarification to guide us once the Bill goes to the other place.   

I congratulate Allan Watson, a Director of Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd, and Robert Sewell, the Chairman of 
the Grain Pool of Western Australia, for their efforts.  I also congratulate all people who have been concerned in 
this merger and bringing it to this point.  Mr Watson and Mr Sewell were present last night and were 
acknowledged.  Their work has been very important.  I thank members for this opportunity to speak on the Bill.  
The National Party looks forward to further debating some of these issues with the parliamentary secretary at the 
consideration in detail stage.  

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Parliamentary Secretary) [12.59 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I like the jacket. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  As was pointed out in that interjection, my contribution to this debate will be notable not 
only for what I will say in response to the Opposition but also for the fact that I am wearing my country jacket!  

Mr B.J. Grylls:  What about the elbows?   

Several members interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  This jacket does not have patches; the elbows are worn out. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You are a blow-in. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I thank both Liberal and National Party members for their contributions on the Bill.  The 
member for Ningaloo, I think, indicated that contributions would be constructive and fair.  Judging from what 
we heard last night and this morning, members have provided very constructive contributions.  They questioned 
the effectiveness of the Bill in the administration of the Grain Pool Pty Ltd, the new entity, and the operation of 
the Grain Licensing Authority.   

On behalf of the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, I thank members of the Liberal and National 
Parties for their support in not only allowing the Bills to be introduced as quickly as possible but also agreeing to 
an urgent debate and for the Bills to be debated cognately. 

Most members raised similar issues, particularly members of the National Party.  Although I will not deal with 
each member’s individual questions, I will refer first to the questions asked by the member for Ningaloo, who is 
the lead opposition speaker on both Bills.  He asked whether Cooperative Bulk Handling could apply different 
charges between handling facilities on the coast and handling facilities inland.  The answer is, yes; CBH will 
have the capacity to apply different charges.  The member for Ningaloo asked whether CBH will have sole 
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handling rights.  CBH has not had that right since 1989.  Although, legally, it did not change until later, CBH 
lost the right in 1989 to both store the grain and handle it.  

The member for Ningaloo said that he was anxious that in the event CBH and Grain Pool refuse to negotiate 
with the Australian Wheat Board, it will take a strategic position and take 20 to 30 per cent of the market from 
the new trading entity.  He was concerned about the capacity of CBH and Grain Pool to compete effectively in 
that situation.  The Bulk Handling Amendment Bill repeals sections 6, 8 and 9 of the Bulk Handling Act to allow 
CBH to compete effectively with AWB.   

Mr R.N. Sweetman interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Clause 5 repeals sections 6, 8 and 9 of the Act to ensure that CBH can compete effectively 
with the AWB.  

The fourth question asked by the member for Ningaloo was why general licences could not be transferred.  Each 
licence application will be considered on the basis of the market concerned.  We do not want the practice of 
trading in licences to occur.  Selling grains overseas, particularly given their impact on sensitive markets, is 
completely different from the example to which the member referred of transferring licences in a normal 
commercial operation.  Licences will be considered on a case-by-case basis.  We do not want licences sold when 
farmers sell their farms, which could result in the trading of licences.  He also suggested that special licence 
holders should not be forced to pay excessive fees.  He also asked whether general licence holders would be 
expected to pay a fee.  The minister has asked me to indicate in this House that special licence fees will be 
reasonable and main licence holders will be required to pay an annual fee.  

I will respond to the member’s proposed amendments at the consideration in detail stage. 

The member for Stirling’s version of the history of the Grain Pool and why the Bills have been introduced was 
correct.  This is not a new issue.  This amalgamation legislation is preceded by a fair amount of history.  A fair 
amount of debate and voting occurred in the country among growers throughout the 1990s on whether the single 
marketing authority should continue.  We have ended up with a mixture.   

The member for Avon said that the Bill would get rid of the single-desk system.  It will get rid of the single-desk 
system as it operated in the past, but it will open up a different environment for growers who wish to specialise.  
The member for Merredin, I think, referred to young growers coming into the industry who want the capacity to 
market grains in specialised markets independently of the single-desk system.  As the member quite rightly said, 
this Bill will continue to provide the single-desk capacity for Western Australia to market canola, lupins and 
barley effectively, while providing flexibility and specialisation through special export licences.  That is 
recognised by growers as a good thing and acknowledged in the member for Merredin’s comments in this 
debate.   

The member for Stirling indicated some disappointment about the minister’s failure to circulate the Green Bill to 
growers and the speed with which this legislation was rushed into the House.  As he knows, the drafting of the 
Bills was complex.  They have been brought on with haste because pressure has been put on the minister by the 
entities and the growers, who must abide by contracts and meet deadlines.  They have asked members opposite 
and the Government to deal with these Bills speedily. 

The growers were aware of the general thrust of the Bill. 

Mr M.G. House:  Your argument does not hold much water.  I was going to suggest that you should not try to 
defend the minister.  Given your performance to date, a vacancy could be created in Cabinet, so why not throw 
the minister to the wolves and be done with it? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Stirling would know the minister did not get it all wrong; that is the reason 
the member is voting in support of the Bills.   

The issue of consultation that the member for Stirling raised has been discussed with the representatives of both 
CBH and the Grain Pool who have gone around the traps selling the idea of amalgamation.  They have assured 
me that the general thrust of the Bills and of how the new structure will emerge and the Grain Licensing 
Authority will work was known by the growers before they made their vote.  

The members for Stirling and Merredin and other members of the National Party raised the question of the 
power of the minister to deregulate and prescribe or deprescribe grains.  The process is that if the 
Commonwealth were to deregulate the Australian Wheat Board, the minister could make an order under clause 
49 of the Grain Marketing Bill stating that the Act shall expire as soon as practicable after 30 April of the 
following year.  The National Party members put the argument last night that that is an undue exercise of the 
minister’s power and can be seen as a threat, because the minister will have the power to deregulate at any time 
he likes.  I have been advised that the intent is that that be read not as a threat of the minister using his power but 
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as a protection to ensure deregulation does not occur in Western Australia before the Australian Wheat Board 
and the Commonwealth have made a decision about whether to deregulate the Australian Wheat Board.  As the 
member for Stirling pointed out a number of times last night, this appears unlikely in the near future. 

Mr M.G. House:  I understand your argument, and that is a bit of a comfort.  We may debate this at greater 
length during consideration in detail.  We are not particularly concerned that the current minister will do that.  
However, a minister in the future may seek to do that.  Some members of this House have indicated that they 
favour total deregulation.  A minister of that ilk may support deregulation without the support of the grain 
growers.  That is the danger. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I understand the concern, and that is the reason I am putting in Hansard now the intent of the 
Bill.  I think that is the type of assurance for which members opposite are looking.  

I turn now to the minister’s power to influence the Department of Agriculture.  The member for Ningaloo 
suggested that the minister will be given extensive powers under the Grain Marketing Bill and may in effect 
become the Grain Licensing Authority.  This is incorrect.  The ministerial guidelines in clause 16 are provided 
simply for the assistance of the authority and for the information of the industry and the community.  The 
ministerial guidelines cannot require the authority to act in any particular way.  This is made clear in subclause 
(3).  The authority’s duty is to act in accordance with the Act, and it is not required to follow the guidelines if 
they are inconsistent with the Act.  The power of the minister to give directions under clause 17 is a standard 
provision that is found in many Acts, and, along with the minister’s right to have access to information under 
clause 18, which is also a standard provision, is intended to facilitate ministerial accountability rather than be for 
the purposes of control.  I think that is where the difference in our reading of the Bills lies.  The minister is given 
specific power to issue or cancel a main export licence.  However, that is appropriate in view of the importance 
of this licence as the successor to the existing single desk and the need to ensure that the benefits that will be 
provided by this licence are not jeopardised.   

The members for Merredin, Northam and Wagin suggested that the authority will lack independence because it 
will be excessively influenced by the Department of Agriculture.  That is incorrect.  The provision for an 
executive officer and other resources to be provided by the department is a common provision, particularly when 
an authority is set up without the status of a body corporate.  The fact that the body is not itself a financial entity 
also explains why its financial accountability is facilitated through its activities being regarded as services of and 
as part of the operations of the department.  There is nothing sinister about that, as the member for Stirling would 
realise, having been a former Minister for Agriculture.  The provision for a government member to sit on a 
statutory authority is also common practice.  It is eminently sensible that this member be chosen from the 
Department of Agriculture.  The presence on the Grain Licensing Authority of a member from Treasury has 
caused a significant amount of concern for members opposite; I cannot understand why, given that Treasury is 
such a friendly and open department.  The reality is that the National Competition Council insisted that a 
representative of Treasury be present on the Grain Licensing Authority.  It insisted also on the independence of 
the chair.  Members opposite raised their concern that the chairperson should be a representative of or be 
selected by the growers.  The NCC pointed out to the minister that it did not consider it appropriate that the 
chairperson be a representative of or be selected by the growers when creating an independent authority to 
monitor the activities of a single selling desk for these grains.  Despite the fact that members opposite may not 
have taken the words of the minister seriously when he indicated that the National Competition Council was very 
serious about insisting that a representative of Treasury should be on the Grain Licensing Authority and that the 
authority must be seen to be independent, I assure members opposite that the National Competition Council was 
dead serious.  The threats made by the National Competition Council to the Minister for Agriculture about future 
grains funding were dead serious, and if the Government did not ensure that the process of a single selling desk 
was continued, it would have to establish a genuinely independent authority to monitor the work of the Grain 
Pool Pty Ltd.  

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  Do you know how much money that involves?  How much could the NCC hold back? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  In the region of $20 million.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is that based just on the grain industry?   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The member for Warren-Blackwood is not in his seat.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Merredin asked two specific questions.  One asked me to explain what a 
price premium is and the other asked me to explain what we meant by the words “significant effect”.  For the 
member’s benefit, clause 31(2) states -  

Before deciding whether to grant any other special export licence, the Authority is to -  
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(a) ascertain whether the main export licence holder exports prescribed grain to the 
market for which the special export licence is sought; and  

(b) if so, decide whether the price at which the main export licence holder exports that 
grain incorporates a premium resulting from the exercise by it of its market power as 
the main export licence holder.  

A number of concerns have been raised by members opposite, particularly the member for Merredin, about the 
definition of the term “premium”.  The Grain Licensing Authority will determine the precise effect of this 
provision.  Some guidance may be provided by the guidelines issued by the Minister for Agriculture, but the task 
is ultimately for the authority.  There are a number of potential ways to achieve premiums, one of which is 
through the exercise of market power; that is, by increasing average returns by restricting supply to particular 
markets.  The Grain Licensing Authority, however, will need to determine whether the main export licence 
holder achieves a premium through exercising its market power for a market before it can consider issuing a 
licence.   

In relation to the member’s question about the meaning of significant effect, clause 31(3)(b) states -  

the Authority cannot grant the special export licence if it considers that to do so would be likely to 
affect the premium to an extent that the Authority considers to be significant.  

The Grain Licensing Authority will be required to determine what is considered significant.  Again, the minister 
can provide guidelines to help in this assessment, although the decision ultimately lies with the Grain Licensing 
Authority.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Our concern - it is similar to the concern expressed by the member for Stirling - is if a very pro-
deregulation minister is the one to decide what is significant or insignificant.  It might not be happening now; but 
it might happen in the future.  It is a little grey.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is true.  However, as I indicated, although the minister can provide guidelines, the Grain 
Licensing Authority will determine what is significant.  In practice, regardless of what type of minister is at the 
helm, whether the premium is affected to a significant extent will be decided on a case-by-case basis.  It must be.  
I cannot see any other way in which it could be determined, because we are looking at a particular market and 
what will have a significant effect on that market.  The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines significant as inviting 
attention, being noteworthy or of considerable amount or effect or importance.  In the context of the grains 
industry, the Grain Licensing Authority, after determining the premium, will have to determine the extent to 
which the premium will be affected by issuing a special export licence to that market and what the short and 
long-term effects might be.  For example, the special export licence may damage the premium in the longer term 
and either reduce it altogether or close the market for WA access.  It will be decided on a case-by-case basis.   

Another issue is appeals.  Suggestions have been made that the main licence holder, or indeed another special 
licence holder, should have the right to appeal against the decision of the Grain Licensing Authority to grant a 
special export licence.  It is very unusual for a person other than the licence holder or applicant involved to be 
given a right of appeal against a licensing decision.  It is not appropriate here.  The interests of the main licence 
holder are adequately catered for in clause 31(3), which requires the authority to consult with the main licence 
holder before granting a special licence when a premium is identified and prevents the Grain Licensing 
Authority from granting a special licence if the premium would be significantly affected.  The interests of the 
main and other licence holders are also protected by clause 31(4), which requires the authority to consider the 
effect, if any, that granting a licence would have on the State’s reputation as a grain exporter and the State’s 
grain industry generally.  Having successfully lodged an application for a special licence, a special licence holder 
should not have to justify his application all over again just because another licence holder lodges an appeal.  We 
believe that all the factors in determining the granting of a special export licence and its effect on the main 
licence holder have been taken into account by virtue of clause 31(3) and (4).   

I turn now to the time frames.  No time frame for appeals has been set.  I was asked why the minister has not 
been set a time frame in which to consider appeals.  The Government believes that the minister should not be 
restricted by a time frame.  The minister should have the capacity to investigate all the consequences of an 
appeal.  I know the member will put forward an amendment to that end.  We will oppose that amendment, 
because we do not believe the minister should be constrained by a time frame.  The minister may wish to take 
longer to determine a matter.  I think the member’s proposal is for 30 days in which the minister can deal with an 
appeal.  Situations may arise in which the minister needs to take longer to take all the facts into account before 
he makes a determination.  Obviously the member will raise his concerns during the consideration in detail stage.   

I have dealt with most of the issues raised by members opposite.  It is appropriate that we move to the 
consideration in detail stage so that we can speed up the passage of these Bills.  The assurances that both the 
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National Party and Liberal Party sought from the Government about the creation of these two Bills have been 
provided in the second reading stage, particularly for some of the key issues raised by the member for Merredin.  
I am willing to provide during the consideration in detail stage any further advice that is required.  Once again I 
thank members opposite for their contributions to the debate.  I commend the Bills to the House.   

Question put and passed.   

Bill (Grain Marketing Bill 2002) read a second time.   
 


