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still. I leave the question in that way to
the House.

Mz. HASTIE : By way of explanation,
allow me to say that my estimate was
based upon the declaration that from the
earliest time up to the present the total
- amount of gold produced by the Pilbarra
district—that is Pilbarra and BMarble Bar
—including alluvial and quartz, was
$7,7000zs, 1 was assured by themember
for Pilbarra that for four years there
were no statistics, and I doubled that
amount and allowed 200,0000zs. of gold
a8 being produced. I was farther forti-
fied by the fact that perbaps some of the
greatest alluvial fields have been in
Kanowna, and I do not know thatanyone
declared there were from 200,0000z8. to
250,0000zs. obtained from there. I feel
absolutely certain that I was very liberal
in my estimate as to the gold got from
the Pilbarra field. I was backed up by
statistics in every possible way.

Amendment (Mr. Illingworth’s) put
and negatived.

Main question put, and a division
taken with the followmg resuls :—

Ayes . 1
Noes .. 4

Majority for ... .. 14

AYES,

Mr. Atkinan
ﬁ:. gimnond
E. Grogory
Mr, Hayward
My. Holmes
Mr. Isdell
Mr. Jamey
e o

orgnng
Mr. Nanson
Mr. Piesse
Mr. Pigott
Mr.
Mr. n
Mr. Yelverton
Mr. Higham (Teller).

Question thus passed.

!\{r Hagtie
Mr. Jilingworth
Mr. Taylor (Tellor).

ADJOURNMENT.

Tee PREMIER moved that the
House at its rising do adjourn until
Tuesday next. This would give members
an opportunity of going to the York
Show. He had heard complaints that
members were anxious to visit various
country districts, but that owing to their
Parliamentary duties they were unable
to do so. He hoped they would seize

this opportunity. There would be a ’

special train on Thursday morning.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Land Pyrchases.

Question passed, and the House ad-
journed accordingly at 12 minutes past
10 o’clock, until the next Tuesday.,

Legislatibe Assembly,
Puesday, 20th October, 1903.
PagE
Questions : Land Purchnsesat Rocky Ba.y. Govem
Lmt?;e?)tem‘::f.&dvml }acrr
Public Service Commission, Ropo yri ... . 1607
Land Sules, Auction System, Mount, Erin 1607

« Rabbit- ?root Fencing
Motion: Hilla for Public Bodxes \tandmg Order... 1607
Bill: Mining, in Committee reswmed, Clnuaes 93
to 114, progress ... ... , 1608

Tae SPEAKER took the Chair at
4-30 o’clock, p.m.

PravERS.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the MiwisTer For MINES: I,
Cyanide Plants erected in connection
with building of State Batteries, moved
for by Mr. Holman. 2z, Report on the
Condition of Government Railways.

By the TrEssurer: 1, Amounts re-
ceived for sale of lands by Midland Rail-
way Company to secure debentures
guaranteed by Government, moved for
by Dr. O'Cennor.

Ordered, to lie on the table.

QUESTION — LAND PURCHASES AT
ROCKY BAY, GOVERNMENT INTEN-
TIONS,

Me. MORAN asked the Minister for
Works: 1, What was the total cost of
the Rocky Bay land resumption, com-
monly knowu as the secret purchase. 2,
‘What return was obtained during last
financial year from the outlay. 3, What
it is proposed to do with the land. 4,
‘What works were in contemplation when
the land was resumed. 5, What was the
estimate of approximate cost.

Tere PREMIER, for the Minister for
Works, replied : 1, £49,828 12s. 2d. 2,



Questions.

From November 25th, 1902, to 30th June,
1903, £400 16s. 4d. 3, Depends upen
future developments and decision re site
of dock, bridges over Swan river, and
railway route. 4, The possibility of fature
deviation of the railway. 5, It was esti-
mated to cost about £50,000.

QUESTION—LANDS DEPARTMENT,
ADVERTISING.

Me. TAYLOR, for Mr. Daglish, asked
the Minister for Lands: 1. Whether the
Lands Department is advertising in any
of the papers of the Eastern States. ez,
If eo, in what papers, and to what ex-
tent in each.

Tae MINISTER FOR LANDS re-
plied: 1, Btanding advertisements are
not being entered into. 2, Advertise-
ments are being occasionally inserted in
- the best journals, viz., Australasian,
Town and Country, Weekly Times, Bulletin,
Observer, and others.

QUESTION—PUBLIC SERVICE COMMIS-
SION REPORTS,

Mz. WALLACE asked the Premier:
i, Whether it is intended that this
Parliament shall have an opportunity of
congidering the reports of the Royal
Commission on the Public Service. 2z,
‘Whether he does not consider it prudent
to ask the Commission to close their
examinations forthwith.

Tz PREMIER replied: 1, The
reports have been before Parliament,
and will no doubt be availed of by
members in discussing the Estimuates.
2, The Commission will conclude its work
by the end of November.

QUESTION—LAND SALES BY AUCTION,
MOUNT ERIN.

Me. WALLACE asked the Minister
for Lande: r, Whether it is true that he
intends dispesing of the Mount. Erin land
by public auction. z, If sn, whether he
is aware that this system is against the
best interests of close settlement. 3,
Whether he will consider the guestion of
a more equitable system of allotting land
applied for by more than one applicant.

Tue MINISTER FOR LANDS
replied: 1, No. Sucha course was never
contemplated. 2, Answered by No. L.
3, This bas been alveady considered, and
the system chosen is deemed to be the
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best in the interests of the settler and
the State.

QUESTION—RABBIT-PROOF FENCING.

Mr. WALLACE asked the Minister
for Lands : Whether he will lay on the
table of the House a map showing the
route and length of rabbit-proof fencing
erected to date; together with plan or
description of fence and cost per mile. .

Tee MINISTER FOR LANDS
replied: Yes. Imstructions have been
issued for the preparation of & plan.

COMPANIES DUTY BILL (RENEWAL).

Introduced by the Cononrar TrEa-
BURER, and read a first time.

MOTION—BILLS FOR PUBLIC .BODIE.S,
STANDING ORDER.

Tae PREMIER (Hon. Walter James)
moved :—

That Joint Standing Order No, 30, relating
to Private Bills, he amended by adding thereto
the following words:—“Provided that this
Standing Oxder shall not apply to any Bill
promoted by a municipality or roads board.”
Standing Ovder No. 30 of the Joint
Standing Orders dealt with what had to
be done by a promoter when he came to
the House with a scheme by way of
private Bill; and by way of guarantee of
good faith the order provided that “a
sum of not less than two per cent. on the
amount of the estimate of expense shall,
seven days at least previous to the first
reading of the Bill, be deposited.” This
was a perfectly wise provision in relation
to the ordinary private promoter; but it
might work a harshness if applied to
private Bille promoted by local bodies such
as municipalities and roads boards. There
was, apart from that aspect, the farther
objectton that municipalities or roads
boards had some legal difficulty in find.
ing the necessary woney to pay by way of
deposit for that purpose. If they were
simply to use their ordinary funds, that
might cripple their ordinary current
expenditure whilst the Bill was being
dealt with; whereas unless they wused
their ordinary revenue—and he believed
it would be held they had power to
do this-—they would have to borrow the
money by way of loan, and he did not
think they bad any power to do so.
There was that legal difficulty, but apuxt
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from it, the House would agree with him,
he thought, that this provision should
not apply to Bills promoted by munici-
palities or roads boards, because they
were promoted by local suthorities re-
speustble to local ratepayers, and in the
great majority of cases, if notin all, there
would have been a public discussion and
either a direct or indirect indorsement
by the ratepayers of the action taken by
the local council or board. Therefore
he proposed this necessary proviso, the
effect of which would be that, where a
private Bill was promoted by a munici-
pality or roads board, there would be no
need for that body to pay the two per
cent. at present required by Standing
Order 30.

Question put and passed.

On farther motion by the PREMIER,
resolution transmitted to the Legislative
Council for eoncurrence.

MINING BILL.
IN COMMITTEE.

Resumed from 13th October.

Me. HagpeRr in the Chair; the Mix-
ISTER FOR MINES in charge of the Bill.

Clause 93—Ezxemption as of right
(cousideration of clanse resumed):

Mr. HASTIE (who had previously
moved that the clause be struck ont):
The question really was whether we
should introduce into this measure an
innovation hitherto quite unknown in
Australasia. [The MinisTexr: No.] QOut-
side Tasmania. He wished to again re-
mind members that the goldfields were
kept alive very largely by reason of the
fact that people were compelled to work
these areas; but we were assured by the
Minister during the second-reading debate
that no case of great hardship had been
proved by holders of leases in this BState.
Everywhere if a man had a good reason
for not working his ground, he received
ample consideration from the warden and
the Minister; and until the present
method of obtaining exemption could be
proved inadequate, there was no reason
for the proposed innovation. The Minis-
ter maintained that the clause would
restore confidence anong British inves-
tors, apparently because many company
promoters had been telling them -tall
stories of the law and its administration
in Western Australia, such stories being
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told to hide the promoters’ own faults
and defects, and to explain why they had -
not kept their promises; hence some
people in London thought our mining
investments risky, But surely the
Minister’s second-reading speech answered
that argument. The clanse wight restore
confidence in a few people; but it could
not be fairly used as intended. Mine-
owners applying for exemption could
always get witnesses to exaggerate tenfold
the work actually done. True, all appli-
cations must be made in open court; but
neither warden nor Minister had discre-
tionary power, and applicants had a
statutory right to exemption. In such
cases ining men knew that it would be
impossible to get at the truth. When a
large property was -taken up, not for
immediate working but for flotation, the
promoters were anxious to have the power .
to suspend operations for as long as
possible, lest the fulsity of their represen-
tations should be apparent. The member
for Coolgardie (Mr. Morgans), now un-
fortunately absent, said that Vietoria
proposed to give practically the freehold
of mining ground. That was quite
credible; and the principal object was to
enable people to float “wild cats” in
London. No one either here or in Vic-
toria believed that the country benefited
by ground remaining idle. All must
admit that a gold-mine should be worked ;
and . to prevent anyone from holding
ground without working it the Committee
should strike out the clause.

M. TAYLOR: Clause 91 made
ample provision for exemption. The
Minister had said that by Clause 93 lease-
holders could demand exemption as a
right, on their doing 4 certain amount of
work. Tf they worked the leage for nine
months they could have three months’
exemption ; if they spent £1,500, they
could have six months ; and if they spent
£3,000, 12 montks. Such a provision
would injure the outlying mining centres.
It would be easy for many companies to
gshow that they had spent the sams
required. That such a disastrous clause
should be discussed in a thin House was
regrettable. The goldfields members
were unanimously opposed fo it; and
members who did not understand the
subjeet should support the opinion uf the
goldfields by striking out the clause on
division.
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Me. TLLINGWORTH wished to im-
press on the Minister the desirableness :
of deleting the cluuge, to which the gold-
fields as a whole were strongly opposed.
A gold-mining company had an exclusive
right to extract gold from a 24 or a48.
acre lease; and the Bill allowed an
amalgamation up to 96 acres, which area
might contain gold to the value of a
million pounds or more, though the State
had no interest in that gold beyond the
dividend duty and the employment of
people. A district opened up by a
mining company attracted a large nomber
of people, many homes being built and a
settlement created.  Suddenly, for some
reason the mine-owners might apply for
exemption, and under the c¢lause they
could get it by right. At present other
things bad to be considered. Hundreds
of men would be thrown out of employ-
ment, and would have to leave the district
or wait about until the mine resumed.

Tee MivisTER: What about the
owners of the mine ?

Mr. ILLINGWORTH: They were
well able to take care of themselves in
most cases. If there was a time of
pressure, the conditions of the Mining
Act were not so onerous on the company
os to hurt them, A very small sum of
money could be expended to comply with
the labour conditions.

Tar Minrsrer: That disposed of the
hon, member's argument.

Me. ILLINGWORTH: If a wmine
reduced its employment to the actunal
number of persons required by the Act,
the effect on the district still existed;
but if a mine was compelled to keep on
working, it would work with more men
than would be required by the labour
conditions, and would work with men np
to a paying state. The effect of the
clause would be apparent in many ways.
On the Murchison, exemption had not
only affected the people, but townships .
had been destroyed. A company got
ground and, as a rule, allowed no one else
to work it. The present prosperity of
the Murchison district was due to the
fact that at last, after long exemptions,
the minez bhad fallen into the hands of
those whe were able and willing to
work them, and mines condemned by
some English companies had proved to .
be good mines when placed in the
hands of local people, who worked them |
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to the advantage of the State, of the
district, and of the people themselves.
The innovation in Clause 93 would be
looked upon with a great deal of suspicion
The Government
should not press it, because it would give
great dissatisfaction, and would do no
possible good.

Ter MINISTER FOR MINES: The
merits and demerits of the clause had
been argued sufficiently fong. Its dis-
cussion had already occupied two hours,
though it was a very simple clause, and
eusily understood. The Bill had been
before the public for two months, and to
the present moment there had not been
one tittle of adverse criticism in the Press
of the State.

Mr. Tavror: Did the Minister take
his politics from the Press P

TueMINISTERFOR MINES watched
the Press very closely, and very often got
good ideas. The clause which gave a

- right to exemption should appeal to the

member for Kanowna (Mr. Hastie), who
ought rather to move to strike out Clause
9], so as to avoid in the future any
wistakes on the part of wardens. It was
because one could not be quite satisfied
there would be sufficient protection in
Clauze 93 that Clanse 91 had been re-
tained, so that it might remain in force
until we could observe how the new
clanse worked. In future, Clause 91
should almost be inoperative. If be (the
Minister) controlled the Mines Depart-
ment when the Bill came into force, he
would take good care that exemptions
would be rarely granted under Clause 91.
Acts were easily amended, and care would
e taken that the regulations compelled
the Minister to show every year what
exemptions had been granted. There
was nothing in the Act to compel him to
do 8o now, but it was his desire to give
to members all possible information
on this sunhject. The member for
Kanowna claimed that he (the Minister)
had said no great hardships had been
done to any company ; but one's desire
was, by the clairse, to get away from the
possibility of any hardship being inflicted.
The Lake Way Goldfields Company bhad
recently had six months’ exemption, but
baving no funds to carry on farther had
asked for an extra two months, which
the warden had refused. He (the
Miuister), however, had granted it on
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condition that the company sent £15,000 | £120,000 on their

to the State to resume work. He con-
sidered the company should have the
extra exemption in consideration of the
sum of £120,000 having been spent on
their property. The member for Mount
Margaret (Mr. Taylor) and the member
for North Murchison (Mr. Holman) had
approached him and asked him not to
grant the farther exemption, pointing out
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property to get

, exemption? It was said by the member

. for Kanowna that leaseholdars would tell

the complaints made by the people of

Wiluna that they were being ruined
through the properties being shut down ;
but if the estra exemption had been
refused, the action would have done
more to condemn the State than any-
thing else. The two hon. members had
been fairly satisfied when the position
was explained to them. The insertion of
the clause in the Bill was a desire to get
away from the principle or system of
favouritism. A man would be required
to do a certain amount of work on his
property, and then would have the right
to demand exemption; but the clause was
80 hedged in with the rights of tribute
that no lands could be locked up. Such
care had been taken in the wording of
the clause that, if a mine did close down
in a case where it should be worked,
tribute agreements would come in and
engble the men to obtain work. The
member for Kanowna said that the clause
would help promoters of leases.

Mr. IrringworTE: Promoters might
put all their money into machinery.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: If
they did it might be a blunder. Tt

all sorts of fairy tales, and that it would
ba impossible to get the truth. People
on the goldfields should not be maligned
in that manner. All these cases would be
heard in open court, and the evidence
would be taken down. If false evidence
was given there was the penalty of a fine
of £100 and the forfeiture of a lease.

Me. Hasmie: No one had been fined
yet.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: The
member for Cue had stated thit many
members were afraid that if this clause
were passed and any labour trouble
ensued, the mining companies would take
a.dva.nta.ge of this and close down, thus
doing an injury to the working men
as well as to all the goldfields towns.
But the hon. member proved the fallacy
of his own statement when he said that
to comply with the labour conditions it
only required to keep a few men working
on 4 lease. Many statements had been
made as to the long exemption which had
been granted, and he had asked the
members who had mude them to go to
the Mines office and inquire, when those
members bad found that the matter had
been misrepresented to them. It would
be remembered that the Standard Explor-
ation Company went into liquidation and
an injunction was granted by the Court.

' He {the Minister) stepped in and stated

stood to reason that no person would put -

machinery up and go o a large expendi-
ture unless it was with a view fo crushing
ore. One knew that machinery had been

gent out to the State simply with a view

te gulling the public; but we were not to
make laws for things of that sort, for it
would be absolutely impossible. Was a
man going to spend thousands of pounds
in machinery just to put it on a mine ?
Mz. Hastie: Dozens of people did if.
Tue MINISTER FOR MINES: One
could not understand any person spend-
ing a large amount of money in putting
machinery on a lease in order to obtain

exemption,

Mg. Dranonp: What about the Black
Flag P

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES:

Would the owners of that mine have spent

that, unless the company sold the property
at once or complied with the labour
covenants, he would enforce the labour
conditions. - That was rather a strong
ogition for him to take np, but hethought
e wag justified in that action, and he
compelled the properties to be worked by
taking the action which he did. He
wished people who invested their money
in the State, and those who used their
labour, to know that after they had spent
a certain amount of money they could
get exemption if they wanted it. As
showing that less exemption had been
granted during the last four years, the
amount received by the Mines Depart-
ment during that term was 50 per cent.
less than four years ago; there had been
a considerable reduction year by year.
Greuter care was being taken now in
granting exemption than in the past. It
was a fallacy to think that labour would



Mining Bill ;

be thrown on the market by the passing of
theclause. At the present time the same
powers which the clause would give
were held by the large companies. Take,
for instance, the Ivanhoe, which had a
lease of 18 acres. There were 400 men
employed on that mine, and if the com-
pany desired to do an injury to the
working men by knocking off their
work, all they need do was to employ
three men at boma fide mining on the
lease. Therefore it was absurd to say
that if this clause was passed it would
place a big power in the hands of large
companies. If the cluuse was passed no
greater power was placed in the hands of
large companies than they held at the

regent time, for the labour covenants

id not affect the big companies in the
slightest degree. There were a certain
number of leases under exemption
always, and a certain wumber of leases
were abandoned every year, but at the
present moment there were over three
men—he was not certain of this fact, but
it was contsined in the mines report—
employed on every acre held in Western
Australia, which showed that unless
there was a desire to injure the strug-
gling leaseholder, we could easily increase
the labour covenants without interfering
with the ordinary companies. We wust
consider the injury that would be done
to people who started in business along-
side the mines and the men who looked
for work and built homes. At the same
time we must consider the companies,
who had to comply with the labour cove-
nants. We had to consider the people
who had put their money into the mines
as well as those who lived alongside.
Members ought to be pleased that pro-
vigion was to be mude so that a man
could demand his exemption, and nof
have to go cap-in-hand and apply for it.
On making his first speech in the House
he had said that he believed in the right
of a person to demand exemption, for he
knew of many instances in the old days
in which one section of the community
got everything they desired, while those
who had done all the work got nothing. By
the clauze & man who put in eight months’
bona jfide mining work received four
months' exemption ; the working man who
had done nine months’ work on a lease
could get three months’ exemption; the
capitalist who had spent £1,500 on a
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property exclusive of the gold he had
wou could demand six months' exemption;
and if a company had spent £3,000
independent of the gold won from the
mine, that company could demand
12 months’ exemption, and at the same
time the ground bad to be open to
tribute. The ground could not he closed
go that no man could work, If the
working men thought there was gold on
the lease, and desired to work it, then
they could obtain tribute other than in
the main workings of the mine. The
member for Cue said this was an innova-
tion unknown in Australia, although it
was known in Taswmania. This pro-
viston had been working in Tasmania,
and from what he could learn from the
mining journals it had given consider-
able satisfaction. The law in Tasmania
did not provide for only 12 months’
exemption, but exemption was allowed
up to three years. He was not aware
that wmining in Tasmania was worse
to-day than it was three vears ago, but
he thought a great deal more attention
was being shown in mining development
in Taswania at the present time than
was shown three years ago. In Victoria,
owing he presumed te the way the
wining industry had been decaying,
the Government were brioging in a new
Bill which gave the same power that
miners had in Tasmania. A company,
after spending a certain amount of
money, got exemption up to three years.
If the Parlinment of Victoria did not
think that by the insertion of such a
clause capital would be invested in their
mines, and thus increase ithe mineral
production of Victoria, there would not
be any chance of such legislation being
brought forward, because Victoria was
not in a very bright condition at the
present time and the Parliament would
not indorge such & clause unless it was
felt that the provision would encourage
the development of mining in Victoria.

Mgz. Hastie: Had the Vietorian Par-
liament passed the Biil ?

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: No;
it had not passed the second reading yet.
He had only read the criticism on the
Bill itself. The Victorian Government
would look very carefully into the clause
and consider whether it would be for the
material welfare of Victoria, before they
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brought forward such a proposal. Tt
could not be that there was any desire to
et back the mining industry in Victoria,
for no industry had been assisted to such
an extent as the mining industry had
there, where a million pounds had been
spent in trying to foster the industry in
every possible way. Now a provision
was being brought forward to emable
any leaseholder, after the expenditure of
& certaiu sum of money, to demand up to
three years’ exemption. None of the
States had a clause similar to the one
before this House in regard to tribute.
He had explained to members the con-
ditions he proposed when allowing con-
centration, that it wonld be 10 per cent.
on the old workings and two and a-half
per cent. on virgin ground ; and he hoped

the same conditions would be made in.

the regulations as applying in regard to
concentration. He hoped the clause
would be passed, for he looked on it as
being the best provision in the Bill,
and the one that was going to give
security to a man who, after be had
speut a certain amount of money, should
have breathing time to get more money
to put into the venture. It was going to
tell the small leaseholder, the man whom
he (the Minister) had always helped
since he had been here, that after he had
put a certain amount of work imto a
mrine he could go into Court and demand
exemption to enable him to retain his
property. We were doing all we could
to induce the farmer to settle upon the
land, and we wanted to get the miners
in the same position as the miners in
Victoria were 20 or 30 years ago. We
desired our mines to be worked by Aus-
tralian miners, and we were doing a good
deal by our systeir of batteries. By
Subclauses 1 and 2 we were giving the
working miner a sense of security. We
were letting him know that if, after doing
bona fide work uwpon his lesse for a cer-
tain number of months, his resources
gave out, he could demand exemption
aud go to work for four months and earn
money to enable him to go on with the
development of his leage, Since being
in office he (the Minister) had, he sup-
posed, bad huondreds of letters from
workers in which they asked for four
up to six months’ exemption so that
they couid go and obtain work to enable
them to go back to their properties.
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Me. Hastie: They always got such
exemption, it the applications were
genuine.

Tur MINISTER FOR MINES: One
did not say that they always gotit. A
record was kept, and if the department
thought that upplicants were getting too
much, what was asked for was not
granted. Members must remember that
it depended so much upoo the eaprice of
the Minister. Sometimes a Minister
might go into the office with a particu-
larly bad head. Hedid not think that if
papers for exemption had come before
him the day after his Bill was counted
out, the applicants would have been
treated too generously. One case came
before him that morning in which there
was a recommendation for an inerease of
salary, and there was a prompt refusal.
He was not in the best of humours on -
that occasion. He just wanted to point
this out to show that so much depended
upoen the caprice of the Minister, who
one day might say “I will grant
exemption, and be quite pleased to,” and
then he might be drawn over the coals for
granting too much exemption, snd might
sit down and say he would not grant
exemptions for some time. That was not
a, fair position to put the leaseholder in,
If we passed such a clause as this, we
told people what they had a right to
expect. The clause had received lengthy
consideration, and if passed it would be
found to be one of the very best in the
Bill. It would not affect the working
miner in the slightest degree in the direc-
tion of enabling a company to throw men
out of employment, because companies
could do that to a verv limited extent at
the present time, Labour covenants did
not impose any degree of bardship upon
large coumpanies. Large companies in
nearly every case employed a good deul
more labour than was insisted upen by
the labour covenants ; in some cases 50 per
cent. more, and in the case of one or two
companies above 100 per cent. more. He
hoped the Committee would give these
clauses favourable consideration and pass
them with the exception of the few
small amendments he desired to move,
He now sugpgested that the Committee
should deal with his amendments. If the
division were taken on his first amend-
ment, that would be dealing with the
whole clause; and the reason for this
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course was that when the clause had been
amended, redrafted, and recommitted,
then if any parts were not exactly as the
Committee desired, the clause could be
farther amended.

Tae CeareMan: It had twice been
ruled by him that it was impossible to
strike the clause out, and a member could
only move to amend.,

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES
moved :

That after the word “held,” in line 4 of

Subelause 3, the words “under a gold-mining
lease or for every 48 acres held under a
mineral lease,” be inserted.
It bad been his intention to add the
words “ or for every 320 acres held under
& coal-mining lease,” but he did not now
. desire to insert those words because the
member who represented the owners of
coal-mining leases, the representative of
the coal industry who also represented
the working miners at that place, had
said he did not think it desirable that
this clause should apply to the coal-
. mining industry.

Mr. Tavror: The same argument
applied with regard to gold-mines.

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES:
Nothing of the kind had been heard by
bim from owpers of gold-mining leases
or mineral leases, and he certainly was
not going to take the hon. member (Mr.
Taylor) as aun authority in vegard to
prospectors and swmall leaseholders. He
saw nothing on the point in the gold-
fields Press. ‘

Mr. IrLiveworTH: Did not the gold-
mining members represent the gold-
mining districts ?

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: To
a very great extent. He had been told
that thia clause met with the approval of
the Miners’ Association and the Chamber
of Mines.

Mz. Bara: No.

Mg. Tavror: It had not met with the
approval of the Miners’ Association.
The workers did not approve.

Tue MINISTER FOR MINES: The
Press on the pgoldfields had not objected
to the clause, nor said anything in its
favour. He had not seen in any gold-
fields paper a criticism with regard to
it, and he had watched carefully to see if
there were any criticisms.

Mgz. Baru: The goldfields papers did
not know anything about it.
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Mz. Tromas: They ought, by this
time.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: Ap-
parently this clause should apply to coal-
mining leases; but of course under
Clause 95 there was a special provision
dealing with coal-mining leases, which
gave the right to grant special licenses.
When we got to that clause he would
explain why we desired such a clause as
that dealing with coal-mining leases,
which to a great exient did away with
the necessity of this clavse applying to
the coal-mining industry. Clause 95
enabled the Minister to grant a special
lease, and that special lease enabled one
to say that—according to the report of
the inspector of mines for the district,
who would make a recommendation—
upon, say, & certain property 200 men,
or on another 90, 80, or 20, were allowed
to be employed, and by that means pro-
tection was given to the coal-ownera.
Clause 95 being in the Bill made it not
so imperative that these conditions should
apply to coal-mining as to gold and
mineral leases. If the amendment were
carried, the condition would apply to 48
acres taken up as & mineral lease, in the
same semse as it would to every 24
acres held under a gold-mining lease.

Mz. HASTIE : This was a very un-
satisfactory way of discussing the clanse,
for we ought to, if possible, decide whether
there should be & clause of this kind or
not. One of the great objections to the
proposition of the Minister was that it
depended very largely on what this
money was to be expended upon. For
instance, in the following line tn that
which the Minister mentioned it was
stated that the money might be expended
upon machinery. That was the most
important question of the whole lot.
There had been a practice by people in
this State to beg, borrow, or buy
machinery and puot it on a lease, and,
after that machinery had been on the
lease for some time, to take it away.
For instance, there was the notorious
case of the Southern Associated in which
people spent £2,000 or £3,000 on
machinery, putting it down first on one
lease and then on another, and then
selling 1t to someone else. Probably the
same thing could be said about the Lake
Way, which was perhaps the most
notorious cage in Australia of getting
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money under exaggerated misrepresenta-
tions. These people were told that there
ware three or four hundred acres with
nothing less than two-ounce stone. Such
an extraordinary report went out that the
directors bought up all. the machinery
they could in London and sent it out.

Mr. THOMAs: Rot!

Mgz. Tavror: It was absolutely cor-
rect.

Mz, HASTIE: The member for
Coolgardie said it was probably worth
£20,000. It appeared that not a shaft
on that property was vet sunk 100 feet.

Tug MinsTer : That was incorrect.

M=e. HASTIE : There was little work
done—practically none considering that
the property comprised between 300 and

0 acres.
needed for well-meaning people who
would work their properties, or for
dividend-paying mines. By citing such
properties the Minister drew a herring
across the trail. A law against stealing
wag not intended for the homest man, but
for the other fellow, aguinst whom the
mines should be protected, for he had
ruined many districts by closing down
mines at pleasure. Such wen did not
deserve consideration, yet it was given
them because they had both inside and
outside the House some very eloguent
apolegists, [Mr. TromMas: Who?] The
member for Dundas was not outside his
mind when that last statement was made.

Mr. Tuowmas said he would reply
directly.

Mr. HASTIE: To the awendment
there could be no objection if machinery
were excluded from its scope ; and if the
amendment passged, the minimum sums to
be expended must be increased. That
£1,500 should entitle a lessee to close
down entirely was nonsensical  The
majority of applicants would have large
leases, and not 24-acre leases, as some
might imagine. Machinery worth per-
haps £1,000 would be put om a lease,
exemption obtained, the machinery carted
to the next lease, exemption obtained
there, and so on; thus securing more
exemption than the existing law allowed,
though that was quite sufficient. Could
we mnot first consider whether wmoney
spent on machinery should count? To
test the case, would the Minister with-
draw his awendment and allow an
amendment that all the words =after
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“ lessee,” at the begioning of the clause,
be struck out ?

TuE CHAIRMAN:
we could not go back.

Tar MINISTER FOR MINES: The
amendment would not effect the hon.
member's wish to alter the clause to ex-
¢lude machinery.

Mr. Hastre: If the clause were sub-
sequently struck out, this discussion
would be wasted.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES : Then
divide on this amendment, and another

If that were done,

. amendment could be moved.

Mg. HasTie: On such division the
Noes would be held io vote against the
clause.

Mgr. TAYLOR : The Minister's argu-
ment showed why the clanse should be .
struck out. An expenditure of £1,500
warranted 12 months' exemption. [Tae
Mrrmsrer For Mines: No] Well, it
warranted six months. [f expenditure
on machinery were included, machinery
could be shifted from lease to leage. On
one property practically £100,000 had
}Je;n expended before location of reef or
ode,

Mr. THoMas: Should not machinery
count aglabour ?

Mg. TAYLOR : In that particular case
it should not; for a company could then
dump £1,500 worth of machinery on a
24-acre lease, and for speculative pur-
poses demand six months’ exemption, or
for £3,000 worth 12 months’ exemption,
without breaking the earth’s surface.
This provision was only to help the
promoter and the boodler. As the
Minister said, wardens had in the past
been more thun liberal in granting
exemptions, and the people had pro-
tested against being thrown out of
work; but by the clanse a company
need not put a pick in the grouad,
but could hold the property for specula-
tive purpuses, perhaps gulling the British
public with the statement frequently
made that tbey had struck the Boulder
line of reef. Last Wednesday the member
for the South-West Mining district (Mr.
Ewing), when he found that the clause
would apply to coal us well as gold, said
he would oppose it. The Minister
replied that it was intended to apply 1o
coal. The Minister had since backed
down, evidently after a conference ; hence
no more was heard from the hon. member
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(Mr. Ewing).
concession  for
support P

Tae MinisTER: That statement should
be withdrawn, as it was absolutely un-
true.

Tee Caareman: The hon. member
(Mr. Taylor) bad no right to impute
improper motives.

Mg. TAYLOR : The statements made
The hon. member in question
was not opposing the clause, for he had
not spoken. ,

Mgr. Ewing: There had not been a
chance to speak.

Mg, TAYLOR: If the clause should
not apply fo coal, neither should it to
gold. How pitiable that the statements
of gold-mining members carried no
weight as compared with those of a
member representing coal-mining. Pre-
sumably thevalue of & statement depended
on the support which the member making
it gave the Government. Particularly to
people living in amall, out-back centres
would this right to demand exemption be
detrimental. In such a town, where
there was only one mine employing 50 to
200 men, there must be £1,500 worth of
machinery on the mine before develop-
ment was possible. Heavy water would
involve a larger expenditure; and by
the clause such a property could close
down, throw out the workmen, and ruin
business people.

Mz. EWING said he had fully
intended to speak on this clause; hence
it was unnecessary for the last speaker to
impute improper motives for silence. Tt
was evident that the Minister was con-
vinced by the argument that the coal-
mining industry was in a position totally
different from that of gold - mining;
because it had been explained many times
that all an owner hadtodo, afterexpending
a large amount of money on his property,
was to reduce his hands, by which process
he ¢could retain his lease, only keeping on
the required number of men to look after
his machinery. The member for Mt.
Margaret had no right to state that he
{Mr. Ewing) was going fo record his
vote in favour of any portion of the
clause. So far as coal was concerned the
Minister had made ample provision
outside the clause for that industry; and
the minimum nomber of men required
on a lease ab Collie would be 200 to 250,
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Was this amendment a | so that there was no parallel hetween
two years' political | the coal-mining and the gold-mining

industry. He (Mr. Ewing) opposed the
clanse so far as coal-mining was con-
cerned, becanse he did not think it was
necessary, and because he thought the
Minister should have the final decision
in regard to exemptions, Parliament
having the right later on, if the Minister
did not faithfully carry out his duties, to
record its vote against him. The member
for Mt. Margaret in the future should
restrain himeelf from imputing tnotives
to anyone.

Me. FERGUSON: The members for
Kanowna and Mt. Margaret agreed in
saying thata mining company would put
£1,500 worth of machinery on a 24-acre
lease, get exemption, and then remove the
machinery to another lease and get
exemption on it.

Tae Minmsrer: That could not be
the case, for the clause had not been in
existence before.

Me. TAYLOR: By dumping down
£1,500 worth of machinery a company
could get six months' exemption, and
by dumping down £3,000 worth of
machinery could get twelve months’
exemption without putting a pick in the
ground. 'That would be for only one 24
acres. At the end of ihe 12 monihs, if
they started to work the property they
could remove the machinery and put 1t
on another lease and dewand exemption.
There was nothing in the Bill to prevent
it.

Tue MINISTER FOR MINES:
What the hon. member said was absurd.
It was not unusual on the hon. member’s
part to misrepresent things as he had
done in this case. The hon. member said
that the company could get 12 months’
exemption. If he had read the Bill he
had not understood the clause, or was
trying to misrepresent things. There
had been no argument on the sub-
clauses, the whole object of certain
members being to strike out the clause.
Members should understand the position
that after the expenditure of a cer-
tain amount of labour or a certain
amount of money, leaseholders had the
power to get exemption according to the
subclauses. The company owning 96
acrea would have to expend £6,000to get
5ix months' exemption, It wasabsurd to
induce the House to think that people
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were going to put machinery on a
property with a view to getting exemp-
tion, or that a leaseholder was going to
throw away £1,500 in buying machinery
unless it was for mining development.
Mining machinery was bound to deterio-
rate in value if left lying idle and
exposed. Therefore the first object of a
leaseholder was to get a return from his
mine as speedily as possible, and not to
let the machinery rot. Membhers who
had not a thorough knowledge of the
clauses should take care to peruse them
and see what they really meant.

Mr. THOMAS: One was surprised al
the utter and profound ignorance of the
member for Mount Margaret, That
member must acknowledge that the
manufacture of machinery required a
certain amount of laboor.

M. TavLor: Western Australia did
not profit by it.

Mr. THOMAS: The proposal in Sub-
clause 3 was too mild, and did vot go far
enough. To hold a 24-acre lease only
necessitated the employment of four men,
and the wages of four men for 26 weeks
ot £3 10s. a week per man would be
£364, which would be the only expense
necessary on the part of the leaseholder
to safeguard his 24 acres, withoul a
shadow of a question as to the legitimacy
of the work on the mine.

Mg. Bara: Could the men work with.-
out machinery ?

Mzr. THOMAS: Certainly, they could
do it with a windlass barrel. The mem-
ber for Haonans, who was. one of the
horny-handed =zons of toil, ought to know,
if he bad done a day’s labour in his
life, that men could work on a claim
without machinery. Twenty-four acres
could be held under the present law for
an expenditure of £364 for six months.

Me. Hastie: Then the clause was not
needed P -

Me. THOMAS: The members for
Kanowna and Mt. Margaret would not
dare for one moment to oppose any clause
which necessitated the employment of
one mah to six acres. The Minister pro-
posed that, if a syndicate or prospector
or a company spent £1,500 in machiuery,
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expenditure of £364, and be would like
to know of a firm of machiners manu-
facturers who ¢ould make £1,500 worth
of machinery with the expenditure of
£364 on labour. Therefore the argu-
ments of the members for Mt. Margaret
and Kanowna were absurd. The labour
couditions would not apply at all to the
big companies in Kalgoorlie. If we took
the main companies, the Assoriated, the
Associated Northern, the Golden Horse- .
shoe, Great Boulder Pergeverance, Great
Boulder Proprietary, the Ivanhoe, Lake
View (lonsols, 'Oroya Brownhill, the
Kalgurli, the South Kalgurli, and the
Great Boulder Main Reef—these were
the mines that produced most of the
gold—the total acreage held by these
mines was 499 acres. The law stated
that one man had to be employed for
every stx acres. That would mean, for
the whole of these producing mines in
Kalgoorlie to-day, that 75 men would
have to be employed to comply with the
mining regulations, The mines he bad
quoted turned oot last year 1,064,264
ozs. of gold, or over one-half of the total
output of gold for Western Australia.
If other mines were held on the same
basis, it would mean that 150 men
employed oo the mines would be sufficient
to turn out all the gold won in Western
Australia at the present time. On the
face of facts of that sort it was absolutely
absurd for the member for Mt. Murgaret
to spenk with the ignorance which he had
displayed on the subject, and he (Mr.
Thomas) might alsc include the member
for Banowna. As far as prospectors
were concerned, and way-back miners,
they were not given sufficient exemption ;
but as far as the big companies were
concerned it did not matter what was done,
for they employed infinitely more men than
the Act contemplated or demanded. The
last paragraph of the report of the Mines
Department for last year siated that an
average of over three men were employed
to every six acres of ground leased in
the State for mining. Tt was utterly
ridiculous for the Labour party to ask
the country to believe that the Minister
for Mines was urging the Committee to
pass some law which would make it
eagier for the companies who were
employing at the present time nine times
the number of men they were compelled
To comply with the Aects in



Mining Bill :

exisfence it wus necessary to employ one
man {o six acres, and for a 24-acre lease
for six months it would be necessary to
expend, on the average of £3 10s, per
week for surface and underground hands,
a sum of £364 during six months. For
the first 12 months it was only necessary
to have one-half the labour employed,
therefore the amount would be only £182
instend of £364. The conditions im-
posed by the clause were not moderate
enough to sumit the leascholder. With
the expenditure of the money proposed a
longer exemption should be granted. In
Tasmania the Act allowed from three
months up to three years’ exemption
to be demanded after so much money or
labour had been expended. It was all
very well for the Labour party to talk to
their constituents, who might possibly
not take the trouble to look into the
details of the case. The Tixbour mem-
bers might argue in the way they were
doing, so that afterwards it might be said
that they opposed the clause whereby the
Minister, on the expenditure of £1,500
in machinery, wanted to grant exemption,
It might suit the Labour leaders to do
that. The Labour leaders had not raised
one word of objection to the exemption at
present existing in Western Auatralia.

At 630, the Crarpmaw left the Chair.
At 7-30, Chair resumed.

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES:
There were 309 clauses 1n this Bill, and
some of them bad a large number of
subclanses; so we had a lot of work
before us. We bhad speat over four
hours on this clavse, and ke hoped some
effort would be made so that we could
push on g little more expeditiously. The
claugse had been debated from almost
every standpoint, and he hoped members
would endeavour to assist in trying to
help forward what was generally con-
gidered a particularly Bill, so that
we could pass it this session. He hoped,
therefore, that if other members intended
to debate the clanses they would keep to
the matter they desired to bring up as
closely as they could, so as to enable the
Committee to arrive at a decision as
soon a8 possible.

Mze. BATH: So far as the discussion
had gone this evening, the Minister for
Mines and the member for Dundas (Mr.
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Thomas) had occupied the greater por-
tion of the time spent in discussing the
particular clause now before the Com.
mittee.  The member for Dundas came
in full of spirits—he did not know
whether natural or acquired—and treated
the Committee to a diatribe about nothing
in particular.

Tae CraieMan: The hon. member
should not make insinuations of that
kind.

Mz. Tromas: The hon. member (Mr.
Bath) bad better say that outside.

Tee Minister: The remark was
absolutely unfair.

Me. BATH withdrew the remark.
The hon. member (Mr. Thomas) was
“overcome with the exuberance of his
own verbosity.”  He had spoken about
wages for the necessary number of men
on a 24-acre lease, and referred to the
amount spent on machinery. The clanse
did not say the amount must be spent. in
any particular six months, and it might
have been spent in three or four years.
The clause said **on pruof to the satis-
faction of the Minister that for every
24 acres held the lessee has expended
in mining or machinery at least fifieen
hundred pounds.” It did not specify any
time in which that money was to have
been spent. The argument of the hon.
member in regard to labour in making
machinery was beside the question. Most
of the machinery we had on our mines
had been imported, and we were only
dealing with the amount expended here
locally. The member for Kanowna (Mr.
Hastie) and the member for Mount
Margaret (Mr. Taylor) were quite justi-
fied in saying that, from the drafting of
the Bill, 1t would be possible to transport
machinery from oue lease to another. He
(Mr. Bath) did not say such a thing
would be done, because it would be only
necessary to draw public attention to 1t
for such « thing to be stopped, if not hy
the Minister, by Parliament. This clause
guve people an opportunity of securing
exemption without what be considered
anything like an adequate amount of
money spent or an adequate amount
of work being done, and he would far

rather rely on the old method embodied

in previous measures, whereby people
were compelled to go before a Court to
secure exemption, where opponents to
that exemption could oppose it. He
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knew of instances within the last 12
months where people had wachinery
which they had bought, perhaps, at a
sale of some mine on which machinery
had been erected, and this machinery had
been placed on another mine with the
hope of being able to sell it to a company
or some speculator. Under present con-
ditions, if people erected machinery thev
bad to do a certain amount of legitimate
work, but under this clause they could
erect that machinery and secure 12
months’ exemption if the machinery was
worth £3,000, and have 12 months in
which to wait for buyers to come along.

Me. Taomas: It would cost more to
erect the machioery than to comply with
the labour conditions.

Me. BATH : This clause would not be
an encouragement of legifimate mining.
The member for Dundas had spoken
with an air of authority, as one who was
a practical miner. He (Mr. Bath) had
been a practical miner and had worked
on these mines, and would be prepared to
set his skill as & practical miner and his
knowledge of practical mining against
that of the hon. member. With regard
to this Bill the hon. member had dis-
played very little knowledge of practical
mining, otherwise he would not have
made the remarks he did before the
adjournment. The Minister seemed to
regard this as an improvement on exist-
ing legislation. There might be room for
improvement of existing legislation in
the way of making it less easy for people
to secure exemption where exemption was
not justified, but this clause only gave
unscrupulous people an opportonity of
Becuring exempt.ion -on much more favour-
able terms than those on which they had
been able to obtain it hitherto, and that
was his (Mr. Bath’s) reason for opposing
it. It bad been said that we had mnot
brought anything forward in the way of
repealing the provision which fixed one
man for six acres. He (Mr. Bath) hada
distinct recollection that at the time the
proposal was introduced we made a very
determined opposition against the propo-
sition to reduce the labour covenants.

Mg. THoMas: Who were ““ we.”

Me. BATH: The people on the gold-
fields; the miners and those directly
interested in the mining industry. That
opposition was assuaged in some degree
by a distinct understanding both from
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the report of the Royal Commmssion on
the Mining Bill and the assurances of
the Minister for Mines at that time that
if the labour covenants were reduced
from one man to three acres to one man
for six acres, greater care would be
exercised in the ting of exemtptions,
and that if the conditions were liberalised
they would see that shepherding was
done away with and that these conditions
were carried out. It was only within the
past year or two that we had made any
attempt to stem the tide of exemption,
and probably if we passed this clause as
it stood now we should be reverting to
the old coundition of affairs and not im-
proviug the present system of exemption.
but going a step backwards. He, there-
fore, opposed the clause and thought we
should have been given an opportunity
of voting directly on the question whether
we should have the clanse or not, beeanse
if we voted on the amendment it would
certainly obscure the issue in the minds
of members.

Tur MINISTER FOR MINES asked
the hon. member (Mr. Hastie} to agree
to the amendment (to include a mineral
lease of 48 acres), and then move to
strike out *fifteen bundred,” with a
view to substituting “ ten thousand,” or
some words to make the clause inopera-
tive. The Committee could then decide
on the meritls of the whole clause,

Me. HASTIE : To that there was
little objection; but he must protest
aguinst the speech of the member for
Dundas, who charged a number of Labour
members with ulterior motives, in that
they took advantage of the ignorance of
other members as to mining, and used
arguments in the House which they
would not dare to address to a meeting
of mining men on the goldfields. The
hon. member could hardly be serious.
Not one mining member had ever spoken
on the poldfields in any style different
from that adopted in the House. The
hon. member had recently visited his
constituents at Norseman ; but he would
hardly dare to address any other gold.
fields people as he had just spoken here.
It was unfortunate that the hon. member
stepped into the discussion when we were
dealing with machinery, and said he
would like to have an agency for
muchinery. It was natural that the hon.
member would therefore speak and vote
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g0 a& to benefit the machinery trade.
Labour members wished simply to main-
tain the law as it stood, by which the
Minister had discretionary power to
refuse exemption to which applicants
were not entitled. The member for
Dundas wished to abolish that power.
He (Mr. Hastie) agreed with the
Minister's suggestion as to the manner
in which the clause should be put to the
Committee. -

Mr. TAYLOR : In company with the
member for North Murchison (Mr,
Holman), he had informed the Minister
of the objections advanced by the people
at Lake Way to certain exemptions. To
show the justice of these objections he
wounld instance the mines at Wiluna, A
return of the Mines Department showed
exemptions granted from the 1st Jaly,
1902, till the 30th Jume, 1908. These
Wiluna mines were, he believed, known
as the Darlington Simpson properties;
and it. was not without reason that the
warden opposed farther exemptions. The
Derwent, the Caledonia, the Dark Horse,
the Black Swan, the Derwent Extended,
and the Athelstone mines had all received
during a period of 12 months 313 days’
exemption out of 365.

Tue Mivister: That was for concen-
tration—not ordinary exemption.

Me. TAYLOR: The return did not
state that. In the same locality the Dark
Horse No. 1 and the Caledonian Block
No. 1 bad each received 313 days’ exemp-
tion in 12 months. When the wurden’s
report was sent in the Miniater granted
two months, on the specific promise that
the company would raise funds to develop
their property. When he (Mr. Taylor)
and the member for North Murchison
asked the Minister to uphold the warden’s
decision, the Minister replied that the
company had made a promise to raise
£15,000 for development provided two
months’ exemption was pgranted. To
that he (Mr. Taylor) raised po strong
objection ; but it was the warden’s
refusal of farther exemption that brought
forth the additional capital, and fresh
development had commenced.

Trx Minigrer assured the hon. mem-
ber that these were not exemptions of the
ordinary kind, but were granted for
concentration. They had to be included
in 1he return amongst ordinary exemp-
tione.
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Mg. TAYLOR said he understood
these properties had practically not been
worked for two years. The people of the
district understoed that the company
held enough property for a small sheep
station,

Tee Minister: No. He had com-
pelled them to abandon a large portion.

Mr. TAYLOR: But they formerly
held it.

Me. Tuomas: And had the abandoned
portion been taken up by others?

Mz. TAYLOR: Of that he was not
sure, but had been told that fresh leases
had been taken up in anticipation of the
public battery now being erected. These
properties had been held for about four
years. The Committee and the public
would remember Darlington Simpson’s
flotation. -

Tre MiN1sTER : But the concentration
had been refused.

Mr. TAYLOR: The departmental
report showed ezemptions granted of
from 100 to 240 and 313 days out of
365; hence exemptions could easily be
obtained if applicants showed reasonalle
cause. He (Mr. Taylor), when a pros-
pector, had six months' exemption after
working a property for two years.

Mr. Teomas: Yet the hon. member
would deny that to a company.

Mz, TAYLOR: Neither be nor the
Labour party would deny anything to a
company which they desired for them-
gelves. Mining shareholders resident in
the State would admit that wardens had
granted liberal and some times too liberal
exemptions to all parties. He and the
late Mr. Vosper had addressed numerous
meetings on the Eastern Goldfields,
called to protest against exemptions
which enabled properties to be held for
speculative purposes and capitalto be spent
in driving about and obtaining lquid
refreshments charged up as horse feed,
Knowing that these exemptions were
granted so liberally, there was no neces-
gity for Clause 98, because there was
ample provision in Clause 91 to meet the
requirements of the mining industry.

Tae MinisTeER: It was desired that
Clause 91 should become almost a dead
letter.

Mz. TAYLOR: Clause 91 would
become a dead letier, because the com-
panies would avail themselves of the right
to close down their properties whenever



1620 Mining Bill
they had spent a sufficiency of capital. The
sum of £1,500 would not go very far in
the erection of machinery.

M=e. Hastie: And they could borrow
the machinery.

Mr. TAYLOR: If the clause was
passed, there would not be enough
machinery in the State to dump down on
the various properties in order to get
exemption. According to the return he
had quoted of the last pericd—a period
when exemptions had been reduced by 50
per cent.—there was no need for the
clause. Of course, the Minister made
out, that the reduction in the exemptions
was on account of administration, but it
was on account of “wild cats” being
thrown up. When we found that 313
days’ exemption had been granted on one
goldfield, how much exemption must
have been granted in the past? By the
clause the mining industry would suffer
in no smell degree, and members who
had not visited the goldfields should
support the goldfields members in trying
to gét the clause struck out.

Amendment (to include a mineral area
of 48 acres) put and passed.

Mzr. HASTIE moved as an amend-
ment—

That the words *or machinery” be struck

ont.
It was not an exaggeration to say that
if the words were retained the effect of
the clauge would be null and void. The
word “ mining” was quite comprehensive
enough to include * machinery,” He
knew at least a dozen leases to which
machinery had been carted, und on which
it had been kept for some time and then
taken off. The leaseholder would apply
to the warden and get exemption on the
strength of the machinery, or by moving
it about on the lease would keep the
property idle.

Mr. THOMAS: Exemption should be
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made mnuch easier. In reply to the mem-
ber for Mount Margaret, he wonld say |
that the area held under lease in 1898 '
was 38,934 acres, while in 1902 it was i
32,670; so that there was counsiderably

less acreage upon which exemption could !
be obtained. Only 5,430 miners need be
employed according to the labour condi-
tions on the 32,570 acres held under lease
last year, whereas about 18,000 men were
actuallyemployed. Nineteen mines turned
out nearly 75 per cent. of the gold output,
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when under the labour conditions it would
only be nccessary for them to employ 186
men. Eleven of the chief producing
mines in Xalgoorlie comprised 449 acres
and turned out over 50 per cent. of the
total gold output, but if these mines were
to strictly comYl with ihe labour condi-
tions they would only need to employ 75
men, whereas they were employing aome-
thing like 6,000 men. The member for
Hannans said that the wajority of the
leases in his district were being shep-
herded, and that men were not being
legitimately employed. The total acreage
last year for East Coolgurdie held under
lease was 3,936 acres, necessitating the
employment of 656 wmen, whereas 11
mines in that district employed some-
thing like 6,000 men and turned out over
one half of the gold of the State. He
(Mr. Thomas) did not advocate exemp-
tion on hehalf of companies. He had
represented companies for seven or eight
years, and, until a month ago, had never
had occasion to apply to the Mines
Department for exemption or protection.
It was true he had applied for exemption
for concentration of labour, because he
had held leases on which labour could
not be profitably employed. The mem-
ber for Mount Margaret knew full well
that the majority of exemptions on the
return he had quoted to the ‘Committee
were not true exemptions, bul were exemy-
tions on “dip” blocks to concentrate
labour upon other blocks upon which the
reof was being worked.

Mgz. Taxror: That was not so.

Mz. THOMAS: The member for
Mount Margaret knew as well aganybody
that in instance after instance in the
return he quoted exemptions were granted
not from labour entirely, but in order
that labour might be coucentrated from
one lease to another. He objected to a
statement of that sort being nade to the
Committee by members who claimed to
be representative of the goldfields, for
they knew what effect their remarks would
have. As far as companies were con-
cerned, their representatives had no need
whatever to ask the Minister to grant
them one moment’s protection, because,
as had been shown by the return which
the Mines Department issued, over nine-
tenths of the gold was being obtained by
companies employing far more labour than
the conditions necessitated. Machinery
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should count for protection exactly
the same as labour did, because if
machinery were pul on to a lease a large
amount of labour had to be expended in
the making of that machinery. The vast
proportion of the cost of machinery went
in the first instance in making that
machinery because pig iron was cheap.

MEe. ItuiveworTH : But if machinery
were hired P

Mzr. THOMAS: Those were isclated
instances which one counld not consider.
If machinery were hired, then it could not
be declared that the company had ex-
pended the money in the purchase of
machinery. When machinery was placed
on a leage the cost of that machinery was
practically doubled before it was put in
working order.

Tur Minisrer: It was money expended
for development.

Mr. THOMAS: Yes; it should count as
labour exactly in the same way as if men
were paid for putting holes in the ground
bere and there, as had been done, to comply
with the Jabour conditions. The Labour
party objected to machivery being taken
into consideration for exemption because
the money spent in the purchase of that
machinery had not been expended in
labour in Western Australia.

Mr.ATKINS: Wasthereany provision
to prevent s wmining company woving
machinery from one lease to another ? It
machinery were to be placed on a lease
to remain there, it should count as work,
but if it could be moved to evade the law
there should be some provision to prevent
that being done.

Tue Minister : If machinery were
placed on a lease and then removed, the
1l'ight. o exemption would be immediately
ost.

Mg. ATKINS: Was thers any pro-
vision providing for that in the Bill ¥ If
not some provision shounld be inserted.

Taeg MINISTER FOR MINES: It
would be made perfectly clear that mouney
expended on machinery shounld only apply
as long as the value,of the money was on
the lease. -

M=z. Argins : That it was bona fide?

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: Yes;
that would be made perfectly clear on
recommittal. The bogy which had been
raised as to whether machinery carted
from one lease to another should be taken
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into consideration for exemption need not
frighten members, because that would be
deemed to defeat the application; it
would be an improper application. The
question was whether we should allow
money expended on mining machinery
for developing a mine to count for
exemption m the same way as wmoney ex-
pended in the employment of labour. He
was inclined to think that Parliament
should give preference to the purchase of
machinery, because no person would buy
machinery for the {)urpose of wasting
money. Persons would not expend mone
in the purchase of machinery until ther
mine was sufficienily developed to use
that machinery. No person would expend
a large sum of money in the purchase of
machinery simply for the purpose of
obtaining exemption, because it would
only cost about £350 to comply with the
labour covenants for six months on a 24-
acre lease. Protection should be given to
persons expending money on machinery,
because it might be found when machinery
was placed on a lease that the owners had
not sufficient money to go on with develop-
ment work. He promised that the clause
should, on recommittal, be made to read
in such a way that bene fide machinery
should remain on a lease during the
currency of exemption or the exemption
would be forfeited.

Mgz. TAYLORE.: Supposing machinery
was kepton a lease for twelve months and
the leage was found to be no good, then
the machinery was takeo to another place
and kept there in the same way; would
exemption be allowed ¥ The Bill did not
prevent that being done.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: As
far as the word “ machinery™ went, it
would bhave to mean bona fide mining
machinery, and he thought the meaning
should not go farther by providing that
machinery merely placed on a property
should not be considered machinery under
the clause; farther than that he could
not go. He had given great considera-
tion to this matter, and he thought that
we should do everything to induce people
to purchase machinery, because if ma-
chinery were placed on a lease, everything
would be done to push forward develop-

| ment so as to use the machinery, and

that would mean the employment of more
labour than if the machmery had not
been placed there.



1622 Mining Bill:

Mz. FAYLOR supported the amend-
ment. The Minister had gone a long
way round to explin what he con-
sidered was the meaning of the clause.
According to his (Mr. Taylor's) reading
of this clause, the proposal meant that
when that amount had been expended on
machinery or on labour on a 24-acre lease
the owner of the lease could demand
exemption, whether the machinery was
erected or whether it was standing on the
wagons which had carted it there. It
was desirable to prevent monopolists
from holding large areas of country and
not working them themselves or allowing
anyone else to work them.

Me. THOMAS: Would the bon. mem-
ber refer to the 19 mines to which
allusion had been made ?

M=r. TAYLOR : Did the hon. member
mean Norseman leases? He thought
the hon. member knew something about
them. He (Mr, Taylor) supposed he
would be safe in saying that out of that
101 acres about 12 or 14 acres had been
worked and the other 90 had been held
noder concentration or some other amal-
gamation, and neither the owners nor
anyone else had developed them. [Inter-
jection by Mr. Tnomas.] He found from
the report of the Department of Mines
for 1902 the amount of gold won.

Mz. Tromas: Did the report tell the
hon. member how many acres were
worked ¥

Mr. TAYLOR: No; but one had
an idea of how many were worked.
It was pot shown whether machinery
would count for all time at its first cost.
Supposing a man took inachinery and
obtained 12 months’ exemption but found
it was not good enough, and the macbinery
were taken to another mine, could 12
months’ exemption again be granted on
account of that machinery ?

Mke. Fourxes: No.

Me. TAYLOR: Probably the hon.
member had not been before the warden's
Court, otherwise he would not have given
that cheap advice. The Minister ought
to be able to make clear the point as to
whether machinery which had once been
counted for exemption would operate
again. It was to be hoped that the
clause would be struck out. That was
the feeling of members from the gold-
fields other than those representing—ihe
mining sharks he was going to say—the
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mining monopolists, to whom this State
owed little or nothing for the develop-
ment of its goldfields. The Minister
made a great deal out of Subclause 1,
relating to the genuine prospector, but
the prospector knew that Clause 91
would pgive him ample provision for
exemption, and he (Mr. Taylor) was
prepared to forego Subclanse 1 of Clause
93 und strike out the whole of Clause 93.
The arguments of the member for Dundas
had been in favour of the large land-
owner, the monopolist, the gentleman
who held all the land he could possibly
hold under the Mining Act and who
worked as little of it as possible, holding
it for spuculative purposes. [M=.
Tromas: Reot!] It was all very well
for the member to use that expression.
Those members who were debating in
support of this clause were doing so in
favour of extended exemptions. The
Minister, who bad been in this Chamber
a congiderable time, had on every occa-
sion echoed the great work he had done
for the prospector, the small man, but
this clause would operate for the benefit
of the large monopolist. No one would
accuse the member for Kanowna (Mr.
Hastie) of taking up o position in this
Chamber which was not fair or more
than fair to the employer, and it was
hoped that the amendment by the hon.
member to strike out this clause would be
supported. The clause if passed would
have a disastrous effect on the mining
industry of this State, and especi-
ally on outlying districts. There were
large centres-of population practically
depending on one mine, and if this clause
were passed the mine owners could, on
proving to the satisfaction of the Minister
that they had expended £3,000 on
machinery or labour over and above the
gold won from the property, demand
exemption without any evidence at all,
and close down that mine, turning the
workmen adrift. The Government had
sold land to people who lived there, and
those people had built upon it and
invested the whole' of their earmings.
The Government had subsidised them in
every way to make their town prosperous,
so that it could be lived in from a sani-
tary point of view. Yet if this clanse
were passed, the capitalists, for no matter
what cause, could, if they spent £83,000
in 12 months in labour or on machinery,
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shut down for 12 months without appear-
ing practically in a warden’s Court. He
hOPed members not ucquainted with the
goldfields would support the goldfields
members who bad urged the striking out.
of this clause, and by deing so they would
be helping themselves as representatives
of other industries in this State.

Tue MINISTER FOR MINES: On
recommittal he would have a proviso
inserted something in this style :—

Machinery in this section shall mean only
mining machinery erected for the bona Ade
development; of the lease or leases, the removal
of which machinery from the lease or leases
during the currency of such exemption shall
cancel such exemption so far a3 the said
exemption relates to the value of the machinery.

He did not think this absolutely neces-
sary, but wonld move to insert it in order
to satisfy members. He could hardly
imagine that one would find instances of
men on the goldfields who would be
foolish enough to spend large sums on
machinery, and then pass that inachinery
from lease to lease for the purpose of
getting 12 months’ exemption.

Mr. HASTIE : If the subclause was
wmended as proposed by the Minister, it
would evidently meet all objections ; and
a division might then be taken on the
clanse as a whole. Tt was suggested that
to get a division on the main question
we might move to strike out “one thou.
sand five hundred ” and insert ** ten thou-
gand.” MHe withdrew his amendment.

Ampmendment by leave withdrawn.

Tae Craleman: It would be better
1f the hon. member would formally move
his new amendment. Let that be dealt
with, and the Committee could subse-
quently vote on the question that the
whole clause as amended stand pavt of
the Bill.

Me. HASTIE moved as an amend-
ment,

That the words *“one thousand five hun-
dred,” in line 5 of Subclause 3, be struck out,
and “ three thousand” ingerted in lieu.

If a company took up a 24-acrve lease
_and raised a capital of over £5,000, an
expenditure of £1,500 was far too small
to entitle to exemption. True, if local
people with a capital of less than £5,000
took up and worked u lease, they might.
not be able to spend more than £1,500;
but Subelanse 3 applied to none but
lessees with over £5,000.
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Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following result :—

Ayes 8
Noes e e 21

Majority against ... 13

Nogs,
Mr. Atkins
Mr. Daglish Mr, Burges
. Mr. Dinmond
Mr. Johnson Mr. F son
i Mr. Foulkes
Gardin,

Mr. er
Mr. Gordon

Mr. Grego

‘Mr. Hayward
Mr. Hicks
Mr. Tadell

. Maorguns
Nr, Onts
Mr, Phiilips
Mr. Piesse
Mr. Pigott
Mr. Hason
Mr. Thomns
Mr., Higham (Toller).

Amendment, thus negatived.

Mr. HASTIE: The clause provided
that a company whose capital exceeded
£5,000 could, after spending £3,000 on
a lease, prevent its being worked for 12
months. Surely the Minister was over-
generons. This seemed the most shame-
ful clanse in the Bill. He moved as an
amendment,

%‘ha.t the word “ twelve,” in line 7, be struck
out.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES:
Subclause 3 applied to all leuses, whether
large or small, whether owned by a
person or a company, and whether the
property waas a lease or a group of leases.

Mer. HASTIE: Paragraph (b.) of
Subclause (2.) granted three “months’
exemption for nine months work to any
company with a capital not exceeding
£5,000. If that was not sufficient for
small companies, why did not the Minister
give them more? Why should Subclause
3 apply to every company? Asa fact, it
would apply to none but large companies;
and a company with a capital of £5,000
could get 12 months’ exemption after
spending over £3,000.

Mz. FOULKES: Twelve months did
seem rather long. He suggested that it
be reduced to nine, '

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: To
that he could mnot really agree. Many
companies had spent large sums on their
mines; and when reconstructing, such
companies must have time to obtain
necessary funds. The Victorian Bill

Mr. Wallnes
Mr. Ewing (Teller).
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provided for exemption up to three years,

and the Tasmanian Act made similar
provision.

Me. Hasrie: And mining was decreas-
ing there every year.

Teep MINISTER FOR MINES:
Surely not in Tasmania; and it was be-
cause of the decrease in Vietoria that
the Government proposed to make the
conditions more liberal. This Bill had
been framed after mature consideration.
Subclause 2 provided for three monthe’
exemption after nine months’ work, and
Subclauze 8 for 12 months’ exemption
after an expenditure of £3,000. If the
wines were exempted and closed, the
Grovernment insisted on the right of the
Crown to compel the lessees to allow
tribute, except in the main workings.
The conditions were 10 per cent. on deep
workings and 24 per cent. on virgin
ground, thus enabling ground to be
worked by any body of working miners,
and giving sufficient protection to the
persons who came here and expended
money.

Me. MORGANS: Noalteration should
be made in the clause. Ooe could not
see whr the Labour representatives should
so strenuously opposea clause which was
in their interests. There were wmany
instances where a mine was being worked
by a small company with a limited
capital, and it was impossible, even in
12 months, for such a company to re-
conrtruct and get the necessary capital.

Me. Hastie: Then why not increase
the period ?

Mr. MORGANS was of opinion that
companies should have their leases for
ever, as was the case in all other countries
except Australia. Mining legislation in
Victoria had practically killed the in-
dustry in that State, and now they were
seeking to get capital back by making
the laws more liberal and the conditions
more favourable for working the mines.
The clause was a fair one and the Govern-
ment should stand firm in regard to it.
The member for Claremont, if ke knew
anything about the mining industry,
would kunow that there were numerous
instances where small companies required
time to get more capital.

Mg. Tavror: They had always got
the time.

Mgr. MORGANS: They had not.

. in Commitiee,

market made it impossible to get capital
in 12 months. When a mining company
had spent money on a mine without
result it was a difficult matter to persuade
the public that it was necessary to expend
more money on it. In consideration for
the property held by a small company
the clause should be passed. It would
not apply to a hig mining company.
No Dbig mining company would seck
exemption under the clause; it was not
uecessary to do so. It wus safe to say
that 80 per cent. of the labour em-
ployed on mines was employed by big
companies which were mnot likely to
apply for exemption under the clause.
The clause was only intended for small
companies with a limited capital of, say,
£5,000.

Me. Hasrie: And 300 acres.

Mzr. MORGANS: A small company
could not hold 300 acres. Nothing would
be gained in the argumeut by exaggera-
tion. Could any hon. gentleman point
out a company with a capital of £5,000
holding 96 acres ? He did not know of
a single instance in the State. Companies
were plucky, indeed, to enter into a
mining enterprise with only £5,000 as
capital; but if they did and funds ran
out, it was only a fair thing that the
Government should give the necessary
protection to enable them to reconstruct.
One was a little surprised to see the mem-
ber for South-West Mining (Mr. Ewing)
voting against the clause, hecanse no
member had sought the advantage of
exemption more than the member for
South-West Mining.

Mr. Ewixag: That was not so.

Mz. MORGANS would be very pleased
to listen to the hon. member if he could
disprove it. The hon. member held large
areas of ground at the Collie, and he had
never on one occagion had the necessary
number of men employed to comply
with the labour conditions. How could
the hon. gentleman, therefore, vote in
opposition to the clanse, when he knew
that he himsef was the greatest
ginner against the principles laid down
there ? TItseemed an extraordinary state
of things that the hon. member could
come into the House and pretend fo sup-
port amendments of the kind proposed
by certain hon. members, and yet take
advantage of exemptions on his coal-

Frequently the conditions of the mining | mining leases such as had never been
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granted to any gold-mining lease.
hon, gentleman should explain his posi-
tion, and show the House how he could
reconeile his vote with his own position,

[20 Ocronkr, 1903.)

The

and why he would deny to the gold-miner !

what he bimself took advantage of.

Mr. Hasrie: The gold-miner was not
asking for it.

Mr. MORGANS: The gold-iner was
agking for protection under the clause.

Me. Hasrie: He was not,

Mr. MORGANS: If the member for
Kanowna juggled about the meaning of
the words, he (3r. Morgans) would not.
He simply wanted to say that, before the
discusgion on the clause was closed, the
member for South-West Mining should
give an explanation of his (Mr. Ewing’s)
extraordinary conduct in voting on this
gquestion. It was only fair to the House.
knowing the position of the hon. gentle-
man and the amount of consideration he
had received ut the hands of the Mines
Department, that it should know how the
hon. member could reconcile his vote with
his position.

Mr. EWING : There was no justifica-
tion for the attack made by the member
for Coolgardie, who knew full well the
circumstances in connection with the
matter he had quoted from start to
finish. The hon. member who had taken
up an unjust and unfair position was
ong of the best men in the House, and
one whom he (Mr. Ewing) always desired
to honour, for the hon. member bad done
an immense amount of good to the State,
and was one whom we could not well
afford to lose; but not one word had been
said by him (Mr. Ewing) detrimental
to the interests represented by the
member for Coolgardie or to the manner
in which the hon. member manipulated
his very important interests. 7The hon.
member in connection with this inatter had
doubtless vividly before his mind an
episode that took place last session in the
Chamber, but it was to be regretted that

the hon, member had seen fit to open that

book at all.

Mz. Morcans: There was no reference
to that matter at all.

Mzr. EWING: On that occasion he
(Mr. Ewing) had had the sympathy of the
member for Coclgardie and the sympathy
of the country, and it was to be regretted
very much that the member for Coolgar-
dic had seen occasion to refer to it again.
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For the last four or five years he (Mr.
Ewing) had spent every penny he had
earned—and he was earning a large in-
come at his profession—on the particular
coal-mining property in which be hap-
pened to be interested to-day.

Mz. Moreans: That was what hap-
pened to the man under the clause.

Mz. EWING: The member for Cool-
gardie had called upon him to justify his
position, and he would not take up much
time in doing so. He spent all his own
money on the property, and got into an
unfortunate position from which he could
not extricate himseif. The gentleman
who got bhim into that position was one
of the calibre alluded to by wany mem-
bers in the Chamber. This gentleman
took his property to London, and he
{Mr. Ewing) was lost, never getting back
a penny piece from this person, who kept
it for 12 mounths, so that it was impos-
sible fur him (Mr. Ewing) to get it back
until he took the matter into Court.
During that time the Minister for Mines,
who knew the circumstances, thought fit
to protect the property, knowing that he
{Mr. Ewing) had invested all his ecapital
in it. Nobody could take exception
to the exemptions granted on that
ocveasion. (Jne month after the time the
property had been restored to him through
the Supreme Court it was working.
In the early part of this year he got some
capital into the company and formed a
limited liability cowapany, and the mine
had never been idle from that day to
this. At the present time over 120
minere were working in the  colliery.
People had got £40,000 or £50,000 in
London to operate on a property as good
as he had at Collie, and after the money
was put in the mine the property was .
shut down because of mismanagement.
The personul element had been intro-
duced into the debate, and he wished to
make his position clear. He and those
connected with him had been successfully
operating a company, and it stood to
their credit that a first-class colliery was
working to-day.

Mr. MorGaws:
beld protected ?

Mgr. EWING : There was no analogy
between coal-mining and gold-mining.
Gold had a specific value, and immedi-
ately it was taken out of the ground that
value could be obtained, but as far as

Were all the acres
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‘coal-mining was concerned the value of
the coal was not always maintained,

M=z. Tromas: The clause dealt with
mineral leases as well.

Me. BWING: The member for Cool-
gardie had raired a question which he
wag justified in answenng.

Tae CuaiemMan: The hon. member
had made hie explanation, and could not
go on discussing coal-mining.

Mz, EWING: The member for Cool-
gardie should not be allowed to make
representations without an answer being
given.

Trg CuarrMan: The hon. member
had already explained the position.

Mr. EWING: The reason he cast his
vote was not that he thought there was
any danger as far as gold-mining was
conceroed ; he was at firet balf inclined
to cast his vote in favour of the clause if
the Minister would except coal-mining.
‘We had been told that this clause was no
prolection whatever to owners of large
mines because the labour conditions were
50 small that it made no difference. If
any of the big mines around Kalgoorlie
closed: down they would bave to keep
more than four men employed fo look
after the machinery. If the conditions
imposed on coal-mining were carried out
in their entirety—which at present was
not the case, and there was justification
for the position—then coal-mining could
not be carried on. On each of the prop-
erties at Collie there ought to be 200
men employed—on the old-established
property there were more than 200, and
on the property with which he was con-
nected there were about 120 —and it
would not be possible for owners to make
a lever of the clause as fur as the meode

- of working coal was concerned. He
would not be a party to place such a
weapon in the hands of those who
owned the property.

M=z. Taomas: Throw up part of the
property which the bon. member was not
working.

Mr. EWING: That position did not
trouble him at all. During the last four
or five months the eollieries at Collie had
given a fair account of themselves,

Me. Tmomas: What about the pre-
vious four or five years?

Mr. EWING: It was not fair and
reasonable to allow such a clause to pass

in the interests of those earming their !
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living at Collie at the present time: that
was why he opposed it.

Me. Moraans: There was a big labour
vote there.

Mz, EWING: No one could accuse
him of pandering to the labour vote more
than any other member of the House.
The position which he had taken up was
a fair and reasonable one, and one which
his electors would think was the right
and proper course to take.

Mz. Moreans: Every wmember of
Parliament should be consistent.

Mz, EWING: No one could say ke
had not been perfectly consistent. 1f the
Minister thought it was necessary for
certain things to be done in connection
with the property in which he was
interested, then those things would be
done. He hud never asked for considera-
tion of any kind whatever.

Me. HASTIE : Until the member for
Coolgardie spoke, the question had been
discussed seriously, but the member for
Coolgardie, in order to hide the real issue,
had bronght up the vole of the member
for the South.-Western Mining district.
There was no analogy between coal-min-
ing and gold-mining. Tbe Bill provided
that a gold miner or a coal winer could
apply for exemption, and the Minister
wus given discretionary power to grant
it. No one suggested that the Minister's
power should be limited, but the clause
went farther and had taken the power
away from the Minister. Coal was not
in unlimited demand, and if too much
wag taken out of the ground then the coal
must be worked at an unpayable price.
It was not to the interests of the country
to have an unlimited supply of coal taken
out.

Mr. Morgans: A limited area was
only required for that.

Mze. HASTIE: If the member for
Coolgardie would assist him in limiting
the areas for coal-mining, gold-mining,
diamond-mining, or mining for any other
minerals, he would be thankful for the
assigtance. If coal-mining had been in
anything like the same circumstances as
gold-mining, and there was a fixed payable
price for unlimited quantities, we might
be guite certain the Minister for Mines
would not allow the ground to go un-
worked. The Committee should vote on
the question, and not take serious notice
of the ridiculous references which had
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been made to Victoria that the labour
conditions there had killed mining. No
one could take that seriously. The
labour conditions had not killed mining
in Victoria, and ezemption could be
obtained in Victoria. It was a notorious
fact that all over the mining fields of
Victoria eight, nine, or ten years’ ex-
emption bad been granted and was still
n existence.

TrE MinisTER: Granted by favour.

Mr. HASTIE : It was granted all the
same.

TeEE MINisTER : Certain persons could
not get what others could. We wanted
to get away from that principle.

Mr. HASTIE: The Minister wished
the Commitiee to believe that local com-
panies were in favour in Victoria while
English companies were mnot. The
labour conditions were u mere nothing in
Victoria.  The great complaint was that
they were not carried out, and that
hundreds of acres of mining pround in
Victoria were locked up. The same
thing obtained in Tasmania, and it was a
certainty if the new regulations were
agreed to in Victoria the ground would
continue to be locked up. In Western
Australia and in New Zealand, and in
certain parts of Queensland where the
labour conditions were strongest, mining
wag inereasing. The member for Cool-
gardie wanted to stop mining Dbeing
cavried on in certain areas. It was not
necessary to talk about such mines as the
Great Boulder or the Ivanhoe: no law
or rule could affect those mines. Nobody
proposed to kill these mines, and no sug-
gested law could affect them. IF the
member for Coolgardie was interested in
wines such as the Great Boulder and the
Mount Morgans, then that member knew
those companies dared not close their
mines ; they would not be such fools as to
do so, as it would not pay them. These
were not the mines which the Labour
party referred to. As to the small
struggling mines which had been referred
to, in nine cases out of ten the waiting
for capital was all humbug.

Mr. THOMAS desired to repeat that
in Western Australia 19 mines turned
out 1,467,000 ounces out of a total return
of 2,117,000. Every dividend-paying
mine in Western Australia was embraced
within those 19, and the mines outside
those were, without exception, poor
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struggling concerns held by small men.
The member for Kanowna (Mr. Hastie)
said he did not want to aim at the Great
Boulder, Perseverance, the Ivanhos, or
the Mount Morgans.

M. Hasrre: Nothing of the sort was
said by him.

Me. THOMAS: It was against
struggling companies that the member
for Kanowna and those who voted with
him wanted to impose every possible
restriction to prevent them from going
ahead, and trying tv repay themselves
for the vast amount of capital expended.
That hon. member and the member for
Mount Margaret (Mr. Taylor) dealt with a
group of leases at Novseman. It was
true that the owners of the Norseman
Grold Mines held 101 acres at one time,
and there was a time when they held 194
ucres; the reef dipping from 35 to 45
degrees. In order to make the goldficlds
members who represented Kanowna and
Mount Margaret understand the matter
thoroughly, the Minister for Mines went
to the trouble of getting a model pre-
pared so that they might beable to follow
the underlay of the reef. In order to
protect the underlay of the reef it was
necessary to hold a considerable amount
of ground. The member for Kanowna
said he believed that one depth of the
ground was being, or had been, legiti-
mately worked. About £130,000 worth
of gold, perhaps £150,000 worth, had
been taken out of the property, and
during the existence of the company over
£200,000 had been spent in wages, the
company being something like £100,000
to the bad on the deal. That was a
company which the member for Mount
Margaret wanted to throttle. 'Chose
members said they did not want to get
at big companies like the Great Boulder
and the Perseverance companies, paying
millions of pounds in dividends every
few years; but the companies they wanted
to get at were companies which invested
a quarter of a million and were £100,000
to thebad. Members like the representa-
tives of Kanowna, Mount Margaret, and
Kalgoorlie tried to throttle companies like
Lhat, which were doing their best to help
themselves and to help the mining
industry of Western Australia.

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES: One
niust remind members of a promise they
made to him to do all in their power to
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get this Bill passed into law. He hoped
the member for Kanowna would not press
the amendment. He (the Minister) had
no objection to increase the amount
to be expended from £3,000 to £4,000.
The people to protect were those who had
spent a good deal of money on their prop-
erties, but he thought that when we
gave six months’ exemption for an expen-
diture of £1,500, we oughl to make the
amount that should be expended for the
double term wore than double the amount
named in the first case. Hewould there-
fore agree, if < twelve months "' were left
intact, to have *“three ' struck out with
a view of inserting “four,” making the
amount £4,000,

Mr. HASTIE was sorry the offer by
the Minister for Mines did not meet his
objection. Jf a man spent anything like
£3,000, he could easily spend £4,000.
‘What une objected to was the long term,
and had the Minister proposed to accept
nine months or ten months, he (Mr.
Hastie) would have agreed to the sug-
gestion. If this clause were passed, one
of the first things the Mines Department
would require to do would be to
ask for returns of the amount of
work done on each lease to be sent for
every month, and that notes of these
should be kept at the local warden’s
office. It was impossible for an inspector
to go into every hole and corner of a
mine ; therefore, in order that some
honesty might be ubtained, a monthly
return would probably be sent in, and in

that case the Department would be able -

to check the statements of the friends of
the member for Dundas (Mr. Thomas).

Amendment put, and n division taken
with the following result :—

Ayes . . 9
Noes . e ... 18
Majority against ... 9
ATrzs. Nozs.
£~ Bath ?[E %tkins
%ﬂlfr. Hastie h %r Pl?iamond
r. Mlingwo: Mr. n
Mr. Johoson Mr. ner
Mr. Reid Mr. Gordon
Mr, Taylor Mr. Gregory
Mr. Wallace Mr. Hassell
Mr, Foulkes (Tellar), Mr. Hayward
Mr. Hicks
Mr. Jacoby
Mr, Oats
Mr, Phillips
Mr. Quinfan
Ar. Kason
Sir J. G, Lee Steere
Mr. Thomas
Mr. Highar (Teller).
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Amendment thus negatived.

Me. HASTIE moved as an amend-
ment, '

That the word * three,” in line 9 of Sub-

‘¢lause 3, be strack out, and * four® inserted

in Jieu

Mg. THOMAS : The subelause stated:

Bix months’ exemptior shall be granted in
respect of any lease or group of amalgamated
leases, on proof to the satisfaction of the
Minister that for every twenfy-four acres the
lesses haa expended in mining or machinery
at least one thousand five hundred pounds
indspendently of the proceeds of any gold or
mineral derived from the mine;
That was the first part of it, and now
apparently the Minister proposed to
accept the amendment or suggestion by
the member for Kanowna, so that the
subelanse would go on to read :—
and twelve months’ exemption shall, in like
manner, be granted when the sum expended
exceeds four thousand pounds for every
twenty-four acres held.

He asked for the opinion of the Minister
on this point: If a person held a lease
or group of amalgamated leases and
expended £1,500, presumably that person
would have the right to apply for six

" months’ exemption; and if he expended

£1,500 more be would be able to apply
for yet another six months’ exemption ;
whereas a man who expended £3,000
would not have a right to get the same
exemption as the one who expended the
two lots of £1,500 each.

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES : Those
two cases were altogether different. In
the first, a lessee spending £1,500, or
possibly more, took advantage of six
wonths’ exemption, and after sterting
work again and exhausting his available
capital, took another six months. Buat
inl case of a continuous exemption for 12
months we might fajrly insist on a larger
expenditure, as this was a long period for
a mine to be closed down except on the
conditions imposed by the subelause.
Hence he would accept the amendment
to substitute £4,000 for £3,000. In an
amalgamated group of 96 acres, before
advan cotld betaken of the subclause,
£16,000 would have to be expended on
development, irrespective of any moneys
derived from the mine. The desire was
to protect a company which had spent a
large sum on the property and found it
necessary Lo get exemption pending the
raising of more capital.
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Ms. THOMAS opposed the amend.

ment. The clavse as drufted deprived
leaseholders, whether persons or com-
panies, of far more privileges than they
now enjoyed, and of far more than the
Bill sought to give them. This clange

was held out by the Minister as & great °

benefit to all lessees, and now the Minister
said it was for the benefit of struggling
companies who had spent much money ;
yet he calmly asked the Committee to
raige the minimum sum which must be
spent before application for exemption
from £12,000 to £16,000 on a 96-acre
leage. He had taken enough from the
lessee without taking any more.
Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following result:—
Ayes e 20
Noes 7
13
NoEs,
Mr. Atlons

Mr, Gordon
Mr, Jocoby
MMr. M.

3, Quinian

Mr. Thomes
Mr. Hassell (Tellar}).

Majority for
AYis.
g
b o
gr: :gﬁimond
M. Forgiaon
Mr, Foulkes
M. Gardiner
£ i
Mr, Bargn
Mr. Reid
Hir J, G. Lea Steore
Mr, Taylor
Mr, Wallace
Mr, Higham (Talier).

Amendment thus passed.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES moved
that the words ‘‘every twenty-four
acres,” in line 9, be struck out, and “ the
above-mentioned areas’ ingerted in liew.

Amendment passed.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES farther
moved :

That the words “granted under this sec-
tion ** be added to the clause.

Me. HASTIE : The concluding proviso
stated that no exemption should be
granted under the clause in respect of
any expenditure incurred prior to the
date of any expired exemption.
amendment would nullify this, and allow
& man who had obtained from the warden
an ordinary exemption to apply for an
additional 12 mooths, thus giving him
perhaps 18 months’ continuous exemp-
tion. Surely the Minister did not wish
to provide for a double exemption ?

The
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Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: The
words proposed to be added were essen-
tial. He supported Clause 93 on the
distinet understanding that if it were
passed Clause 91 must become almost a
dead letter, to be used in very special
cages only.

Me. Hastie: Of that there was no
hope.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: Were

it not on that understanding, he would
not fight for this clause, The old con-
ditions of application for exemption must
absolutely ceuse, excepting for very
gpecial reasons. For instance, protection
might be granted for one month under
Clauge 91, while the application under
Clanse 93 was proceeding, Such pro-
tection ought not to prevent exemptions
being granted under Clause 93; but he
would try to provide subsequently for the
period of protection being made portion
of the ‘exemption to be granted under
Clause 93.

Mz. HASTIE: Then the amendment
was unobjectionable; but supposing it
was not passed, there was nothing to
prevent the warden or the Minister from
granting still farther exemption.

Tae Minisrer For MINEs: Against
that provision would be made.

Amendment passed, and the clause ag
amended agreed to.

Clause 94—Evidence in support of
application :

Tez MINISTER FOR MINES: A
promise had been given to alter Subelause
2. He therefore moved that the word
“may” in line 1 be struck out, and
“ghall” inserted; that « farther” in the
same line be struck out; and that “or
any ofther officer” be inserted after
“warden,” in line 2. The subclause
would then read: *The Minister shall
direct evidence to be taken by the warden
or any other officer, in open court.”

Mr. Tavvor: Would the “ other
officer” bhave the same position as a
warden ¥

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: It
would apply to a registrar or an acting
warden, or te some person specially
appointed in outside places. It would
be done by the warden wherever possible.

Amendnients passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clauses 95, 96—agreed to.
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Clause 97-—Declaration of forfeiture of
lease:

Ter MINISTER FOR MINES moved
that the word “ mining” be strock out.

Amendment passed, and the clanse as
amended agreed to.

Clause 98--agreed to.

Clause 99—Proceedings for forfeiture
for breach of labour conditions :

Me. HASTIE: The clause provided
that any man might apply to s warden
for a lease to be forfeited on the ground
that the lessee was not maintaining the
labour conditions. It was the custom in
Australia from the earliest days of
allowing people to jump the claims of
those who did not conform to the con-
ditions under which they had taken up
their leases, and no one suggested that
custom should be abolished, but there
was & very strong attempt to limit the
jumping of leases by making it incon-
venient for a man to lodge a complaint.
A number of years ago it was arranged
that a deposit of £25 should be made
before a complaint could be maintained,
but the regulation was found to be
ultra vires and was not enforced. Now
the Minister proposed that a deposit
of £10 should be made by anyone
complajning of the pon.working of

a lease. [Me. Bare: It was not
compulsory.] Tt might not be com-
pulsory at Kalgoorlie, Beulder, or
Cue, but in the great majority of

mining centres it would be compulsory,
because there was no warden in those
places. He was aware it was provided
that if the warden was satisfied 1 was a
bona fide application, or that the rent
was more than 30 days in arrears, the
warden might allow the applicant to
make the application without a deposit;
but he had yet to learn of any occasion
on which a lease had been jumped which
ought not to have been jumped. He
koew of thousands of complaints from
people declaring that they had been put
to expense in defending their leases from
forfeiture, but he was not satisfied these
leases were being worked, and he put the
gtatements of these people down to
exagpgeration and deliberate perjury. It
was pointed out that a leascholder,
honestly working his lease, might be put
to some trouble, but in such a case the
warden should be given power to levy
expenses againgt the would-be jumper so
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ag to recoup the leaseholder for the
trouble he was put to in resisting the
forfeiture of his lease. It was too much,
however, to ask that everyone should
lodge £10 before an application was
heard. Did the deposit refer to claims
or did it only apply to leases ?

Tue Mivistee: It would not apply to
claims. They would be dealt with by
regnlations, and it would be wultra wires
to require a deposit under the regula-
tions.

Mz, HASTIE: One would like to
kmow why a deposit of £10 was neces-
sary. A man was pot going to the
trouble of applying for the forfeiture of
a lease for amusement. People com-
plained that leases had been unfairly
taken away from them; but there had
been no demand by the country for a
deposit,

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: It
was not right to say that a deposit of
£10 would be insisted upon on lodging
an application for forfeiture. There
would be no necessity to pat up any
deposit unless the holder of the lease
filed an answer that he would enter a
defence. If an answer was filed, a
deposit would have to be put up as a
security for costs, unless the applicant
could show the warden that he had a
fairly good cuse, or that the rent on the
leass was more than 30 days in arrears.
In the case of abandoned leases there
would be no defence, so there would be
no necessity for a deposit; but in cases
where the warden deemed that the
application for forfeiture was not a fair
one and that security for costs should be
put up, he could insist on the deposit
being made.

{Mg. Incivgworra took the Chair.]

Me. Hawrie: Why was a deposit
neressary ?

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: It
was a matter of fair play. Any wan
holding a miner's right could apply for
forfeiture of a lease, and could say to
a leaseholder “1 am going to apply for
the forfeiture of your lease.”

Mge. Tavror: Had that ever been
done ? :

Mg. Batr : There were many instances.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: There
were many cases of applications for for-
feiture being refused, and the warden
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bhad no power to grant costs against the
applicant. Even if he had power, how
was he going to get those costs ?

Mz. Hastie: In the ordinary way.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES: If
the warden was satisfied that the applica-
tion was bona fide, or that the rent was
more than 30 days in arrear, the deposit
would not be required. After a state-
ment of defence had been filed by the
lessee, the warden could insist on the
depogit being made.

MEe. Tayror: No case was known by
him in which a man bhad applied for for-
feiture unless there were good grounds
for so doing.

Tre MINISTER FORMINES: Time
after time applications were made for
forfeiture of leases which the warden
dismissed.

Mer. Tavror: The evidence went to
prove that the leases shonld be forfeited
according to the Act, but the warden did
not think it was fair to forfeit.

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES: If
the warden thought there bad been a
breach of the regulations he recommended
a fine being inflicted. The warden was
afraid to do that under the old law
really becanse a breach of the regulations
meant the forfeiture of the lease. It was
only desired that when a defence was
lodged the applicant for forfeiture shouid
deposit £10. When a man had to defend
his property he should at least, if suc-
cessful, have a chance of getting £10
towards his expenses. If the applicant
for forfeiture succeeded in his case he got
a fair proportion of the fine, or the
property. If a man put the lessee to the
expense of defending a cnse the lessee
ghould get some propurtion of hisexpenses
repatd. This clanse could not apply to
claims which would be dealt with as
before. The clause would only apply to
mining leases and not to homestead leases
or any such tenement.

Me. HASTIE : This provision would
be absolutely useless in places where
there was no resident warden.

Tee MinisTer: What about the regis-
trar ?

Mz. HASTIE: If the word “registrar”
was inserted that would meet the case.
The deposit should be made on the day
the application was to be heard. He
understood that the Minister’s idea was
that the warden must be satisfied that
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the application was bona fide; if that was
§0 why should the word “may " be used
and not “shall ”’?

Tae Minister: If the words “or in
his absence the registrar” were inserted,
that would meet the case.

Mz. TAYLOR moved as an amend-

ment—
%‘hat; all the words after “lessee” be struck
out. '
We had seen the operation of a similar
provision to this gome years ago when the
amount of deposit was £25.

TrE Minister : That applied to every
case.

Me. TAYLOR: It was most unsatis.
factory. In many instances properties
were held on new fields in the Mt. Mar-
garet district by companies, and they did
no work on the leases. Men who were
looking for work could not see their way
to put up a deposit of £25, therefore
could not make application for the for.
feiture of the lease. Hebhad never known
a case in which a man had applied for
forfeiture with the object of harassing the
leaseholder or trying to get the lease,
unless the labour covenants had not been
complied with or the rent had not been

aid.
F TaE Mivisrer : This only referred to
defended cases.

Mr. TAYLOR: Yes. If the lessee
filed an answer a deposit of £10 had to be
put up, but then the warden had to be
satisfied that the applicant had a good
casg. The warden should not be pre-
judiced by hearing an ez parte statement
by the man who was making application
for forfeiture, for if the warden had to he
satisfied there was a good case, then the
applicant had to make it clear to the
warden, and the warden would be pre-
judiced againet the leaseholder. This
provision was inserted to protect the
leaseholder and place him in a .position
of being able to hold a lease without ful-
filling the labour conditions. He bad
known cases in which it had been proved
up to the hilt that the labour conditions
bad not been fulfilled, but the warden
had taken a reasonable view of the cir-
cumstances, understanding that the lessee
had spent money on the lease. Men had
sworn in the court that they bad worked
on alease when they had not worked there.
In onecasehewas working on an adjoining
lease to one for which forfeiture was
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applied, and the lessee swore that he had
worked the lease when he (Mr. Taylor)
knew that the lessee bad not puta pick
i the ground. He (Mr. Ta.ygor) would
not go into court and swear that, because
he did not believe in jumping and did
not want to mix himselt up with that
phase of mining, yet he knew the lessee
had never stuck a pick in the ground
nor had he cut timber or done any
developing work at all. The man had
been away trying otQer shows. The
warden thought there were extenuvating
circumstances, and decided in favour of
the holder of the lense. It was known
that men went into court prepared to
perjure themselves. This Bill was inthe
interests of the leaseholder; there were
traces of it right through the messure.
The Minister must bave received his direc-
tions from the Chamber of Mines and was
protecting the big man. BMen who went
round with safficient tucker to enable
themn to try a show but had not the £10
in many cases could not apply for the
forfeiture of a lease, although the condi-
tions were not being complied with.

Tae MINIsTER: Such a man would not
be able to take up a 24-acre lease or a
12-acre lease and work it.

Me. TAYLOR: Mer with provisions
went round and sunk shafts and tried
ground before they took up a lease, and
that class of work had helped to open up
the fields. In one portion of the M¢.
Margaret district men were working on
ground prospecting it, and if another
person jumped the ground and applied
for it, the warden refused the application
because the miner was legitimately trying
the gronod. He knew of one case in
which 2 man bad sufficient tucker to keep
him six weeks; he had sunk a shaft and
was driving along the reef, but the man
had not £12 to pay the rent and £6 to
pay the.survey fees. While he was
engured at work another person pegged a
lease, but the warden would not grant the
land to the jumper although the lease
had not been applied for within the time
allowed. This clause would allow a lease
to be held without complying with the
labour conditions, because men would not
deposit £10 when there was a chance of
losing it.

Mgr. BATH supported the clause, as it
gave sufficient protection to anyone apply-
ing for forfeiture. He knew of instances
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in which claims had besn jumped for the
purpose of harassing a leaseholder. This
applied patticularly to leases outside
important centres such as Kalgoorlie and
Kanowna. Men had applied for forfeiture
and the lessee, rather than go to the court
to fight the cuse, had given the applicant
something to go away. As far as this
clause was concerned, while we wanted to
give.people plenty of opportunity, where
they thought a lease was being worked,
of applying for the forfeiture, the pro-
viso here inserted gave them ample op-
portunity to do that if they had a good
case, without putting up £10. The other
statement as to prejudicing the warden
did not hold water. The applicant was
heard first, and if a good case was put up
by him naturally the warden would lean
to his side until the other side was heard,
and if the other side put up a better case
the judicial decision of the warden would
go on that side which showed the better
case. There were two parties to the bar-
gain, and whilst we wanted to see that
those who believed leases were forfeitable
should have facilities, we also wanted to
protect the leaseholder from persons who
made a habit, not only in this State but
olhers, of going round as professional
jumpers and obtaining wines in that
way without any legitimate desire of
working the leases,

Me. TAYLOR: For a good while he
knocked about the field referred to, and
bad never yet seen a person make appli-
cation for forfeiture of a lease to unduly
harass the leaseholder, amd hé challenged
the member for Hannans (Mr. Bath) to
say where he had seen it.

Me. Batr had known and seen it done
at Hannans.

Mr. TAYLOR challenged the hon.
member to say where he had seen it done.
The hon. member had said his own mates
had done it.

M=. Barn: What he said was that his
own mates had had leases, and those
leases had been jumped.

Mr. TAYLOR repeated that he had
never seen it done. Years ago he was
through the part the hon. member had
been in, and in his opinion there must
have been a better class of miners then
than at present. There was no room for
such men among the early diggers.

Mz. Baru: It bad been a professional
trade in all diggings in Australia.
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Mr. TAYLOR: It was a profession
which followed the large influx of people,
and it was not engaged in by genujne
prospectors. There were places six or
seven years old in which one could
not find that a case of jumping had
oceurred.

Mz. REID : The clause would be sup-
ported by him as it stood. We had pro-
fessional jumpers all over Australia,
including Western Auvstralia, who went
about the country looking for an oppor-
tunity of jumping a lease which hud been,
or was being, worked by the houest and
honourable miner. The member for
Mount Margaret (Mr. Taylor) asked for
instances. In his (Mr. Beid’s) own elec-
torate there had been instances within the
last two months. He bad had to approach
the Minister for Mines on behalf of men
in his electorate whom he bad known for
the lagt 18 years, and who were working
leages at the present time in the
Mount Burges electorate. Even siuce the
present session of Parliament commenced
he had had to appeal to the Minister on
hehalf of people working in his electorate.
In one instance two men were working 12
acres of land at Burbanks, and one of
the six ucres was jumped, and until the
whole statement was laid before the
Minister the hon. gentleman inflicted a
fine on the two man who held the lease.
If those two men who jumped the claim
had been compelled to pay down £10
before the application was heard, there
would have been no such thing as a jump-
ing of the claim, because those men only
did this for the purpose of harassing
the men who had been working this
mine with profit to themselves and to
the community for the last two years.
That lease wae origmally held by an
English company, it was abandoned, and
was taken up by the present lessees, who
had worked it successfully. Only last
week he had appealed to the Minister on
behalf of two other niners working
alluvial ground in the Mt. Burges
electorate. The ground had been lying
vacant for years until those men
demonstrated i15s value; and the usual
jumpers, seeing that the men had to
carry alluvial in bags for apwards of a
mile for treatment, endeavoured to jump
the ground ; and the wminere were now
appealing for the return of the fine
inflicted. The £10 deposit would prevent
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such cases. The member for Mt
Muargaret demanded a case in point, and
two bad been given him.

Mx. Tavuwor: Yes; but one referred
to alluvial workings.

Tre Mmvister : To alluvial leases.

Amendment put and negatived.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES
moved that the words “ or in his absence
the registrar ” be inserted after ** warden,”
in line 8.

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clavses 100 to 102—agreed to.

Clause 103—Warden to report to
Minjster

Ms. HASTIE: Should wnot the
warden have power to give damages
against an applicant, in a vexatious case,
in addition to merely forfeiting the
deposit ?

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: The
hon, member might see him privately.
He now moved that the words “and the
Minister may, before acting on any
recommendation, require the warden to
take farther evidence or re-hear the
application,” be added tu the clause. If
after an application for forfeiture such
fresh evidence was brought before ihe
Minister as made him think that the
case should be re-heard, he should have
absolute power to refer the case to the
warden so that the evidence might be
taken.

Amendment passed, and the clause as
amended agreed to.

Clause 104—Proceedings by the Gov-
ernor thereon :

Tes MINISTER FOR MINES
moved that the word * thereupon,” in line
1, be struck out. This would accord
with the addition to Clause 103.

Amendment passed, and the elause as
anended agreed to.

Clause 105—Procedure in case of for-
feiture:

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES
moved that the word * mining” be in-
serted after ““any,” in line 2.

Amendment passed, and the clause
as amended agreed to.

Clause 106—Notice to be published :

Tar MINISTER FOR MINES: An
addition was necessary, similar to that
made in Clause 98, so as to give power to

i send infimation by telegram. He moved
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that the following be added to the
clause :—

Provided that by direction of the Minister
the notice as published in the Goverament
Gazetts may be communicated. by telegraph to
the warden, and in such case the telegraph

- message posted up in the office of the warden
shall be eguivalont to the posting up of the
page of the Government Gazette containing
such notice.

Amendment passed, and the claunse as
amended agreed to.

Clause 107—Exemption i case of
strikes:

Tue MINISTER FOR MINES
moved as an amendment,--

That the word * Minister,” in line 3, he

struck out, and “ warden ” inserted in lien.
A member had given notice of an amend-
ment to strike out ‘ general” before
“ gtrike.” To that the Government could
not agree. An exemption would be
allowed only in case of a general strike.

Me. Fornson: There could not be a
strike in this State,

Tar MINISTER FQOR MINES:
There ougkt not to be; but there was
one a little while ago. Suppose the men
on one mine struck work, that would not
be a general strike. If a few men work-
ing on a property threw down their tools
and said they would not work amy
longer, it should not be an excuse for
getting exemption. The clause was
copied from the New Zealand Act, and
also appeared in the Tasmanian Act,
where the word * Commissioner” ap.
peared instead of * Minister.”” This was
a question vpon which politics should
not come in at all.

Me. Tavror: The Minister retained a
veto,

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES: Yes;
in the case of forfeiture. It should be a
question for the warden to say whether a
general strike was on.

Mr. Baru: The Minister had not
made any provision for a lockout.

Tre Cuairmaw: The hon. member
was out of order.

Me. REID: The clause would be
better with the word “ Minister” in. A
warden was more easily influenced than
a Minister. At the same time be pre-
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ferred tbhat the clause should be struck

out because it was pot required. The
Arbitration Act prevenied a general
strike taking place, but if that Act lnpsed
it would be inflicting a great wrong upon

n Committee.

the workers of the country to retain the
clause and place the men under the
complete control of the mine owner.

TAe CrHairmMaN: The hon. member
could not discuss the striking out of the
clause.

Me. REID: The warden would on all
oceasions be more susceptible to local
influences than a Minister.

Amendment pasged,

Mr. JOHNSON moved as a farther
amendment,

That the words “ in open ¢ourt * be inserted
after * warden.”

This would get over the difficulty where

' managers endeavoured to construe a

lockout into a strike. The wmen could

rove in open court whether it was a
ockout or & strike, If a manager had
not sufficient capital to pay the ruling
rate of wage to his men on any one day,
and if the men wonld not take alower rate
the manager would say, “Take it or I
will close down the mine.”

The Minister: That was a lockout.

Mg. JOHNSON : That was so, but in
many instances strikes were caused in
this way.

Tee MINISTER FOR MINES ac-
cepted the amendment.

Mr. HASTIE: The clause ecould be
very much improved. There were many
districts in which arbitration awards did
not apply. Mines might desire to reduce
the ruling rate of wage, and if the men
did not accept the reduction the managers
claimed that the men went on strike.

Tare MrnsTER: Was that not a lock-
out? .

Mr. HASTIE: No; it was a strike.
People looking at it from one side wonld
say it was a lock-out, but on the other
hand the others would claim it as a
strike. Cases had occurred on the gold-
fields where a warden had said that, if
the ruling rate of wages was not given
and the men stopped work, he would
refuse to call it a strike and to declare
that the labour conditions could not be
carried out. Under this ¢lause, however,
the warden had no power to do so. He
should have more power, and should be
able to see that the ruling rate of wage
in a district was not broken. The
Minister should look into the clause.

Amendment passed.

Mr. EWING moved that in line 4 the

word ‘“general” be struck out, There
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might be a dispute on one mine but it
would not be a general strike.
owners should have some protection.

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES:
amendment was not necessary.

Amendment withdrawn, and the elause
as previously amended agreed to.

Clauses 108 to 110—agreed to.

Clause 111—Power to resume for resi.
dential purposes :

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES moved
that in Subcluuse (a) the words * ore
senm” be struck out, and that * or ore
reduction works on the area of such
leage or leases™ be inserted in lieu. We
did not want cases to occur such as had
happened in the past. Areas had been
required by the Government for resi-
dential purposes, and although the areas
were not required for mining purposes,
every effort was made to recover large
sums of money or the fee simple of land
from the Government for the surrender
of the areas.

Amendment passed.

Msg. EWIN(g On the second reading
the Minister stated that it was not
intended that the clause should apply
to coal-mining, but that the clause had
reference to the Kalgoorlie district.

Tae MivisTer ®or Mines: There
must be a clanse applying to coal-wining
leases.

Mz. EWING: That was so, but the
present clause was not suitable for coal
mining. He moved as an amendment :—

That the following he inserted as Subclause
3: “ Nothing in this section shall apply to
coal-mining leases,”

Tae MINISTER FOR MINES
accepted the awendment. On the re-
committal, he would move to insert a
clause following this one, giving the
Government power to resume land on
coal-mining leases, describing the area
exactly. It was absurd to think of the
enormous areas beld at Collie by the
lessees of coal mines, ulthough kncwing
that a large portion of these areas was
urgently required for settlement pur-
poses, the Government could do nothing
on these areas. Care should be taken
pot to harass the lessees but fo give
them every facility for carrying on their
operations ; yet It was not necessary
to have the large surplua areas which
they held. On recommitial he would
bring forward a new clause giving power

The
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to resume surface areas where required.
A report by the State Mining Engineer
or Government Geologist would De re.
guired showing that the surface was pot
necessary for coal-mining purposes.

Amendment passed, and the clavse as
amended agreed to.

Clanse 112——agreed to.

Clause 113 — Surrender of mining
lease :

Mr. WALLACE: Why was the con-
gent of the Governor uecessary for the
suwrrender of a lease ?

Treg MINISTER FOR MINES: The
surrender of a lease had to be passed by
the Executive Council, so that the respon-
gibility of the lessee should end.

Mg, WarLace: Could not the lessee
abandon the lease ¢

Tre MINISTER FOR MINES: A
person might surrender a gold-mining
lease for the purpese of taking up a
water tight or taking up an aren dif.
ferent from that originally surveyed;
that was why the consent of t.he Governor
Was Necessary.

Clanse passed.

Claunse 114—A lessee need not hold a
mining license :

Me. WALLACE moved a8 au amend.-

ment,
That the clause be atruck out.

If it was necessary for one class of miner
to hold a miner’s right while another
class of miner need not, it should be
made obligatory on an applicant for a
leage to hold a miner’s right. .

Tae MintstER : If would be betier to
move to strike out the word “ shall.,”

Mr. WALLACE: The Chairman (Mr.
Harper), he nnderstood, had roled that
a whole clauvse could not be struck out.
If the present Chairman ruled that, he
(Mr. Wallace) would move to strike out
the word ' not.”

Tae Minisrer: That would be better
for the hon. member, becanse it would
make the clause read that “it shall be
necessary.”

Mr. WALLACE: If the Chairman
ruled that the whole clause could be
struck out, it woald be well to move
that.

Thve Cuaemaw: It had not been
raled that a member could not move to
strike out a clause, but that it could only
be put in ancther form.
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Mz. TavLok: As he understood, the
ruling wae that one could not move to
strike out a clause.

Tur MINISTER FOR MINES: The
object of the hon. member (Mr. Wallace)
was to make it necessary for any holder
of a lease to be the holder of a miner's
right. If we struck out the word “not,”
the clause would read “shall be neces-
sary,” which would make it obligatory
for a holder to have a miner’s right. He
{the Minister) would oppose that, for it
was impossible to expect any holder of a
leage to be bound to take out a miner’s
right. If the whole clause were struck
out, there would be nothing to say that
the holder of 2 wmining lease should be
the bolder of a miner’s right.

Mr. WALLACE : It was absurd that
the couditions of Clause 114 should he
upheld by the Minister whilst power was
given in Clause 288 to impose a fine on a
man, not being the owner of a miner'’s
right, found to be engaged in mining on
Crown land. A holder of a lease should
be a miner, and if one could hold a lease
without a miner’s right, what would be
the use of enforcing a penalty under
Clause 2887 FEither the ome or the
other clauze should come out, and
holding the opinion he did that every
miner should be the holder of a miner’s
right, it was for him to urge the deletion
of either the whole of Clause 114 or the
word “mot.” In order to meet the
wishes of the Minister, he moved as an
amendment—

That the word “not,” in line 1, be struck
out.

Amendment put, and s division taken
with the following result :—

Ayes .- .- R
Noes e .. 18
Majority against e 7
Ares, NoEs.
Mz, Bath Mr. Atkins
My, Hostie IMr. Burges
Mr. Johngoo Mr. Diamond
Mr. Reid Mr, Ewing
My, Toylor Mr. Fe:
Mr. Wallace {Teller). Mr. er
Mr. Gregory
Mr, H
Mr. Hopking
Mt. James
Mr. Piesse
Mr. Rason
Mr. Higham (Teller).

Amendment thus negatived, and the
clanse passed.

Progress reported, and leave given to
sit again,

[ASSEMBLY.]

Railway Clerks.

ADJOURNMENT.

Tae PREMIER moved that the House
at its rising do adjourn unti! halt-past
seven o'clock p.m. the next day, to enable
members to attend the Guildford Show.

Question passed.

The House adjourned accordingly at
11-18 o'clock, until the next evening.

fegiglative HAssemhly,
Wedneaday, 218t October, 1903.
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The SPEAKER took the Chairat 7:30
o'clock, p.m.

Pravurs.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the MinisTer vor Works: By-
laws of Broad Arrow District Roads
Board. Plan of Stock Routes from
Fitzroy to De@rey River, moved for by
Mr. Pigott.

Ordered, to lie on the tuble.

ASSENT TO BILL.

Message from the Governor received
and read, assenting to the Bread Bill.

QUESTION—RAILWAY CLERKS,
OVERTIME.

Mr. MORAN asked the Minister for
Railways: 1, Whether he is aware that
several clerks in the Railway Storekeeper’s
Department Branch at North Fremantle
have been on overtime sinee lagt March,
at the rate of three houra per night. 2z,
What remuneration they receive for this
overtime. 3, Upon whose instructions
this overtime waa commenced,



