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advances, but that procediwe was recently
altered and treasury bills are now issued to
cover the funds provided until Parliament
approves of the aetion of the Federal Treas-
urer, in issuing the securities on belalf of
the State. The whole of the works listed
in the first schedule have already appeared
on previous Loan Bills, and ave being car-
ried out mainly as unemployment relief
works, The second schedule refers to cer-
tain authorisations which were carried for-
ward from previous Loan Bills, and are not
now required for the purpose set out, and
are being transferred to the eredit of other
items, in order to avoid application for a
further authorisation. 1 move—

That the Bill be now read a sccond time.
J. Cornell,

On motion by Hon. debate

adjourned.

House adjourned at .10 pom.
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 430

p-m., and read prayers,

QUESTION—BULEK HANDLING,
OFFER TO FINANCE.

Mr. J. I. MANXN asked the Premier: Is it
a fact, as reported in the Press, that the
firm of Brine & Sons have made an offer to
finance the erection of an orthodox systemn
of bulk handling in the State?

The PREMIER replied: Yes, snbject to
certain eonditions.

[ASSEMBLY.)

BILL—ROCKINGHAM ROAD DISTRICT
(LOAN RATE EXEMPTION.)

Report of Commitiec adopted.

BILL—COLLIE RECREATION AND
PARK LANDS ACT AMENDMENT.

In Committee.

Bill passed through Commitiee without de-
bate, reported without amendment and the
report adopted.

BILL—BULK HANDLING.
Report of Joint Select Committee.

Debate resumed from the previous day on
the following motion by Hon. N, Keenan:—
“That the Bill, as amended by the joint
Select Committe, be recommitted to a Com-
wittee of the whole House, and its consid-
eration in Committee be made an Order of
the Day for the next sitting of the House.”

HON. J, C. WILLCOCK (Uecraldton)
[+38]): I do not desire to make a Jong
speech at this stage on the report of the
Joint Seleet Committee. The ground was
covered very completely by the Committee’s
report and the cvidence and the report have
been technically eriticised, if I may put it
that way, by the member for Sonth Fre-
mantle (Hon. A. MeCallum), with reference
to many outstanding features. It seems to
me that most of the members of the Joint
Seleet Comnittee embarked upon their con-
sideration of. the Bill with preconceived
ideas that, apparently, were not altered very
much as a result of their investigations.
That does not apply to the member for
Subiaco (Mr. Richardson}; T am speaking
generally.  As to the chairman, I do mot
know what his opinions were prior fo the
consideration of the Bill by the seleet com-
mittee. From my reading of the evidence
and the report, I have come to the eonelusion
that he soon heeame possessed, with jntense
fervour, of views favourable to the proposai
for the establishment of bulk handling
facilities and his fervour progressed daily
until at the end of the consideration of the
evidence, in his preparation of the report,
he made use of language that has heen
designated as extravagantly favourable to-
wards the scheme. T am inclined to agree
with that eriticism. T have no desire to
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support anything, irvespective of what it
may be, the object of which is to lessen the
cost of marketing and the production of
wheat, if it dees not take into consideration
the interests of the whole State. Although
the Bill does not deal with the production
phase, it has evervthing to do with the mar-
keting of whear and I am prepared to sup-
port anything that will have that effect,
provided the interests of the State are pro-
perly conserved, 1 must be convinced, with-
out any shadow of doubt, that any such
scheme will lessen marketing costs,
what T can gather from, pérhaps net a
superfieial, but at any rate not an exhaus-
tive ronsideration of the evidence and re-
port, I camnot say | am convineed that if
the prineiple of bulk handling he adopted,
it will effectively advance the interests of
the State as n whole. T desire to stress that
point. T do not know that it will do much
towards lesseaing the cost of marketing and
the produeticn of wheai. The outstanding
features of the propesal—I think T remem-
ber the Premier sayving something of the
sort on vavious occasions—are that it is
claimed for the scheme that it will save the
use of hags represeniing a cost of £400,000
a vear at a vost of 34d. to the {farmers,
which will involve the expenditure of
£85.000, plus £175.000, expense to which
the Railway Deparfinent will have to go for
the eonversion of trucks and so forth.

The Minister for Works: Where do vou
zet your §d. from?

Hon, J. C. WILLCOCK : That represents
the charge to the farmer for the use of the
scheme,

Hon. W, I, Johnson: That is correct

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : The farmer will
have to pay $d. for each bushel of wheat
he puts into the scheme and that will cover
part of the adm nistrative costs and

Hon. W. D. Johnson: No, the capital
cost.

Hon, J. ¢. WILLCOCK:
will wipe off the capital cost.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: The capital eost
of the scheme will represent to the farmer
§d. per bushel.

Hon, J. . WILLCOCK : The administra-
tive cost of bulk handling will not vary much
from that involved in bag handling, so one
can be regarded a= a set-off to the other
Thus the capital cost of the scheme will be
met by a charge of £d. per bushel. On top
of that there is the £175,000 that the rail-

That charge

From .
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way experis consider will be the extra cost
to the Railway Department. There are
other details for and agninst the scheme
that could he advanced, but they do not
materially alter the economic phase of the
proposal, On top of the £175,000 that it
will cost the Covernment vailways, it has
been estimated that bulk handling will in-
volve the Midland Railway Company in an
expenditure of £25,000. On the other band,
secing that the Midland Company through
their manager, have indieated that they will
not participate in the scheme at al), the Iat-
ter mimount ean be left out of consideration.

The Minister for Agriculture: Do you
think the company realise that one-third of
their wheat freight will disappear if they
do not participate in the scheme?

Hon. J. ¢, WILLCOCIK: There is some-
thing o be said from that standpoint, but
I do not know that many farmers would
faee the cost of 30 miles extrn haulage to
the Wongan Hills line in order to partiei-
pate in problematical savings.

The Minister for Agriculture: I would do
s0 over a distance of 15 miles,

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : There is a large
quantity of wheat produced on the western
side of the Midland line, and it is open to
doubt whether many of those farmers would
consider the cost of carcing their wheat 15
to 35 miles across to the Wungan Hills line,
Justifiable in order to enjoy problematieal
benefits in  the direetion of reduced
eosts under the bulk hundling scheme.
1 do not think they would, [t is said that
the saving on bags will be £400,000. The
saving cannot amount te that sum. Even
if the proposed scheme were adopted, a
considerable quantity of wheat would still
have to he harvested in bags. At least one-
fourth of the number of bags at present
used would be required under a hulk hand-
ling seheme, and so the estimated saving
of £400,000 on bags would be redneed to
£300,000. What has apparently not heen
congidered by those who make these loose
statements about the saving on bags is that
bags at present are paid for as wheat, and
the amount paid to the farmers under that
heading amounts to about £75,000 a vear.
Allowing for those two items the estimated
saving o bags is reduced to £225000.
Further, there is the 2%d. per bushel which
represents about £80,000, as well as the
£175,000 for extra railway eosts, and after
allowing for them. the saving on bags would
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disappear.  In fact the £225,000 saving
wonld be more than eovered by the exira
oxpenditure involved tatalling about £250,-
(00. Those are the vital features of bulk
handling. 1 have studied the report eare-
fullv, and so far as T can judge, other
points are matters of comparative detail.
One saving may be set-off against an ex-
penditure and there wourld he very little
variation in the net resnlts of the scheme.
To go thoroughly into the whole question
of bulk handling would necessitate a

speech of four or five honrs. The member |

" for South Fremantle eriticised the report
at considerable length, hat even he stated
that he had omitted many points that might
have heen dealt with. ‘The wember for
Perth tnok an hour or twe to disenss little
more than the opinion of one gentleman
on the question of bulk handling. If one
set out to deal thoronghly with all the in-
formation supplied in the brown book, the
hlue hook and the seleet committee’s re-
port, one would be unlikely to finish this
zide of the general elections. Consequently
T shall econfine my remarks to the main
principles and will not deal with details,
whieh are liable to eonfuse people rather
than enlighten them. T wish first to deal
with the railway aspect. From my experi-
ence as Minister for Railways for a num-
her of yesis and m¥ Pravion§ experience
in the Railway Depariment for about 20
vears, [ ean elaim to know something more
than docs the average person- about rail-
way administration and railway working.
T have carefully perused the evidence given
hy vailway officers, ineluding the Aecting
Commissioner and the heads of depart-
ments. and I consider that the evidenece is
substantially correet. T would not say it
is absolutely correct, because there may be
some detail that is not quite aceurate, but in
the main the evidence appeals to me as he-
ing snbstantially eorrect.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Did voun read Mr.
O'Connor’s evidence?

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : Yes.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Did vou read what
he gaid about the saving on  Fremantle
shuntings, whiech has not been caleulated?

Hen. J. C. WILLCOCK : Yes, that is a
comparatively small detail.

Hon. W. DD, Johnson: You, as a railway
man, must know that it is not a compara-
tive detail.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. J. C. WIIA.COCK : It may not be
a detail in that sense, but it would make
comparatively little difference to the cost,
[ shall deal with that point later. The big
nuestion to decide is whether we are going to
aceept the evidence and opinions of railway
experts, or whether we, like the szelect com-
mittee, are going to diseount it entirely
Nofwithstanding the attitude of the seleet
committee, I consider that no eourse is open
to this House than to aceept the evidence
of the railway officials, at any rate until
it is econtradicted by some authority.

The Minister for Works: They arve not
experts on bulk handling.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : [ am not discus-
sing bulk handling: I am denling with the
maiway aspect. The selert commitice dis-
counted by about 75 per cent. the evidence
of the deparumenial heads. TUnless we ean
get some evidence from. acknowledged ex-
perts to support the committee’s view, we
would he well advised to discard the select
committee’s opinien and be guided hy the
facts adduced from the railway officials.
Rather long experience of railway adminis-
tration has satisfied me that the estimates
of the Railway Department generaliy prove
to be eorrect. I know that some depart-
menis have made a practice of submitting
estimates which have bad to be largely
sxeoeded  before the works eould he
completed. The estimates for the Fremauiie
dock, the Pe:l Estate, and many other
works [ could mention, were comparatively

" low, but when the works were actually con-

<tructed, the estimates were seriously ex-
ceeded. The estimates of the Railway De-
partment have generaly been fairly close to
the mark, at any rate during the last seven
or eight vears. e ought to bear in mind
that the railway officials were not giving

estimates of some proposed new works
hased on  prohlematical considerations.

They were giving evidence based on prac-
tieal experience of work undertaken during
the last few years, and they knew exaetly
what the cost would be. They could judge
within a few pounds what expenditure the
works would involve. Before the Bill be
nassed, the Government should state their
poliev regarding railway freight on wheat,.
That is an important consideration. ‘The
rflepartmental officers say that under balk
handiing the cost of transporting wheat will
he at least 1d. per bushel extra. Who is
«oing to pay the extra 1d.? Is it going to
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he charged to the farmers who have their
wheat transported in bulk? Do the Gov.
ernment, intend to retain the present freighi
and require the taxpayers to hear the extra
oost? What is going ¢ happen? It ap-
pears cerfain that extra cost will be in-
volved, and where is the money to come
Ffrom? It cannot be saved by any redue-
tion of railway expenditure, On the other
band, in the near foture and for a consid-

trable time to come, railway costs will b

increased because the system has  been
starved in respect of maintenance. The
Commissioner of Railways says he has kept
the svstem in a reasonably safe condition,
bhut he admits frankly and without any at-
tempt to deceive anybody that maintenance
is not heing preperly attended to, and that
in the near future and for many years,
snhanced expenditure will be necessary to
overtake arrears of maintenance. Tt is im-
possible that the extra cost involved by bulk
bandling can be made good out of any eco-
romies the depariment arve likely to effect.
Consequently I repeat, who iz going to bear
fhe cost? Tf coneurrently with authorising
bulk handling we said to the farmers, “You
embark on the scheme with your eves open:
it will eost an extra 1d. per bushel freighi
o wheat and you will have to pay it,” T
think a considerahle amount of the enthusi-
usin expressed For bulk handling and fos-
feroed by eireulacs freely distributed all over
the State would disappear. TIf the Govern-
ment said that instead of nnderfaking bulk
handling, with its problematical advantages,
they would give the farmers a honus of 1d.
per bushel, T think tha farmers would readily
drap the zhadow and grasp the substance.

Mr. Griffiths: Yoa do not really think
that?

Hen. J. C. WILLCOCK : After perusing
all the information at my disposal, T am of
apinion that the advantage to he derived
from bulk handling will be nil, hut that on
{he other hand the insuguration of such a
scheme will cost the farmer or somebody
olse something. There will be an extra cost
of 1d. per hushel freight on every bushel of
wheat transported by :le railways.  The
select committee discounted that figure. They
vaid that Mr. Sutton told somebody, or was
told by zomebody, that the extra eost would
be Vhd.

The Minister for Works: That was in my
report.

My, Patrick. The Commissioner of Rail-
wavs was a member f that committee.
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Hon. J. €. WILLCOCK: The House
should be reassurved on the question of the
extra cost. The Minister for Works and
the Government commitiee estimated the
axtra cost at l5d, per bushel, and now the
railway officers estimate thai the extra cost
will be nearly 1d. per bushel. Which state-
ment is corvect? We have no right to pass
the Bill unfil the serions discrepancy in the
estimates of the experts has been explained.
The Acting Commissioner said the extra
cost would be .8d. per bushel and the Min-
igter for Works put the extra cost ai .5d.
per bushel,

The Minister for Works: The exact figure
was .505d.

Hon. J. C, WILLCOCK: The extra five-
thousandths would not make much difference.
That is a point that should be elncidated
hefore we discuss this Bill at all. The re-
sponsible ollicers of the Railway Depars-
ment, when giving evidence before the select
committee, said that it would ecost practic-
ally 1d. a bushel,  The select committec
sny, after going into the matter, that 4d. a
bushel should cover the cost. Where ther
get that ficure from 1 do not know and !
cannot find ont. T intend to deal with this
matter from other sspects besides the vail-
way aspeet, but firat 1 would quote the por-
tion of the sclect committee’s report referred
to last night by the member for Perth—

It is a somewhat staggering proposition
even if only given c¢asual consideration, 1In
effeet it amounts to a customer of a common
carrier being ecalled upon not only to pay
freight for the services remdered to him by
such common carrier, but in addition a further
charge which will pay full interest on the cost
of the plant of the common carrier, and an
additional redemption eharge to pay off such
cost. TIn faet, because he employs such carrier

and pavs him for his servives, he is obliged
to buy his plant. . . ..

In conneetion with any commercial under-
taking in the world a business man makes
up his costs. He says, “This is my eapital,
T want a return on that: these are my
working costs, I want a return on them:
thiz is the cost of maintenance, T must maks
a charge to cover that.” The Railway [he-
partment have made such allowances as
cvery ordinary commercial man would make,
A man starting in business says, “The goods
which T sell cost me s0 much, T have also to
pay rent. taxation, wage: and other ex-
penses, #nd to provide for interest on capi-
tal: when all these items are totalled up.
then T decide what the price of my goods
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will be to the customer.” That is all the
officials of the Railway Department did.
The instrueciions given by suceessive Gov-
ernments to the Railway Department are
that the railways must be run on a commer-
cial basis, unless otherwise direeted by the
Minister, when it is desired to carry out a
itevelopment policy.

My, Patrick: Do the Government do that
with respect to the timber and coal indus-
tries?

Hon. J. C. WILLCGCI : Yes.

Mr. Patrick: It says not in this report.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : What the select

sommittee said is a staggering proposition

is the ordinary, commercial method of deal-
ing with a business undertaking. Youn, Mr.
Speaker, have had some experience in con-
aierce—in good many years of experience—
and I venture to say that if you started ouns
on a commercial hfe again, you would, with
the knowledge and experience which you
have acqnired in your vather long life, maka
up your costs, and having definitely ascer-
lained them, you would say, “In order &
keep solvent, I will have to make certain
charges in addition to the cost of the goods
which I lave purchased for sale.” If the
Railway Department were allowed fo charge
freights on a commereial basis, there would
he no deficit; at least, the railway system
could he run in such a
pay ecosts. For many years Parliament has
deliberately required the Railway Depar:-
ment so to vegulate their charges that a con-
siderable portion of them eould be used to
ussist development. I ean mention super-
phosphate and wheat, which are earried =t
# rate lower than the aectual cost.  The
average charge per ton mile is 1.73d., and
vet superphosphate is ecarried for .554.
This is done deliberately. Nobody quarras
ahout it. It is done in pursuance of a polivy
to encourage the production of wealth in the
State. Tf the attitnde of the select tom-
mittee is the same towards other evidence
as it iz towards the cvidence of the railway
officialg, then T very seriously question the
wisdom of adopting the committee’s recom-
mendations. I do not pose as an expert on
the bulk handling of wheat. What 1-know
ahout bhulk handling is what T have read,
and that is not very much. But I do know
something about railway administration. 1f
the eritieism by the seleet committee of the
evidence of the railwav officials on this
question is the same as their critieism of

way as io

[ASSEMBLY ]

other aspects of bulk handling, I do not
wonder that their report has been seri-
ously diseounted. Who is to find the
£175,000 which will be required if the
scheme is put into operation?  Who is
guing to foot that bill? Is the amount
to be raised by means of additional taxa-
tion?  Will the farmers meet the hill by
payuient of an extra 1d. per bushel o rheir
wheat, or will the difference be spiit? Ouly
the same quantity of wheat will he ear-
ried. A declaration of policy must be made
by the Government before we can arrive at
a decision to adopt this method of handling
wheat,

Mr. Patrick: How much extra would it
be for freight?

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCIK:
Railway Commissioner said

Hon, N. Keenan: .9314d.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK: I have dcalt
with broad aspects of the matter. To get
down to details, one would have to go very
fully into the matter and hear evidence in
the same way as the select committee did.
From my experience, I say the railway
figures are not inflated. Railway officials
endeavour at all times loyally to assist the
Government in power to carry out their
policy. Knowing the Government have in-
troduced this Bill and that therefore they
favour the bulk handling sysiem, I &m surs
the aofficials of the Railway Department will
not look at the matter purely from the point
of view of the Railway Department. They
will endeavonr to assist the Government in
every way and will furnish the absoluie
winimum eost which will be entailed by the
introduction of the scheme. They are not
out to inflate the costs. They have no per-
sonal interest in bulk handling. All they are
supposed to do is to give what they consider
true facts and correct figures with regard to
it.  Any Parliament which disregards what
these officials say are the actual costs in
connection with the installation of the
scheme must take upon themselves a very
serious and grave responsibility. It would
not cost very much to verify these fiures.
There must be numbers of railway experts
throughout Australia whose services counld
he obtained at eemparatively small cost to
check the caleulations and estimates made
hy our railway offieials.

The Minister for Works: You would bave
to get an expert in butk handling.

The Deputy
Od., nearly 1d.
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Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK: Tbere are ex-
perts in New South Wales who have had
considerable experience in bulk handling.
To get down to tin tacks, would it nol be
possible for the Government to ask the
Govermnent of New South Wales to recom-
mend some expert in & high administrative
position who bas had the necessary experi-
ence to check the estimate? Such an expert
could make an unbiassed report upon the
estimate. If he says the estimate is grossly
inflated, then we wounld have sowmething to
back up what the select commmittee have said
ohout it. I do not think it would be neces-
sary to hring the expert fo this State.

The Minister for Works: We already have
evidence from New South Wales whieh 1s
available fo members.

Hon, 1. C. WILLCOCK: But you have
not ot a criticism of our railway officers’
estimate by a responsible railway offigial in
New South Wales. Until we have that
criticism, or an authoritative statement con-
tradicting the evidence they have given, we
have no option bui to accept the evidence.
The Commissioner of Railwavs should be
azked if he stands to his original estimate
given to the Minister that the ecost will be
%ad. per bushel, or whether he agrees that
the cost will be nearly 1d. This Honse
should not eonsider the Bill while there s
a difference of opinion to that extent. T
repeat that the Government should also make
a pronouncement in vegard to their poliey.
Those two poimts should be settled before
we proceed with the second reading. 1 will
leave those two very important points, hut
before I conclude 1 will deal with another
azpect of the matter. If the Bill does pass,
would ii he possible to establish bulk hand-
ling on the zone system first? Admittedly,
so far only an experiment has been made.
Could not the system be carried out in the
Fremantle zone, which is a rather big one?
I think about 30,000,000 bushels of wheat
are produced in that zone. Therefore, it is
quite big enough to carry out an experiment
on a scale which would give us authoritative
information as to whether savings will be
effected or extra costs incurred. We will
know eonsiderably more about bnlk hand-
ling afier one vear’s experience in an area
such as that comprised in what is now known
r= the Fremantle zone.

Hon. A. MeCallum: Why not Geraldton?

Hon. J. . WILLCOCK : The experiment
would have to be carried ont on a com-
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paraiively larwe scale before its value could
be determined. It would not do to carry
it out on a comparatively small output of
9,000,000 hushels, which i3 approximately
the annual harvest for the (eraldton dis-
trict, The Fremantle zone, on the other
hand, would provide a substantial output,
pretty well equal to the amount of wheat
that was fivst handled in bulk in New South
Wales. A year's experience would be of
great valie in showing whether the scheme
could profitably be extended to the whole
State.  Owing to the non-co-operation of
the Midland Railway Co, there will be a
serioug gnp in the State-wide system, any-
how. | do not know whether the Government
are prepared to take coercive methods
ngainst the company to bring them intg
the scheme, otherwise the policy of that
company, as outlined by the general man-
ager, is that they will not face a capital
cost of £127,000, or an annual cost of £25,-
000, to come into the scheme. Along the
Midland Railway line there will be over
1,000,000 bags of wheat produced in the
vear, and that will remain ouiside the
scheme unless some means is provided for
dealing with them. The Minister for Agri-
culture says it will be carted to the Won-
gan Hills line. Tf that were done, it would
eat up practieally all of the 3d. a bushel
that is spoken of as the saving due to bulk
handling.

Me. Patrick: It might foree the hands
of the Midland company.,

Hon, J. €. WILLCOCK: That may or
may not be so. It is yuestionable whether
it would he vrofitable to cart the wheat all
that way. It is also questionable whether
wheat freight is payable for the railways.
Tt eertainly inereases the turnover to such
an extent that it spreads the overhead cost
and interest payments over a wider area,
but the actual earringe of the wheat itself
is not profitable freight.

The Minister for Lunds: They wouid he

sorry to lose that traffie.

Hon, J. C. WILLCOCK: Whatever hap-
pens, [ do not know that anyone on the
west side of the Midland line or elose in
on the eastern side, would eare to ecart
their wheat 40 miles to the Wongan Hills
line. That would eertainly eut out the pro-
blematic saving under bulk handling as es-
timated by this optimistic committee, of be-
tween 3d. and 4%4d.
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The Minister for Works: Other commit-
tees have reported optimistically too.

Hon. J. . WILLCOCK: Many of such
committees have been noncommittal in
their attitnde, and some have reported
against it. The high priest of the Primary
Producers” Association only four years ago
expressed himself in opposition to it.

The Minister for Lands: The capital ex-
penditure nvolved in that scheme was dif-
ferent from this one.

Hon. J. C., WILLCOCK: When the Wes-
tralian Farmers were not in the scheme,
the ehairman of directors was apposed to it,
but now they are likely to be in it, he ir
very favourable towards it

Hon. W. 1. Johnson: No director was
ever in it. You are accusing me of heing
assaciated with the Primary Producers’ As-
sociation. I am in the co-operative move-
ment.

Hon. J. €. WILLCOCK: I understood
that My, Monger was chairman of dirveetors.

Hon. P. Collier: He is chairman of the
Wheat Pool.

Hon. J. . WILLCOCK : I am sorry. The
matter only come up by way of interjec-
tion.

Hon., M. I, Troy: Is not Mr. Monger a
large shareholder?

The Minister for Lands: I doubt if he is.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : Lhe committies
say that no eountry that has ever estab-
lished bulk handling has serapped it. I
eould not imagine, after a capital expen-
diture of two or three millien pounds had
been incurred in providing plant and mach-
inerv, that, even if the scheme wos show-
ing a loss, the people concerned would ever
revert to the old system. It would be ad-
visable to confine our efforts to the Fre-
mantle zore, if the Bill goes through, and
try ont the seheme on a comparatively big
seale. This would prove what there was
in it. We eould then go ahead with more
confidence than we ean at present. The
cost will be nearly the same as under the
bag svstem. The only difference will be
that the country will be paying away con-
siderable sums overseas hy way of interest
to borrowers, instead of providing eommer-
cial employment to our owr citizens,

The Minister for Lands: Alrcady we send
away rconsiderable suwms of monev in con-
neetion with corn sacks.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK : Which is better
for the State. to pay out interest overseas,
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or cxpend the smme amount of noney in
providing people with uscful employmeni
within the Stale?

The Minister for Lands: We have to send
money away for corn sacks now.

Hon. J. C. WILLCOCK: I am noi taik-
ing ahout that aspect of the question, but
about the interest that is going o be sent
out of the country. We might save the
inoney which is now being spent in labour,
but it would only he spent in paying in-
terest abroad. Which is hetter {or the State
from the cconomie standpoint, to go on giv-
ing profitable employment to 2,000 or
3,000 of our citizens, or pay away the same
amomnt in  interest?  From an economie
point of view, it would he hetter to retain
the money here. The vespensibility in this
matter should not be lightly undertaken by
the House. T am opposed to any change
just now. No change should be made with-
out more definite information. We should
certainly hasten slowly on this particular
scheme, until we ean definitely assure the
people that some tangible henefit is to be
derived from it hy the whole State. We
should certainly defer our approval of the
scheme, about which there are so many
grave douhts, until we know more about .

THE MINISTER FOR WOREKS (Ion.
thut the discussion on bulk handling wounld
be ¢onfined to the report, instead of the gen-
cral principles being dealt with hy way of
condemnation. Beeause of that, I now in-
tend to reply to some of the remarks that
have heen made, though T should have heen
more pleased to have done nothing more than
merely introduce the Bill. T wich particu-
larly to refer to some of the remarks made
by the member for Perth (Mr. H. W. Mann)
lust night. He gave us a very fine reading
from very ancient artieles.

Hon, J. C. Willeock: Only four vears oll.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Some of
those were not correct.

My, Panton: They must have come out
of the antirue exhihition.

The MINISTER POR WORKS: Same
of the articles are so ancient that the print-
ing must have heen washed out. In the conrse
of the hon. member’s vemarks he referred
to Mr, Monger. 1 happen to hate hren the
inan who was heing dealt with on that
ovension. The hon. member mizhi have
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rend my reply. I do not propose to gu
back over the years, or to repeat what
1 have already said on the second read-
ing. Members may recolleet that the
Chamber of Commerce published almost
a full-page article in the “West Aus-
tralian.” and many of the matters relerred
to by the hon. member were contained in
that article. The “West Australian™ also
published a four-column article, rvepresent-
ing my reply. That reply was so effective
that the Chamber did not come back at me.
In the course of his remarks, the member
for Perth referred to Mr. Box. He snid
that Mr. Monger gave cerfain fizures gnoted
by Mr. Box to the effect that the cost of
altering the railway system in Vietorin for
bulk handling was £560,000, He also said
that commissions in Victoria and Sonth Aus-
tralia had condemned the scheme. During
the whole of my investizations on hulk
handling T have nof discovered one commii-
tee that was appointed by any responsible
bhody that has ever put up a report in op-
position to bulk handling. The member for
Soutlh Fremantle referred to Mr. Angwin’s
report. I have here a copy of that report,
published in 1920. On that oceasion Mr
Angwin merely said that the time was not
opportune for the scheme, and that we
should wait a Tittle longer. That was 12

vears ago. When introducing the Bill,
T gave information Lo the House to
the effeet that in 1920 the State

had o 13,000,000-hushel crop. Since then
we have advanced to 53.000,000 hushels.
The time must surelvy be obportune now,

Mr. Griffiths: He bronght forward the
argument concerning the great price of

material then.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
member for PPerth insinuated that Mr. Box
was opposed to bulk handling. He stated
that thiz gentleman was assistant engineer
fo the Vietorian railwavs. As a faet, thers
i= nn more enthusiastic man in Australia
to-dav than Mr, Box,

The Minister for Agrienlture: Or more
experienced.

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: That
iz 50. In the report published under my
dirvection, certain statements by this gentle-
man are quoted. [ had a personal interview
with him in Melbourne, and my secretary
toak shorthand notes of it. To show what
he thinks of bulk handling, and to indicate
hiz views as a railway expert, T will read
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some of his remarks. The interview took
place on the 3rd February, 1932. He said—

In 1900 he had first investigated bulk
handling, and it always appeared to him to be
u good propositien. It was veryv bitterly
opposed by the old-established wheat wmer-
chants on the ground that it allowed an un-
limited number of wheat dexlers.

He was personally opposed to a privately-
conirolled munopoly, The Government guar-
antee re weight and gquality was essential
An outstanding benefit from the growers®
point of view was that it gave them the
bhenefit of the primary market and did not
restrict them to the merchants vperating at
ecountry sidiugs, Under present conditions
wheat is always bought under world’s parity,
whereas under the bulk method the grower
had the delivery warrant and need not rush
his sules. He estimated the saving to the
grower in Vietorin—bulk versus hags—at
3d. or 34d. per bushel. The earlicr objections
regarding alleged dangers of shipping bulk
and inability of ports to handle same kas been
proved incorrect. During the last two years
the bulk of Victorian wheat had gone to China
and Japan, and those countriecs took bulk
wheat as readily as bagged; freight was
lower for bulk wheat.

He then goes on to talk about the railway
point of view, for he is a ruilway expert as
well as u bulk bandling expert.

Hon, A. MeceCallum: How is he a bulk
handling experi?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Well,
he has made an intensive study of bulk
handling for 32 years. Also he is a railway
expert, and so he must know more than the
experts we have in Western Australia, He
also says that bulk handling would inerease
railway transport efficiency by at least 10
per cent.

Hon. A. McCallum: Yet within. this last
month the Victorian Government have turned
down the scheme.

The JMINISTER FOR WORKS:
Vietorian Crovernment have
down.

Tlon. A. MeCallum: Then the Vietorian
Press reports are wrong.

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: I have
a confidentinl report from the Minister for
Agriculture in Vietoria. Three Ministers
were nppointed to inquire into the system.
Two of them were in favour of it, while one
opposed it. That is the position.

Hon. A, MeCallum: The Victorian Cabi-
net will not go on with it, at any rate,

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: That
remains to be seen. The member for Perth
read the report of Mr. Alford, who i3 the
manager of Louis Dreyfus Litd. Tn that

The
not turned it
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report Mr. Alford says there is no ecompari-
son between our system and that of Canada,
because in Canada the silos are filled more
than fonr times in each season, and wve then
filled with barley and oate. The mem-
ber for Perth also said that bulk
wheat was al a disadvantage in China,
India and Japan. That was right
enough wvears ago, but it is not ecor-
reet to-day. H is something like the
ancient documents the hon. member read
from. In Canada and the United States
21,000 combined harvesters were sold to the
growers last year. Even the firm of H. V.
Melay has gone over there and established
a factory for the manufacture of harvesters.
T have here a hrief history of the Saskat-
chewan Co-operative Elevator Company.
From that we find that in 1911 there were
40 elevators built and six purehased, while
i 1923-24 there were 385 elevators hand-
ling 48,500,000 hushels of wheat. Since
then, the company has built up reserves of
£2,284,000 and paid eight per cent. divi-
dends to its shareholders. Their elevators
are of a standard size of 35,000 bushels
capacity, built on the orthedox system. The
company has initiated a new system, in that
the bins are made so small that each farmer
can get storage for his own wheat until its
grade has been definitely decided. 1n 1917-
18 the average handling per clevator was
87,000 bushels, in 1918-19 it was 68,000
hushels, in the next year it was 66,000
hushels, in 1920-21 it was 82,000 bushels,
and in the final year given here, namely
1923-24, it was 127,000 bushels.

Hon. J. C. Willeoek: That is an ancient
document also,

Hon. P. Collier: Even meore ancient than
that read by the member for Perth.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: T have
used it only for the purpose of showing
what is dene in Canada, The alteration of
harvesting machinery has set up a difficult
problem for both the TUnited States and
Canada, That is why we see so manv pic-
tures of stacks of wheat lying about all
over the place. The member for Sonth Fre-
mantle said that farmer witnesses hefore the
select committee had been chosen hy the
Westralian Farmers Ltd.  Actvally six of
them were selected by me. Mr. Leslie of
Wyalkaichem sent a telegram to the secre-
tary of the committee giving six names, hut
it was T who in the first place got into touch
with the secretaryv of the Mt. Marshall dis-
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trict and told hiwm to get six representative
men.

Hon. P. Collier: You would be just as
likely as the Westralian Farmers to select
men favourable te bulk handling.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: There
are in the district 350 wheat growers, all of
whom [ could have brought down to give
evidence in favour of bulk handling. How-
ever, 1 decided, in order to save the time of
the select committee, to select only one from
each centre. The member for South Fra-
mantle declared that a one-man furmer
would need another team of five horses to
cart his wheat, and that the cost of this had
uot been allowed for. Te mentioned an
average farmer growing 330 acres of crop,
cutting 50 acres Tor hay and stripping 300
acres, How many horses would be requived
for that, and how many would be required
to farm 330 ucres? An 8ff. harvester ean
he pulled by five horses, and a 10fi, har-
vester hy six horses, and the hon. member '
ought to know that a 10£ft. harvester is cap-
able of stripping 1,000 acres of wheai
with an exira team of horses. On the
other hand, no six horses can fallow and
thoroughly farm 350 acres. It requires at
least 10 horses. The hon. member by way
of interjection said yes, but the farmer
would work them for the remainder of the
yvear. Of course he would and, what is of
the utmost importance, hecause he had the
extra five horses he would get more hushels
per acre. But that man would not require
te huy horses to cart wheat over a period
of three weeks. The hon. member said the
farmer would employ another man for three
weeks, and he put the added rvost at 7d. per
hushel. T say no man can farm 350 aeres
properly with less than 10 horses, bui he
can harvest that avea with five or six horses,

Hon. A, MeCaltum: Not 50 per cent. of the
farmers have that number of horses. I was
told that 75 per cent. of the wheatgrowers
under the Agrieultural Bank arve in the posi-
tion that T indieated.

Hon. \W. D. Johnson: Well, that is wrong.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
hon. member also said the farmers went out
of their way to make the hulk handling ex-
periment suceessful. T was for many vears
carting wheat, but T never vet carted a load
of bagged wheat to a railway siding with-
out finding the other farmers there anxious
to et away axain., What we had to do
was to pull along to the weighhridae
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or up to the bag seales, and then
dump the wheat, one farmer helping an-
other. That is exaetly what was done
this year and has always been done, for the
one idea of the farmers is to get out of the
siding as soon as possible. The hon. mem-
ber used the figure 2.4d. as the cost of hand.-
ling. That is not the eost caleulated for
the bhandling of wheat in bags. The evi-
dence given before the Farmers’ Disnhilities
Royal Commission showed that the corvect
figure was 2.772d,, and at the Pool annual
meeting, held last October, the chairman in-
formed the gathering that the cost of hand-
ling wag 2.65d. That was the handling cost
last year. The hon. member also talked
about the evidence given by the farmers, and
he queried some of it. DBut he did agree
that the saving shown wag 214d. or 2l4d.
He mentioned that one farmer did not buy
any bags, but used manure hags, That far-
meris saving was given as 2.6d. per bushel,
but in his statement the farmer allowed that
he did not sell the bags, and so he had lost
2 lbs, weight of wheat, which had come out
of his saving. And he also allowed 14d. per
bushel less for bulk wheat as against bagged
wheat, and still he made thaf saving. That
farmer in his evidence said that if he re-
turned any manuve hags to the super fac-
tory, in which to bag his own super, the
campany would charge him 7s, per ton less.
My information from the company is that
the difference is 5s. not 7s. per ton. That
man also =aid that he used the super bags
20 or 30 times duving the yvear, The hon.
member said he doubted whether any allow-
ance had been made for th elosz of the
weight of the bags. DBui all the farmers
who gave evidence dealt with that. One man
who is farming 19 miles from a siding
showed how many bags he honght, and a
halfpenny deduetion through not selling the
hagged wheat. Later the hon. memher re-
ferred to the saving of 2i3d. and then pro-
ceeded to deduct £d. lower price received for
bulk this year, whereas 3d. on this account
had already been allowed for in apriving at
the 2%,d.

Hon. A. McCalium: They did not make
any deduction at all,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: That
statement is not correct.

Hon. A. MceCallam: Tt is correct. .

The MINISTER FOR WOREKS: The

only man who gave evidence and who said
that he did not allow anvthing for hags be-
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cause he nsed super bags wag George Dunk-
ley.

Hon, A. MeCallum: Not one of them did.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
chairman of the select committe will be able
to reply to that. The hon. memher started
to tell the House of the provisions for hand-
ling wheat from the siding to the mill, and
from the siding to the ships and hack to
the mill again with bags. He said—

But when the farmer hands his wheat over
at the siding, hic has to meet that eapital
charge of 34d. which is to come off the 2144,
which was shown as a saving on that charge,
and so his saving will he 13:4d.

That is what the hon. member said. MHe
ngreed that the farmer wonld save 23d,
and the evidence shows that in arriving at
this figure they nllowed the id., as he knows;
their bhe takes another 5d.—id. of which
had already heen deducted—in order to show
that the farmer was not pgetting the
saving he said he elaimed.  The hon.
member also said that no provision was
made for the loss of weight on bags. T said
thai every farmer made that provision, but
I am not prepared to =ay that every farmer
makes suflicient provision. All farmers have
to buy eornsacks. What do they cost? Say
. per bag, or 3. a bushel. The farmer
has to pay freight on them, and that amounts
to 3d. per dozen to his farm. The hag, after
it is filled, has to he sewn, and someone has
to he paid for sewing it. This costs id. per
bushel. The farmer who gave evidence al-

Inwed for that. The hon. member also
stnted that there was an export duty
of 1ls. a ton on wheat in New South
Wales and South Australia. I do not
know  about South  Australia, hut T
know that the export duty in  New
Sonth Wales iz 9d., and not 1s. The
hon. member alse  held np a charter
partv  for bulk wheat to show that
the first freight was 2s. 6d4. per ton

Jess than for hagged wheat. provided the
stevedoring was not more than 9d. a ton.
Then he quoted my report as showing that
stevedoring cost 1s. 9d. In my report there
are two figures, one for stevedoring hagged
wheat, and onc for stevedoring hulk wheat.
Bagged iz 1s. 9d.. and the other iz 41%d.
Another statement the hon. member made
dealt with the topping up of wheat cargzoes
at Fremantle. He zatd that last year 128
vessels had pnt in at Fremantle to he topped
up.
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Hon. A. MeCallumi: 1 said 48.

The MINISTER FORK WORKS: The re-
port 1 have bere shows that the hon. mem-
ber mentioned 125,

Hon. A, MeCullum: If you look at “Han-
sard,” you will find that | said 48.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Very
well; let us take the ligare as 48, Where
did the hon. member get his information?

Hon. A. MeCallum: From the right
source,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I, too,
got my infornation from the right source,
the Fremantle Iarbour Trust, and it states
that last year 25 vessels topped up, not 48
as the hon. member said, Figures sup-
plied to me by the Fremantle Harhour
Trust show that during the year ended
30th June, 1930, 30 vessels were topped al
Fremantle, and during the year ended 30th
June, 1931, 39 were topped, while last vear
the number was 25, And the bou. meiuber
stuted there were 48 topped up. The posi-
tion as far as shipment was concerned
is that 66 per cent. was exported from Fre-
mantle, 22 per ecent. going from Gerald-
ton, between 8 oand ¥ per cent. from
Bunbury, 2 per cent. from Albany, and .7
per cent. from Esperance. These are rough
figures. As far as Albany is eoncerned ves-
sels can top up there, and they can do
so even at Bunbury where they can draw
28 feet of water. I agree that that is not
possible at Ceraldton where the depth is
only 25 fi., and that vessels leading at that
port must proceed to Fremantle to top
up. T hope that within the next 18 months
that will not be so, and that the harbour at
Gieraldton will by then be dredged to a
depth of 30 feet. Buf is it necessary to
put a few thousand tons of wheat in the
hold and put bags above it? Would it not
be possible to fill two or three holds, and

then send the wvessel away to top wp
the other lold or Tholds? T agree
with Mr. McCallum when he says that

the Board of Trade will not allow one tier
of bags to be laid nbove the bacged wheat:;
the Board of Trade regulations stipulate
that there must he three tiers of hags. T
have heard some hon. members sav that we
must not criticise the officers of the Rail-
way Department bhecause they are experts.
Tn the course of his evidenee Mr. Tomlin-
son himself stated that asx far as halk
handling wax roneerned the railwav officors
were not experts. Tn Q. 1221, Mr. Tom-
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linson said ‘*The Railway Department are
neither for nor against bulk handling; we
do not know enough anbout it to express an
opinion,”* Tn reply to a question asked by
the member for Guildford, Mr. Tomlinson
gave u lot of reasons why the Railway De-
partment should gain by adopting bulk
handling. As the vailway officers are not
experts in bulk handling, 1 do not propose
to criticise the statements they made. T.ater
on I shall read statements from railway
experts who are engaged in the business of
carrying bulk wheat to show whxt they
think of it. Mr. Tomlinson told the select
cominittee that there were 13,000 trucks in
the present equipment. Hlon, members have
stated that there is a preat loss by reason
of the faet that many trucks are stowed
away and are not being nsed. Those trucks
have been referred fo as obsolete.
Hon. J. Q. Willeock: Out of repair.

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: I have
heard different statements during the pre-
sent session from members opposite on the
subject of those trueks, which have been
described ns nbsolete

Hon. P. Collier: There were a thousand
of them a little while ago.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Let us
{uke ibai fignre. The railway ofticers said
that they required 9.000 trucks for general
ase, and that would leave 4,000 trueks
for bulk handling. Then it was said
that another 2,000 trucks would be
needed and Mr. Tomlinson added that
that wounld mean sn many more thous-
and miles a vear hecause those 2,000 extra
trucks were going to travel around the State
at the vate of 25 miles a day.

Fon. J. C. Willcock: That is the average
{rain mileage over all Toutes.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I did
not say it was not. This vear the Railway
Department altered 100 trueks for Westra-
lian Farmers, and handled 1} million bushels
of wheat at an average distance from Perth
of 153 miles. It was stated that those
trucks eould not be used for hack loading.
As a matter of faet they have been used for
hack loading, and I will give the figures.
The member for South Fremantle read this
statement from the reporti—

T have two or three comercte cases. The
station-master at Kununoppin said, generally

speaking, the consirmees complain that the
trucks are awkward to nnlead.
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Kununoppin is a bulk handling siding, and
evidently the trucks were sent there with
hack loading. Then he went on (o say—

The traffic inspector at Merredin says that
during the last season the station-masters com-
plained of the inconvenience eaused te von-
gignees in unloading super from bulk wheat
trucks,
Merredin is 80 miles from a bulk wheat
centre, Again he said that the superinten-
dent at Narrogiu quoted a case at Corrigin.
This town iz 150 miles from a bulk centre.
Next the hon. member quoted a case from
Tjanding, and he said himself that when a
truck was put into a wnanure depot it re-
mained there for a day. T should like to refer
to Q. 1195. In this Mr. Tomlinson said that
the depastment estimated that Lor hulk
handling, 2,000 more trucks would he re-
quired, and that the traffic hranch estimated
that all the 15,000 trucks would be working
just as hard as the 13,000 at present 1n use.
That is Mr. Tomlinson's own statement, and
he caleulated the number of truck wiles per
day at 25.

Hon. J. C. Willeock: That is the average.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Of
course it is the average; the average for the
13,000 trucks. That is in the report, and
the hon. member cannot bluff me off it. I
am quoting Mr. Tomlinson’s cvidence. M.
Tomlinson then builds up a debit of £78,000
a year. He works it out in arithmetic and
shows fhat the average movement of trucks
is 25 miles a day. He allows for the use
of 13,000 trucks, 9,000 to carrv ordinary
goods and 4,000 fFor bulk wheat, and he is
going to ask the farmers to pay for another
2,000 thai are not going to carry backloading.
A train going fo Ejanding siding must go
through Dowerin, on through Amery, and
thus to Ejanding. That refers to bulk
trucks. When the trucks are picked up b
the train at Kulja, it still has to proceed to
the junction and has to wait for the train
into Wryalcatchem. Yet we are told that
the trucks travel 25 miles a day on the road!
According to the railway evidence, 160
trucks, with all their backloading and de-
lavs, were able to shift 1,250,000 bushels of
bulk wheat last year. Now, under a scheme
that is designed to operate without hack-
loading and without delays. they say they
requite 2,000 extra trucks to carry 32,000,
000 hushels. which is the quantiiy to be
hauled, aceording to the proposal in the
Bill.
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ilon. J. C. Willeock: You are infusing a
lot of heat into your remurks.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: 1f the
average trnck  in Western Australia s
hauled 25 miles a day throughout the year
when loaded with ordinary goods, it nmst
be born in mind that those trucks have
to go to depots: they have to be un-
loaded, picked up and Pormed info trains,
hauted to the country, shunted into
sidings for unloading, and then they
have to be hauled out again, All this takes
time and means =0 much delay. Yet in bis
ealeulations the Deputy Commissioner of
Railways, Mr. Tomlinson, allowed for 6,000
trueks for hauling bulk wheat, travelling the
same mileage daily withont any bhackloading
at all. Tf we allow 4,000 trucks, it means
they must average 39 miles a day, and those
trucks will be in trainloads and will go to
the conntry as such empty, and will retuwn
leaded with wheat. [t will not be necessary
to shunt or to spend time at sidings pickinz
np truecks here and there, BEvidence was
ziven to show what a great advantage that
would be at the Fremantle end because, ‘n-
stead of trucks having to shunt and heé de-
laved here and there, the full train would
o right through without any delays and
would be unloaded quiekly at the terminal
port.

Mr. Kenneally: What about when youn da
not zet a full trainload?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
member for ¥ast Perth shonld know that
when a train goes fo the wheat bhelt, there
is alwavs cnough wheat fo fill up all the
trucks.

Hon. J. €. Willcoek: At one siding?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: 1 did
not say that. although ii is often possible
under the orthodox bulk handling system.

Mr. Kenneally: That shows what you
know ahout it,

Mr. Withers: Tt shows what the Mintster
does not know.

The MINISTER FOR
conrse that is so.

Mr. Kenneallv: The Minister doez not
know anything of the =ort. He zaid that T
should know that when a frain went out
intp the wheat belt it would come hack
loaded. The Minister musi know that that
it not always so.

The MINTISTER FOR WORKS: YWhen
trains are taken out to the country, there iz

WORKS: Of
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afways enough wheat to load up the irucks,
even at sowne single sidings.

Hon. .J. C. Willeock : Sometimes.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I
should know sowmething about it, having
lived in the wheat belt for many vyears.
Now T come to another slight mistake that
Mr. Tombhinson made. In his reply to Q.
1184, the Deputy Connnissioner said that
the life of a truck, based on 4% per cent.
interest and a depreciation fund of 2V, per
cent., was 40 years. The life of & truck on
this basis is 23% vears, Despite that faet,
Mr. Tomlingon in his figures charges inter-
est and sinking fund eosts against the
farmer for 40 vears and not for 23% years.

Hon. J. C. Willeoek: That makes it better
for you.

Hon. P. Collier: And worse from the
standpoint of the railways,

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If the
life of a truck is 40 years, it means that not
so much sinking fund has to be provided for
as would be the position if the life were for
2315 years only. The Deputy Commissioner
based his depreciation fund of 214 per cent.
on a period of 40 years, but the farmers will
have paid for the truek in 23V% years, but
they will still have to go on paying for
another 17 years, according to the railway
calenlationg,

Hon. P. Collier: No, you are a bit mis-
taken there.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Np, I
am not.

Hon. J. C. Willeoek: Of course you are.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
Deputy Commissioner charges up against
the farmer the interest and sinking fund
charges on the life of a truck for the ex-
tended period, whereas it will be paid off
at the end of 23% years. That must meéen
that the farmers will have to continue their

payments for the extra 17 years. What is
wrong with that statement?

Flon. J. C, Willcock: Of course it is
wrong.

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: Then
the Deputy Commissioner made provision
for £20,000 per annum for extra mainten-
ance of tarpaulins and trucks, both new
and converted. That is urged as a charge
against the wheatgrowers becanse the rail-
ways claim they eannot use those trucks
for backloading. Therefore, thev state they
must provide 2,000 extra trucks and the
farmers will have to pay for them. The
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mosi remarkable feature abount it is that in
my departmental report, copies of which
have been distributed amongst members, the
Commissioner of Railways, whe was a mem-
ber of the departmental committee, sub-
seribed to the statement—

It has been represented to the commitice
that certain capital and other costs will be
involved to the railways by the introduction
of the bulk handling system,

Those costs were seb out and one item was
500 new trucks at £530 ench, invelving an
expenditure of £275,000. On the other hand,
the Deputy Commissioner of Railways, Mr,
Tomlinson, in Q. 1173, gave the estimated
cost at £275 each.

AMr. Wansbrough: They are not single
trucks.

Hon, J. . Willecoek: They are bhogeys.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: It was
not long ago that the departmental report
was submitted. What would the bogey
carry?

Ton. J. €. Willeock: Twenty-eight tons.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: If the
bulk handling system he installed, the weight
loaded will not be more than 20 tons because
the load will be governed hy the elevator
and earrying machines, which deo not deal
with more than 20 tons. That is the diff
eulty in New South Wales. The elevators
and chutes were construncted to deal with
4(-ton truck lots but never have bad that to
deal with. In consequence of that, altera-
tions will have to be effected. The total
capital cost was represented to the depart-
mental committee as £320,500, and that was
to deal with GG per cent. of the State's
wheat evop. The departmental committee
did not approve of that estimate and have
never said so. That was just a statement
from the Railway Departmenf. Whereas
at that stage they suggested that £320,500
would enable the department to bandle 66
per cent. of the crop, now, to handle 34 per
cent., they inecrease their estimate to
£620,000, I think there is something re-
markable ahout that position, but there ave
experts in connection with these matters.

Mr. Kenneally: One of them is not speak-
ing at the present moment.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Let
members read the departmental committee’s
report. They will find some statements by
a man who ean be classed #s a railway ex-
pert. I vefer to Mr. Cleary, the Railway
Commissioner in New South Wales. In a
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questionnaire, I asked him to state the ad-
vantages and disadvantages of bulk hand-
ling, Of course he had been associated with
the bulk handling scheme for years,

Hon. P. Collier: Not at all. He had been
appointed Railway Commissioner but a
short time previously.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Yes, I
apologise. That is quite eorrect. I made a
mis-statement there. When I spoke to him,
he told me that he could not give me any
reliable infermation on the matters I refer-
ved to him, and that he would have replies
furnished by higz oflicers, who had had
lengthy experience with the bulk handling
scheme, The questions I asked included onc
relating to the advantages and disadvantages
of bulk handling. I wanted to be honest
about it. To his reply he pointed out that
the disadvantages included the fact that
nearly 1,000 itrucks eould not be loaded to
their eapaecity, and he said that they would
have to be altered by the construetion of
gunwales round them, just as we propose
to do in this State. By that means, trucks
will be hauled back fully loaded. When T
asked what the advantages of hulk handling
were, I was told that they included the fol-
lowing—

At silo loading points:

(a) More expeditious loading of trucks;

{b) When the whole of the traffic from

country silos is being sent to terminal
elevator {being from one consignor
to one consignee), shunting opera-
tions are reduced to a minimum.

At terminal silo:

{a) The rapid release of trucks.

Then the replies to the guestionnaire pro-
ceeded to give details regarding loading
operations under the bulk and bagged sys-
tems respectively but I shall not go into
those details, The information supplied to
me also included the following:—

On 4th Tanuary, 1932, 313 wheat **8s’? and
340 ‘“U’" trucks, aggregating 11,182 tons,
were unloaded at Rozelle terminal between
the hours of 7.30 a.m. and 9.30 p.m. In this
period, there were two breaks of one liureach
for meals. The whole of these vehicles were

despatehed on the same day to the country
empty for further consignments of bulk wheat.

That will demonstrate that the statements
made by Mr. Box were not exaggerated.
What T object to in the select com-
mittee’s report is that the railway wit-
nesses do mnot pgive ws a  penny-
worth of advantage in return for all the
great assistance the railways will have
through the inereased employment of the de-
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partment’s trucks and the inereased speed of
the trains. We are surely entitled {o some
recompense under those headings.

Hon. J. C. Willeock: That is done with
bagged wheat.

Hon. A, MeCallum: And they made allow-
ance in their estimate for unused trucks.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I do not
think, from my reading of the report, that
we are to be recompensed.

Hon. A, McCallum: Mr. Tomlinson amade
allowanece in his tonnage figures, and made
it quite clear.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: We can
sum up what this all means, but there is one
point that I want to stress. One matter re-
garding whieh T asked for information was
the cost of maintenance of trucks in New
South Wales. I was told that the average
cost over a period of three vears was £1,5819.
The Railwny Department here ask us to pay
£20,000.

Mr. Wanshrough: What sort of trucks
are they using there, steel or wooden?

The MINISTER FOR WOREKS: Some of
eaxch are used. At the present time we are
nsing all steel trucks in Western Australia.
In New South Wales the haulage of bulk
trucks averaged 150 miles a day and they
did the round trip in four days. That meant
they were hanled 600 miles, the average haul-
age to Sydney being 300 miles. I was in-
formed that in Sydney they could load up a
train, send it to Sydney, unload it, and send
it back to the country in the same day.

Hon. J. C. Willeock: There is no railway
service in the Commonwealth whose trucks
average 40 miles a day.

The MINTSTER FOR WORKS: T am not
denying that statement; we are not talking
about average mileage. The average mileage
for a truek is hased on what it carries
full and the distance it travels empty,
and includes stoppages for unload-
ing and loading. In the instance T
have referred fo, there is no stoppage at
all, The trains are hauled straight through
to the eountrvy, loaded at the elevators and
returned to the port without any shunting
at all.

Hon. J. C. Willcoek: That is, if the rail-
wavs can run to schedule always.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: T have
seen it done day after day at Sydney. The
trueks are pulled in, gangs of mmen empty
them, an engine pulls the trucks away, and
thev are sent off to the eountry as soon as
the train is complete,
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Mr. Wansbrough: With no shunting or
anything else?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The job
here is so big that, for shunting at Fre-
mantle, the Commissioner charges 9d. a ton.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I wish
to make n personal explanation. Before
tea I stated that the wmember for South
Fremantle had said that 123 wheat ships
had put in at Fremantile last year to top
up. I made that statement because I had
a printed pull of the hon, member’s speech,
However, it is now evident that I got a
copy of his speech before the hon. mem-
ber had had a chance to correet it, and
s0 I apologise to him for having said
something which apparently was not eor-
rect. Before tea I was dealing with the
railway position and quoting from a report
from New Sonth Wales on the advantages
and disadvantages of the svstem of hulk
handling in that State. In New South
Wales, the average baul of wheat is 30¢
miles, as compared with 153 miles in this
State. In New South Wales the quantity
of wheat hauled was 23,000,000 bushels, and
to haml that wheat, 1,161 mew trucks and
957 converted trucks wera nsed, or say,
2,000 frueks for the hauling of 23,000,000
bushels 300 miles. And in New South Wales
they do not use their trucks for back-load-
ing, but find it more eonvenient to restrict
their use to buik handling during the wheat
season. If only extra money were provided
for the New Sonth Wales railwayvs fo in-
erease the height of certain trueks, the other
-udvantages of bulk handling wonld greatly
ontweigh any losses that might he made,
These fignres have been compiled by ex-
perts. In New South Wales there is no
difference in vailway freight as hetween bulk
wheat and bagged wheat, but they have an
export tax of 9d. per ton on wheat, bagged or
buik, for overseas. The elevators are the pro-
perty of the elevator department, and they do
not pay any rent for the site of an elevator,
Moreover, the Harhour Trust in New South
Wales do not handle the wheat, so the only
charge the Harhour Trust gets out of bulk
handling is that export tax of %d. per ton.
I asked what other charges were made, he-
eause in Western Australia there is a switeh-
ing charge of 94d. per fon in addition to the
ordinary railway freight. That charge is
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for the purpose of shunting trueks from
North Fremantle on to the wharf and, as
members will see, it is the samne amount,
namely, 9d. per ton, as the export fax In
New South Wales. T asked the Commis-
sioner of Railwayvs was any switching charge
made, and he replied, “No.”

Mr., Kenneally: You will not take his
word on other matters, but you would take
it on that.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: The
hon. member cannot be following the story,
for T was speaking of the Commissioner of
Railways in New South Wales, not the
Commissioner of Railways in this State.

Mr. Kenneally: Well, you will take the
word of railway commissioners elsewhere,
but not the word of our own Commissioner
of Railways.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: M.
Tomlinson s Deputy Commissioner, not
Commissioner of Railways. In South
Afriea thev have a bulk handling svstem
for the handling of maize. It is run by the
Railway Department, and the Commissioner
of Railways in South Africa is the manager
of the South African bulk handling sys-
tem, and so is in two senses an expert.

Hon. P. Collier: Why should he be more
of an expert than our Commissioner of Rail-
ways?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS- Only
hecause he is at once the Commissioner of
the South African railways, and the man-
ager of the hulk handling scheme in South
Afriea.

Hon. P. Collier: You are prepared to
take the word of the Commissioner of Rail-
ways in South Afriea, but vou dispute the
evidence of the Deputy Commissioner of
Railways in Western Australia.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Some
time ago I quoted a statement from Mr.
Tomlinson given as evidence that he and
the other railway officers are not experts
in bulk handling. Now T am going to suh-
mit a statement by the expert in South
Afriea, the Commissioner of Railwavs there
and the manager of their hulk handling
scheme. In a recent letter to me that ex-
pert said—

Although, with the exception cf one year,
the svstem has shown losses since its ineept-
tion, our elevators have come to he recognised
as an integral part of our transpertation sys-
tem for tke efficient and economical handling
of our maize export traffie, and from the ex:
perienee we have had with bath bag and balk
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handling, I must say that a bulk bandling
system is essential to ensure efficient and
economical working on any railway system
which is faced with the seasonal rushes of a
large volume of grain traffic requiring to be
transported from inland producing areas to
coast ports for shipment within a specified
time. Qur elevator system has also Leen the
means of minimising cross haulage of grain
traffiec, resulting in substantial savings being
effected in the actual ton-mileage hauled as
compared with the mileage charged for, and
this is an important economic factor which
cannot be estimated in terms of pounds,
shillings and penee.

I have been charged with eritieising the re-
port of the railway engineers of Western
Australia. They bave admitted they know
nothing about bulk handling, but the letter
I have guoted is from a man who is not
only Commissioner of Railways, but also
the manager of the bulk handling system
in South Africa. Buf even Mr, Tomlinson
had something to say in favour of bulk
handling, He was before the select com-
mittee and was being examined by the Hon.
W. D. Johnson. This was Mr. Johnson’s
question, No. 1196—

You spoke of the benefits -to Dbe deri‘ved
from expedition in loading and discharging.
Have vou any figures to show what that will
amount to

And this was Mr. Tomlinson’s angwer—

No, but undoubtedly it will be & benefit. I
cannot put it in figures because, as I say, we
are controlled by the train service and again
by this Mount Helena-Swan View section.
Then down south we are contrelled by the
Collie-Brunswick section. So we cannot take
full advantage of that benefit, but that is not
the fault of bulk handling. The benefit would
be eonsiderable. Rut the greatest benefit the
department would derive from bulk handling
would be the ordering of trucks by one au-
thority. It is a nightmare to us during the
peak period of the harvest, this supplying of
trucks, We have a score of agents asking for
trucks at 50 different points. Each wants
about 10 trucks, and we have possibly only
100 to go round the lot. We supply these per-
haps to Mr. Hamersley’s siding and to Mr.
Piesse’s siding, because Mr. Bolton and Mr.
Johnzon had trucks last week, If there were
only the one authority we conld say to that
authority, ‘‘We have 100 trucks available.
What is the hest we ean do with them?’' The
advantage of bulk handling from that point
of view will be very great, and that will
represent the biggest advantage the Railway
Department will get. I ecannot give you
figures, because there is nothing te go upon.
It would save us haulage of empty trucks, re-
lieve us of a good deal of worry, and we conld
do the job with more expedition and satisfae-
tion, and with a minimum of friction. Most
of the agents believe we try to give them as
fair a deal as possible, but the present system
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ecould be greatly improved under the bulk
handling.

Mr. Kennealiy: Will the Minister take
Mr. Tomlinson’s word for that?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Yes, for
that part of it I will.

Hon. P. Collier: And criticise all the
rest of his statement!
The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Mr.

Tomlinson, in submitting the fignres that
he gave, should have taken that statement
of his into consideration, but he {did not
do so.

Hon. P. Collier;: Where he agrees with
you, he is right; but where he does not
agree with you, he is wrong.

Hon. W, D. Johnson: Where he disagrees,
he forgot the figures.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: They
have stated in this railway rveport that we
have 13,000 trucks averaging 25 miles per
day. They also say that 40 per cent. of the
trucks that left fthe coast were loaded,
while G0 per cent. were unloaded. Obviously,
the 40 per cent. that were loaded had to go
somewhere to be unloaded, while the 60 per
cent. were sent straight to their destina-
tions. Although only 100 trucks were used
for bulk handling last year, and did back-
loading from various places, yet they were
able to handle 114 million bushels. And
if they had not taken back-lcading, it fol-
lows that they would have carried a larger
guantity of wheat. Yet they want 6,000
trucks to earry 32,000,000 bushels, when 11/,
million bushels ean be carried in 100 trucks.

Hon, A, McCallum: But they took it
only to the mills, not to the seaport.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: I believe
you are right in that. In the veport issued
under my authority, the average eost of
cornsacks imported into Western Australia
during the last 11 vears was given. The
ficures were prepared by the State Statis-
tician, not by me. Thev appear in that por-
tion of the report by Mr. F. E, Shaw, Chief
Mechanical Engineer, Public Works De-
partment. Taking the last three years, the
figures were—

£
192329 655,645
1929-30 590,759
1930-31 549,732

Average for the three vears, £598,713.

That was the landed cost, c.ife. It did
not allow for the cost of handling in Wes-
tern Auvstralia, for the merchants' profits,
which might be another 25 per cent., or for
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the fact that the farmers paid 3d. per dozen
railway fretght to get their cornsacks. The
average of £598,713 was the cost to the im-
porter. One might reasonably assume that
before the farmer got the cornsacks an-
other 25 per cent. was added fo the cost,
which would make the average for the three
vears £747,313. T am prepared to admit
that the whole of the cornsacks imported
were not used for wheat. Approximately
15 per cent. of the hags were used . for
superphosphate. Again, the farmer would
require cornsacks in which to hold  his
wheat and convey it to the siding, and I
have allowed another 10 per cent. for that.
Some hags are recuired for stiffening pur-
poses, and T have put that doewn as 5 per
cent. Hence T estimate that 70 per cent.
of the wheatsacks imported into the State
were used for wheat and wheat alone. That
menns that the farmers paid an average
of £523.000 a vear over the three vears for
cornsaeks. T do not think those ficures can
he disputed. T repeat that T have not re-
garded the whole of the cornsacks im-
ported as having been used for wheat; I
have allowed a deduction of 30 per cent.
for the purposes mentioned. The member
for South Fremantle dealt with the ques-
tien of the displacement of labour by rea-
son of the introduetion of bulk hand-
ling. Who pays for that labour? The
wheatgrower. After making certain de-
ductions that 1,111 extra men would
be required as horse drivers, for the
one-man farms, he estimated that a
total of 3,670 men would be displaced by
the introduetion of hulk handling. How
long do those men work? Assuming that
they work for 25 weeks in the year, the loss
would be £275,000 per annum. We were
told that the loss at the ports of Fremantle
and Geraldton would represent £127,000.
On that basis, accepting the estimated sav-
ing on cornsacks and the loss estimated by
the hon. member from the displacement of
labour, the wheat farmers of Western Aus-
tralia, hy adopting bulk handling, would
save £798,000 a year. In spite of that the
hon. member, in calenlating the S4d. per
bushel ¢harged by the seheme and 1d. per
bushel extra railway freight, ete, concluded
that bulk handling would actually result in
A loss to the farmers. On the figures, !
eannot understand how any man could come
to such a conclusion, The figures T have
quoted may appear to be high, but there is

+
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not the slightest doubt in my mind or in
the mind of any independent person who
has inquired into bulk handling that its in-
anguration would benefit the farmers. I
have read to this Hounse reports dating back
as far as 1913, a report by a eommittee
appointed by the Victorian Government, I
have read reports by the committee ap-
pointed in this State. There are thousands
of reports available the world over for any-
one to read, and I have not seen any report
that did not state there wounld be a very
large saving to the wheafgrowers from the
introduction of bulk handling. The United
States Department of Agriculture dealt with
the question and showed even greater sav-
ings than have been contemplated by any-
body in Western Australia. From my ex-
perience as a man who handled his wheat in
bulk last year and from my stody of the
question, I am perfectly satisfied that bulk
handling will save our farmers at least 3d.
per bushel, and will save the farmer who has
nitiative and who is prepared to do some-
thing to help himself at least 4d. per bushel.
T mentioned the United States of Ameriea.
Three men were appointed from the United
States Department of Agrvienlture to report
on bulk handling on the Pacific coast, and
those men had no axe to grind. Their re-
port showed that the whole of the savings
would he nearer to 8d. than 3d. per bushel.
I partienlarlv refer to that report because
of the railway aspect, and this is what the
report stated—

Saves in railread transportation. Cars of
bulk grain are loaded and unloaded at modern
bulk handling plants in much less time than
it takes te load and unload cars of sacked
grain at the warchouse or elevator. ITn moving:
grain from the country to the terminal in the
rush season, the railroads are often hampered
in their operations by a shortage of ecars.
Yards at terminala are frequently so full of
cars of grain that an embargo is placed on
the further movement of grain to the ter-
minals until the congestion is relieved, When
such a condition exists at Pacific coast points,
it is often due to the slow rate at which
sacked grain iy unloaded. Cars of grain are
loaded to capacity more easily when the grain
is in hulk, than when the grain is in sacks.
The breaking of sacks in poorly coopered cars
brings additional lesses. Efficiency of freight
cars on Paeifie coast railroads would be in-

ereased if all the grain were handled in bulk
from the country to terminals.

T helieve the weight of evidence is that the
railwavs will not lose by the inauguration
of bulk handling. T believe the weight of
evidence is that the efficiency of the rail-
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ways will be so greatly increased that, even
if additional capital expenditure is required,
they will, by reason of the inereased effici-
ency, be able to operate more economically.
In the United Staies and Canada bulk grain
is transported long distanees to the coast.
It is transporied from Calgary to the
const, a distznce of 1,423 miles, not in the
class of wagon we are talking about but
in closed wagons. TYet there is no talk in
Ameriea of increasing the freight on bulk
grain, hecouse the efficiency and economieal
handling made possible are recognised. W
are dealing with the veport of the seleet
committee. Tn my opinion, though it will
not matter very mueh, it will save time if
the report of the seleet committee is adopted,
If it is defeated, I shall immediately ask
the House to recommit the original Bill.
Mr. Sleeman: Can vou do that?

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: Yes.
There are some members who are opposed to
certain clauses of the select committee’s re-
port, but I appeal to thein to vote for the
motion and if they, when we go into Com-
mittec of the whole House, still think that
the report should be amended, they will have
an opportinity fo move in that direction.
We are asked whether the GCovernment
are honest and serious on

this ques-
tion of bnlk handline. The Govern-
ment  are  unanimously  hehind  the

bulkk handling proposal.  We helieve that
something must he done to reduce the costs
of production. The Government believe
that bull handling is the best means to that
end, and we intend, if it is possible to got
the Bill passed and to get hulk handling
installed, to do so. There is ne doubt about
the attitude of the Government. The rail-
way problem will have to he met. The in-
auguration of bulk handling may lead to
some slight increase in wheat freight, as the
seleet committee stated, but it is my honest
opinien from my investigation of bulic
handling that the present freight will be
sufficient to meet any loss that the railwavs
are likely to make.

HON. W. D. JOENSON (Guildford-
Midland} [7.561: This method of dealing
with the report of a select committee i3
quite new to me. While T admit that it is
in order, we have to recognise that from the
manner in whieh it is being discussed, we
are getting back to the stage of a second
reading debate. Therefore we must appre-
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ciate that the vote taken on this question
is a vote upon the principle and not upon
the detail of bulk handling. I have been
informed officially that the motion dealing
with the report of the seleet committee is
to be defeated by one vate.

Mr. Sleeman: That remains ta be proved.

Hon, W. D. JOHNSON : If that is so, we
shall not have an opportunity to discuss in
detail the report of the select committee. In
a general diseussion of this kind, we cannot
secure that coneentvation on detail that is
essential {0 determine whether the methods
to be emploved in the installaiton of the
bulk handling system are sound or other-
wise. Again, the eriticism of the work of
the select conmnittee cannot he hrought for-
ward definitely unless we go into Committeg,
and then members will he able to discuss
the various details under the respective pro-
visions of the Bill and display their know-
ledge or otherwise of the details. I am
taking this opportunity to speak because,
if T do not de so, there will be no chance to
speak in Committee, as evidently there will
he no Committee stage. T regret that exceed-
ingly. The wise course would be to allow the
seleet committee’s report to go to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House and then, after
the evidence had been analysed members
might be able to mould the Bill in such a way
that it would be acceptable to a majority. By
voting for the adopting of the motion, we
do not pledge ourselves to anything more
than to zive consideration to the details of
the Bill in Committee. T emphasise that
heeaure T want it to he distinetly understom]
that the vote to he taken will he a vote on
the prineiple of bulk handling. and will
have nothing to do with the details of the

scheme. The details will he subject to
review aund alteration if the Commit-
tee stage be rveached. T have heen

associated with inquiries into bulk handling
for quite a number of vears. My first ax-
perience waz at a conference of ministers
of the various States some time in 1916.
Tt was then suggested that the various
wheat-growine States should combine for
the purpose of installing simultaneously
bulk handling facilities at each of the main
vortz of the four produeing States—New
South Wales, Vietoria, South Australia,
and Western Australia. Fortunately for
Western Australia, the proposition was
not gone on with. Negotiations continued.
But it was decided—very  wisely in my
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opinion—that any scheme for Yestern
Australia should be subject to parliamentary
approval. After consideration by the Gov-
ernment of the day, it was resolved that the
scheme, which was then generally known
as the Metcalf scheme, should not be adopted
by Western Australia, New South Wales
installed that scheme with calamitous results,
as mnembers know. New South Wales plunged
into it on the recommendation of the Met-
calf Company, an American firm. That
scheme is still proving calamitous to New
South Wales. I have been continuously asso-
clated with the co-operative movement in
their investigations into the possibility of
installing an cconomical system of bulk
handling i Western Ausiralia, 1 propose
to give some details of these inquiries in
order to demonstrate that the Co-operative
movement made very careful inquiries into
all the bulk handling schemes kaown through-
out the world. Like Mr. Monger, who was
quoted last night, I opposed bulk handling
for some considerable time, but the system
that I opposed is what is known as the or-
thodox system. Mr. Monger opposed that
system and I opposed it, on many oceasions
because we found that it was economically
impossible to infroduce it in this State and
because the eapital cost would not only be
a jrurden on ine Iarmers of the State, but
also on the State itself.

Mr, H. W. Mann: Do you think with Mr.
Monger that Western Australia should be
the last State to instal the scheme?

Hon, W, D. JOHNSON: Certainly not.
That is a silly thing to say, but I do say
T agree with Mr. Monger that the orthodex
scheme which has been submitted time and
time again 15 not one we ean safely intro-
duce into Western Australia. I reeall that
the member for South Fremantle, after re-
turning from a trip to Canada, was a sup-
porter of bulk handling. As far as I
remember, he stated he proposed to have a
committes appointed to go into the question
of bulk handling. The scheme which he
suggested T opposed. It was the Canadian
svstem and I knew it would not be suitable
to the special conditions of Western Aus-
tralia. The reason we do not want to go
to Canada or the TUnited States for owr
scheme J5 because our harvesting conditions
are totally different from those of Canada
and the United States. They have two har-
vests, the spring and the winter wheat. Crops
there are grown under conditions totally dif-
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ferent from those prevailing in Western Aus-
tralia. In those countries there is danger of
disease, the possibility of frost bite, the dan-
ger of sprouting. All those disabilities exist
in Canada and the United States, but not in
Western Australia. We experience none of
those dangers or disabilities. Canada in-
stalled a system, which was adopted by the
United States, to cope with their special cir-
cumstances. Associated with their storage
bing are working hnuses containing plants
for grading wheat. I have here an official
journal published in Canada which states
there were 59 pgrades of wheat in 1930
in Canada. What is the use, therefore, of
our going to Canada or the United States
to inquire into a system that is suitable for
the special circumstances of those countries,
hut wholly unsnited to the conditions in
Western Australia? The reason I am not
deeply interested in the bulk handling sys-
tem of New South Wales is becaunse T know
New South Wales adopied the Canadian
system. New South Wales spent a million
pounds on working houses which have never
been used. New South Wales was silly
enough to ercvet those houses simply because
Canada had done so. New South Wales
erected the same kind of plant for grading
wheat, but las never graded any wheat
singe the working houses were erected.
Mr. Brown: Yes, they have.

Hon, W. D, JOHNSON: No. The work-
ing houses have never been used. If wheat
was graded in New South Wales, it was
graded without that machinery operating at
the terminal. I have been fo New South
Wales and inspected the terminal at Syd-
ney. I also visited the country distriets and
studied the conditions there, and I came
back more than ever convinced that it was
of no use for us to go to New South Wales
for information on this subject. We could
net adopt the New Scuth Wales system,
neither could we profit by the experience of
hulk handling in that State. The members of
the Co-operative movement—and I will deal
with that hefore T finish—have gone
into the question on the basis that Western
Australia eannot economieally adopt the
practices in other parts of the world be-
cause of their unsuitableness to Western
Australian  conditions. The Co-operntive
movement has for years heen trving to evolve
a scheme which could he recommended as
heing economieally possible to our farmers. T
have already said that T started in 1916, as
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one of a committee of Ministers of Agricul-
ture sitting in Melbourne and elsewhere, to
investigate the Metealf svstem. In 1921 I was
one of the directors of a eompany, a purely
honorary company which was known as the
Western Australian Grain Growers’ Co-opera-
tive Elevators Ltd. We then had a proposal
for a scheme of bulk handling that we
thought eounld be adopted, but in order to
aequire expert information in regard to
its construction, installation and eost, we
wrote to Henry Symons and Company, of
Great Britain, asking them to send out an
engineer to advise us. They sent Mr, Kin-
nonmont. We paid him a fec of £1,000 to
come to Western Australia. He came at
the request of the Westralian Farmers—
that is the name by which the eompany
is known to members, but members will
excuse me if I refer to the company as
the Co-operative movement. Mr. Kinnon-
mont duly urrived here and examined our
conditions very closely. He visited the
country and studied the bag system that
then existed. e alag visited the various
ports. After he had gone thoroughly into
the matter, he submitted fignres to us show-
ing what he thought a bulk handling sys-
tem would cost. Without going into a
great deal of detnil, T mayv say the Cn-op-
erative movement disearded that system,
notwithstanding that they had gone to the
extent of collecting monev from the farm-
ers so that it could he installed expediti-
ously if the report was favourzble. The
scheme was abandened and we had to re-
turn the money we had collected from the
farmers. It was then suggested that we
should adopt & system on the shed basis,
something on the lines of the bin system
which is now under consideration. It was
found, however, that shed storage, associ-
ated with the removal of the grain from the
shed by a suetion planl, was tou vspensive.
and, although a great deal of time was de-
voled to investigating that proposal, it bad
to be abandoned for that reason. Mr. Kin-
nonmont, before leaving Western Australia,
snggesied fo us that we should abandon the
idea of storing wheat at the country sid-
ings and instead bring it dawn in bags to
the terminal, putiing up a terminal eleva-
ior for the purpose of loading the wheat
at the port. After investigation, that pro-
posal was turned down. Schsequently to
leaving Western Anstralia. Mr, Kinnon-
mont was engaged by the Quneensland Gov-

2163

ernment to instal a bulk systen: of storage
for maize and grain, maize pariicularly.
Having gained that experience in Queens-
land, he again attempted to work out an
economical scheme for Western Australia.
He submitted it to the Co-operative move-
ment, but again, after investigation, it was
turned down on account of its high cost.
Mr. Kinnonmont then went to other parts
of the world and subsequently wrote to the
Co-operative movement from South Africa
and Argentina informing them of the fur-
ther experience he had gained as an en-
gineer in installing bulk systems. Ie once
more tried to influence the Co-operative
movement to adopt another scheme which
he submitted, and which wugs mainly on
the orthodox limes. In 1925 we decided
to test bulk shipments. The Westralian
TParmers experimented by hringing bags
down to the port, cufting them open,
and loading the wheat in bulk. It was
expensive, bui the idea was to see how
the wheat earried, how it would he marketed
at the other cnd, and generally to pgain ex-
perience as to marketing in bultk. Our ex-
perience and investigations up to then had
been with remard to the installa*ion of bulk
handling at country sidings v at the ter-
minals.  After the experience of 1925 the
practice was found to be too expensive for
adoption, although the experien-e gained
was valvabie. The idea of hvinging down
wheat in bags and shipping in bulk was not
persevercel with. The exper.ment was re-
peated again, however, in 1932 with respect
to certain shipments. In 1928 we got from
Ameriea the idea of another suctiun plant.
1t was alleged thai vast improvements had
heen effected in the removal of grain by
suction plants, and that America had per-
fected a system that could economically be
installed and used in Western Australia.
This was closely investigated, but was found
fo be too slow. Inquiries were then
made to see whether it could not be
speeded up in order to ensure faster
deliveries from the storage bhins. We
found that the speeding up of the plant
to the eapacity that would reasonably be
zafe for this State eaused it to he too «ostly.
and it was turned down. During this period
a suggestion was made to secure hulks, with
the idea of puiting the wheat inte theso
vessels, and lifting it out of them into over-
seas ships, We found that wooden hulks
were not available, and that if we purchased
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at all' we had to secure steel hulks, which
were toe costly. We tried out the idea of
using boxes like those used for coal. Members
have seen those boxes on trucks full of Collie
coal and have seen them lifted from the
trucks. That was tested out to see if we
could introduce the box system of bulk
storage and hbulk transpoert with the idea
of seeuring expeditious unloading at the
terminal but it was abandoned. I have
quoted these instances to show the Chamber
that the eo-operative movement has been
devoting a considerable number of years to
a very close study of hulk handling, to an
analysis of the various propositions that
have been submitted from time to time, and
to a close investigation of the progress of
systems in various parts of the world, with
the idea of getting something for Western
Australia. During all this time the officers who
were associated with the investigafions were
the same officers who are associated with
the scheme to-day. The inguiries have ex-
tended over a numbher of vears, but have not
heen made by different men. It has been the
one staff concentrating upon this question
with the idea of ultimately getting some-
thing that would be sound. We have to ask
ourselves whether the co-operative move-
ment is competent to ga intn this ection,
Are the officers in a position to make a
special study of it? During the whole time
the officers have heen investigating they
have been the main handlers of wheat in
Western Australia, and the prineipal mar-
keters of wheat overseas. They have been
definitely associated with all the activities
of wheat handling and wheat marketing.
They are competent becanse of their
intimate knowledge of the business, in
addition to which they have been close
students of the possibiltiy of introducing
bulk handiing. In quite recent fimes it
was found that a system had heen intro-
duced of elevating loose materials hy means
of mechanical appliances. Members have
seen ab the bottom of Parliament House
grounds in George-street an elevator work-
ing, pushing into a sand cut, and elevating
the sand and depositing it into wagons.
Under the old system ordinary shovels
were used, but by the new system the
sand is elevated from the dump or cut
into trucks. The officers were keen on
their jobs, and seeing this appliance
in use came to the eonclusion that if it
were possible to elevate and remove sand
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and gravel by a mechanical process, it
should be a practical proposition if ap-
plied to wheat. That is how they started
with the present system. After Mr. Thom-
son and his officers had gone closely into the
matter, and made inquiries and investiza-
tions, it was suggested to the movement that
we should give them an opportunity to
try out the idea of elevating wheat into
bins, and taking it out of bins again by
the same elevator, The idea was to elevate
the wheat into a big room, and remove it
therefrom as sand and loose gravel
was being removed from piis, thus
finally to use it for depositing the
wheat into railway trucks. In order
that this system, might be tested the
movement agreed to put up about £1,000
to finance the installation of an experimen-
tal plant at Roeky Bay. A bin was erected
there. It was built on a flimsy basis for the
purpose of testing the strength that was re-
auired for the holding of grain. Various
experiments were conducted and various
trials mnade to find out the kind of bracing
that would be most effective to strengthen
the walls sufficiently to resist the pressyre
of the wheat. This went on until they got a
storage bin and they felt justified in
rapaommandine 5 araghical proposition.
They then started, by arrangement with the
Railway Department, with a bulk truek.
They began by loading a bulk truck and
unloading it into hoppers, bringing it back
again and reloading the truek, and again
putting the wheat into the bin., A per-
fect system was ultimately evolved at
Rocky Bay., It was changed as ex-
perience dictated that it ought to be
ehanged, until ultimately the officers
were able to say to the movement, “We have
here something that is economically sound.
It is going to be effective and it is some-
thing that will revolutionise the handling
and marketing of grain in Western Austra-
lia.” At last we had arrived at what we
were struggling to get for some years. We
ultimately adopted something because of
its comparative e¢heapness. Having directed
the experiments at Rocky Bay, we then
decided to endeavour to prove the system
hy installing it on a larger seale. We
installed 2 working plant, with hins and
elevators, at the five sidings in tbe Wyal-
katchem area. The experiments at Rocky
Bay had been conelusive so far as we were
concerned, hut we wanted to demonstrate
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the new system to the farmer and try it out
under actual working conditions. The result
was wonderfully successful. The five bins
were erected to cope with an estimated har-
vest of 500,000 hags. That would have been
the quantity of wheat that under the bag
system would have reached those five sid-
ings. The system proved so popular thai a
number of farmers carted their wheat from
outside the actual zone comprebhending those
five sidings. They went past other sidings
to this particular zone so that they might
get the advantage of the bulk system, and
save money in the purchase of bags. As a
result of so many farmers using the system
bevond the ordinmvy carting distance, the
quantity of wheat handled was inerensed
Trom 500,000 bushels to 1% million hushels.
The whole system was strained 100 per cent.
beyond the estimated capacity. The experi-
ment, however, proved that even under these
conditions the scheme was capahle of meet-
ing the demand. There was difficulty in
railing the wheat. Members have heard a
good deal of criticism. as to the delivery of
wheat to the mills. There was a lot of an-
xiety and a good deal in the way of nego-
tiation. In this respect we had the hearty
co-operation of the mills, otherwise we wounld
have snffered very grave disability and in-
curred a fair amount of loss.

Mr, SPEAKER: I would remind the hon.
member that the motion before the Chair is
that moved by the chatrman of the sclect
committee, namely, that the House should
ge into Committee to receive the report and
deal with it. It appears to me that the
hon. member is traversing the whole system
connected with the adoption of bulk hand-
ling, He has not once mentioned the word
“committee” since he began.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: When T rose T
said I realised it was an extraordinary thing
but evidently was in order. It is a little
Iate now in the dehate to suggest we should
be restricted in our remarks.

Mr. SPEAKER: Am I not right in
saying that the House is econsidering
a motion submitted by the chairman
of the Bulk Handling Committee, that

the House should go inte Committee,
and deal with the report? His motion
did not deal with the principle of hulk

handling, bat with the report drawn up bv
himself and his eolleagues in conneetinn
with the propossls outlined in the Bill,
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Hon. W. D. JOHNSOX: Had that been
the decision at the start of the dehate, it
might have been adopted by all members.
1 submit in all veasonableness that it ix not
fair to impose sueh a restriction now after
allowing the debate to proceed as far as it
has gone. All I am trying fo do is 1o
demonstrate whenee the organization that
submitted the scheme to the select commit-
tee, which is under discussion now, obtained
their experience and their knowledge.
Therefore that phase of the bulk handling
yuestion should not he restricted during the
preszent discussion,

Mr. SPEAKER: Every other spesker
has mentioned time after time various ques-
tions put to witnesses who appeared hefove
the scleet committee, and dealt with their
answers, The hon. member las not onee
alluded to a single statement made hy a wit-
ness, nor has he dealt with one point asso-
ciated with the work of the select committee.
He has based his argument wholly on the
question of whether or not bulk handling i
required. That question is not before the
Chair,

Hon. W, D. JOHNSON: It would be
quite simple, Mr. Speaker, for me to make
reference to questions and answers in con-
nection with the select committee’s proceeed-
ings, were it not superfluons. All T desire
to convey to the House is the standing of
the organisation that desires a Bill to be
passed by Parliament dealing with bulk
handling. To convinee the House of the
competeney of the organisation to submit
the scheme that is outlined in the Bill, T
am endeavouring to trace the development
of their edneation on bulk handling matiers,
to show members that their knowledee i=
sound and that they were competent to
submit the bulk bhandling scheme. What-
ever may be said regarding a review of tlie
investigations of the committee, it cannnt
he snid that T am out of order in veferring
to that phase, which relates to the experi-

_ments at the five sidings, from which we got

all the evidence from witnesses who had
aetively participated in sneh a scheme. [
was proeeeding to point ont that owing te
the popularity and savines that were
effected as the result of delivering wheat to
the bulk sidings, the receivals agerezat-d
1.250.000 bushels as against an estimated
total of 300.000 hushels, To get rid of
the wheat, we had to make special
and hurried arrangement with the mills,
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which were practieally the only estah-
lishments equipped to receive grain in
bulk.  The mills, however, were not
equipped to handle the large quantitics
we were forced to ask them to take becanse
of the huge tonnages we received. Possibly
the arrangements made might not stand
investigation from a business point of view.
T am prepared to admit that we were inex-
perienced in dealing with bulk grain in
this State, but the difficulties that arose
were overcome. The capacity of the five
‘bins established was strained to the fullest
extent, but during the whole delivery period
‘there were no delays of any deseription. It
has been said that there are alternative con-
wtructional sehemes. I do not propose to go
into the relative merits of the various
schemes snbmitted to the committee. They

were not different in actual design
from those that had already been in-

vestigated by the co-operative movement.
The scheme proposed by Brine and Sons is
the orthodox type, based largely on that
adopted in New South Wales. It is
exactly the same as the scheme that had
been inquired into previously. It embodied
nothing new. It has been suggested as
being more worthy of consideratien than
the less expensive scheme advanced by the
Wesiraiian Farmers Lid. There is a good
deal more ome would like to sav resarding
the report of the sclect committee, but T
think we ean deal with it hest in Committee.
It is not advisable to go into the whele of
fhe details in a speeeh such as T am deliver-
ing now, Qn the other hand, T want to know
exactly where we stand regarding the pro-
position, and I shall refer to some remarks
by the member for South Fremantle (Hon.
A. McCallum) to find out where the Labour
movement stands in regard to the installa-
tion of bulk handling. That system should
not be considered from an engineering point
of view, because it is essentially a market-
ing proposition.  Unfortunately, because
of the intricate machinery and enormous’
plant required in other parts of the world,
it has been regarded as an engineering pro-
blem, and engineers have made a close study
of it. Much profit has heen cained as a
result of their work in installations, bui
in Western Australia it does not involve an
engineering problem at all, It is so simple
that an ordinary building eontractor is quite
capable of expressing an opinion regard-
ing its strength, resistance, and so on,
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for the storage of grain. Thus the pro-
blem in Western Australia is one that does
not necessitate engineers being invited to,
assist us, but rather those who have some,
knowledge of handling grain and marketing
it. I emphasise the fact that there is only
one orvganisation in this State that really
markets grain. There are firms that ae-
quire wheat, but they are branches of or-
ganisations in the Eastern States or over-
seas. They acquire grain in Western Aus-
tralia, but the actual marketing of the pro-
duct is not done by the West Australian
agents, it is divected and controlled from a
central head office outside of this State.
There is a pool to carry out the whole pro-
cess; we handie and marke the grain, There
is no ogutside assistance or direction. The-
work is actually done by the co-operative
movement on behalf of the farmers theme
selves. There are no vested interests in re-
gard to the pool marketing and handling of
grain. Many people seem to think be-
cause we speak of the Westralian Farmers
Ltd. that we are referring to a proprietury
coneern, or a limited liability company, the
direetors of which gain great rewards and
the shareholders of which are paid huge
dividends. That is no feature of the eo-
operative movement at all. Messrs. Thom-
son, Monger, Braine and J'easdale are
simply paid officers. They are employees
of the farmers of Western Australia. Theyp
are chosen as the servants of the farmers.
The results of their work are not paid away
in dividends to private shareholders, or in
fees to directors, They are merely the
farmers’ representatives on the board, and
they are purely shareholders in the eo-op-
erative movement. In other words, the
shareholders of the co-operative movement—
that is, the Westralain Farmers Ltd.—are
not paid in respect of shares like ordinary
shareholders throughout Australia, but the
eapital invested in the shares of the co-
operative movement is paid for on the basis
of what the money is actually worth and the
distribution of profits is on the basis of busi-
ness done. So we have to appreciate that the
Westralian Farmers Ltd. have submitted
the bnlk handling scheme in conjunction
with the Wheat Pool. The work hag been
done bv the representatives of the farm-
ers under the direction of farmers, and
any results that are achieved will benefit
the farmers directlv and no one else. I
have been working for many years now
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to improve the methods of marketing and
handling of wheat. The member for South
Yremantle said that if the report of the
select committee were given effect to, it
would mean a revelution in the business of
wheat merchandising. If it does not revn-
lutionise the methods of wheat marketing
and wheat merchandising, I do neot want it.
That is what I am after; that is what I
stand for. The Labour movement is in ex-
istence to further that work. That is the
task before the Labour movement. They
do not stand for maintaining the existing
system. They are out to better the market-
ing of the commodities the producers
have to dispose of, It is their de-
sire to economise by cutting out the middle-
man and the profits that go to private in-
dividuals, in order to give the farmers the
full results of their labour. Therefore, il
the scheme will revolutionise existing prae-
tices, that 15 what I desire. T shall support
it with my whole heart beeause it will pro-
vide, according to the member for Seuth
Fremantle, that which I have been working
for over a period of many years.

Mr. Withers interjected.

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON: I do not eare.
The fact that the farmers do not come round
to my way of thinking does not necessi-
tate sacrificing my prineiples. I have been
edocated in the Labour movement. The
trades union movement tanght me my work.
The objective of the movement is to reform
various activities. We find the foilers and
the producers are being exploited to-day.
In order to rectify that, we strive to econowm-
ise so that the middlemen will no longer ab-
tain the profits, but that the producer shall
get the full reward for his toil, which he
does not under conditions obtaining to-day.
The member for South Fremantle says this
will interfere with the whole of the vested
interests. When did the Labour Party com-
mence to exist to protect vested interests?
If the bulk handling scheme will interfere
with vested interests, and reduce the power
and profits of those interests, then I want
to know where the Labour movement stands,
Is the Labour movement behind vested in-
terests or behind the co-operative move-
ment? The farmers are organised on a co-
operative basis. I challenge contradictiun
when I sav that it is an bonest co-operative
movement properly based, properly offi-
cered. If that movement is to be sacrificed
by the Labour Party for vested interests,
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it is time we had a stocktaking. Then he
says it will put out of the business people
who have spent hundreds of thousands of
pounds in building it up, Of course John
Darling put in hundved of thousands of
pounds, but also he took out millions. He
died a millionaire. - Although he put in
hundreds of thousands of pounds, he saw
to it that the produncer went on producing,
while he himself marketed the wheat at a
huge profit. He put money into the indus-
try, but he took out of it an amount out of
all proportion to that which he had put in.
If Darling was justified in taking that
money out, surely it cannot be wrong for
nme to try to get for the farmers that whieh.
vested interests have been taking out of the
producers for so many years. ’

Mr. Parker: Will there not be middlemen
if the Bill goes through?

Hon. W. D. JOHNSON : No, because the
gystem will be owned by the farmers, and
the only middlemen will be tie servants of
the farmers. The trust will be elected by
the farmers and paid by the farmers. The
trust will not get any personal result for
the actual operations of the scheme; all
they will get will be the salary agreed to by
the Minister or arranged hy vegulation.
There is no middleman in this system. It is
purely an organisation to permit the farm-
ers to conduef their own business in their
own way. But, unfortunately, they have to
come to Parliament to get the right to instal
the system at the various sidings and pro-,
vide against any overlapping.  Next the
hon. member said the sytem would throw
thousands of men out of employment. Tn-
fortunately certain men will he displaced,
but as to whether it is going to throw thon-
sands out of employment there are very
grave donbts. I am not prepared to en-
dorse the contention that thousands of men
will be permanently thrown out of employ-
ment. Men will he displaced; there wiil
be a reduction of men in one place and an
increase in another place. It will take
some little time to adjust it, and I have
no hesitation in saying that doring the
period of adjustment there will be on the
Government a responsibility to see thag
those men are protected. T sobscribe
to that. I have always stood for that
and worked for it. T have no desive to djx-
place any one man to his permanent injurv.
but when it is a question of intro-lucing a
reform that is going to henefit tens of fhous-
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ands of people and injure only a few hun-
dred, then I am forced by my prineiples
first to proteet the tens of thousands and
then to devote attention to getting some con-
sideration for the few hundreds that will
be displaced. T sympathise with their posi-
Hon, but 1 am not going to allow it te hlind
me to. the advantages to be gained in other
dirvections. Then the hon. member zaid it
will fasten on to the farmers an unpayable
proposition which will mean that their
second position will be worse than their first.
The farmers of this country have tested this
wut. When Mr. MeCallum, of Dalgety’s, enme
before the seleet committee I explained to
him the difiteuity we were experiencing in
getting men who had nsed the balk handling
system to say fthere was any weakness in it,
or adversely fo eriticise the system of hand-
ling and storage in hulk as practised at
those five sidines. 1 asked him if he conid,
through his crganisations at the various sid-
ings, assist us in getting some other point
of view. The select committee were anxious
to have the other pomt of view if it were
possible to obtain it.  Me. MeCallum agreed
to assist us in that regard. He did not
convey that he wonld he suceessful, hut he
prowmised to endeavour to get evidence
against fiie huik handiing sysiem, or af ail
events to ervitieise it. Mr, MeCallum did
not suceeed in getting one witness fo eome
forward. The evidence we got from
those centres where the five bins were
in operation was favourable to the sys-
tem, and each of the farmers testified that
he had made a profit from it, had =aved
money through it, and they all advoealed
its extension. So what is the use of saying
it is moing to he prejudicial to the farmers?
We put in the installations at the five sid-
ings. The farmers financed them. It was
farmers’ money that paid for them. And
they were put in to test out exaetly what
has heen contended, namely, that the thing
would prove successful, And we did
prove it te be suecessful. We installed
the system for the purpose of proving that
it was a practical proposition. I appeal
to memhers to appreciate that this scheme
is the farmers’ own scheme, that the opposi-
tion to the scheme has come from vested
interests, I8 it right that we should sax
that Dreyfus, a foreign company, Bunge, a
foreign company, Dorling, an Eastein
States firm, and Dalgety’s, an overseas com-
pany, should continue to make their profits
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under the bag system? 1 am not prepared
to admit they are going to be injured nnder
the bulk bandling system. I believe they
will operate just the same. They may not
get the same profits out of bulk handling
that they have been getting out of hageed
wheat, but at all events they will not he
injured to any great extent.. Is the Labour
movement ouf to proteet the interests of
private concerns as against the interests of
co-operative concerns! 1s private enferprise
to have the support of Labhour members as
against the co-operative movement, adopted
by the Labour Party as part of its platform?
Is it to be sacrificed and private enter-
prise placated? [ want members to realise
that bulk handling is an honest proposition,
that it has come from the farmers, that the
farmers are askinzg Parliament to pass a
schieme that will enable them to pay for its
installation. They are petiing the money
for the purpose, and are going to pay if
hack.

Mr. Withers: That will be somothing new.

Hon, W. D. JOHNSON: They are going
to do it. The co-operatives of the South-
West installed theiv butter {actories and
are paying for them. If those co-opera-
tives can ran bhutter factories and pay for
them, so can the co-operatives on the wheat
belt run their handling svstem and pay for
it. Farmers are not inchned to repudiate
their obligations; indeed if they were to
repudiate in this instance they would be
taking each other down. Lt s true the Gov-
ernment eome in as guarantors, but the guar-
antee is only in the event of absolute dis-
aster. It is inconecivable that a position
should arise in which the Government would
he ecalled upon to pav. If we can get the
Bill inte Commitiee, it will bhe possible
to so amend the Bill in conformity with
the select committee’s recommendations
as to make the danger of the State
ever beinz calied » upon fo  contri-
bute to the scheme ~very  remoie
indeed. It is the farmers’  scheme.
They recognise that they have to pay 2 toll
of 34d. per bushel in order to finance the
scheme. They paid 4d. per bushel last
year at the five sidings, and o-e will
ing to pay %d. per bushe! this year.
They know what it means. and they
have agreed to do it in order that they
might have the right to deposit their grain
in hins controlled by themselves. ta load
their own grain into railway trucks for
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transport to the coast and assist to lead it
into their terminal elevators so that it may
go into overseas vessels. That has heen
the ambition of the Labour movement,
namely, to see the producer of a commodity
in cherge of that commodity from the time
he puts the seed into his farm, reaping it,
carting it to the siding, controlling it at the
siding, and by his own organisation seeing
it safely sent overseas and marketed by
his own organisation when it reaches the
overseas market. 1 am a supperter of
the Bill to that extent. But I want
the Bill amended. I do not like it
as presented, because it is not exactly
ike Bill adopted by the eco-operative
movement, There are in the Bill features
which were- not adopted by the co-operative
nmovement when they were framing the
scheme for presentation to the Government.
So we are favourable to an amendment of
the Bill, and [ ghould like to see sufficient
members vote for the Bill fo go into Com-
mittee, heeanse it will give opportunity for
trying to put it into shape, trying to give
the farmers something by which they can
use their organisation to protect their homes,
to reduee the cost of production by from
3d. to 414d. per hushel, which will make all
the difference to them. This scheme will do
that, and I appeal to members to afford an
opportunity to put it into effect.

‘MR, BROWN (Pingelly) [8.57]: As one
who has bheen a strong advocate of hulk
handling, I want to say a few words to-
night. I wish fo congratulate the select
committee on their very exhanstive and com-
prehensive report. They have gone to con-
siderable trouble and examined many wit-
nesses, and their report is very illuminating
and instructive. T regret that the report is
not unanimouns. Three members of the select
commitiee are not altogether in favour of it
as it stands, notwithstanding which two of
them are strictly in favour of bulk handling.
The other one, of course, is lock, stock and
barrel against it. Nevertheless he said thaf
bulk handling, if it does come into exist-
ence, ought to be controlled hy the railways
and the Fremantle Harbour Trust. What
sort of control would that be? Failing that,
the hon. member advocates an independent
trust altogether. I wish to eongratulate the
Minister for Works on the very comprehen-
sive and able address he gave to the House
this afternoon. He has gone very thor-
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oughly into the pros and cons of bulk hand-
ling, and his remarks should convince every-
body that bulk handling is in the interests
of the farmers of Western Australia. ‘Lhe
interests of the member for South Fremantle
seem to lie in the direction of the wharf
lumpers. If bulk handling is to bhe insti-
tuted, it is certain to hurt somebody, and
the lwmpers are only a small section of the
people of Western Australia,

Alr. Panton: They are a pretty important
section.

My, BROWXN: Yes, hut not so important
a section as are the farmers. If there
were no farmers, obhviously there would be
no wharf lumpers. So if somebody is
going to suffer it should he the few,
while the men who to-day are producing
wheat at a loss should receive a benefit.
The mewmber for South Fremantle dealt
with other matters and the Minister for
Works has effectively replied to them. One
of the points made by the hon. member was
that farmers would need a seeond team.
Most of the farmers have a second team,
and those who use horses are within a
reasenable distance of a siding. Most of
those beyond a reasonable distance are
using motor trucks, and the men with motor
trucks will be the ones most greatly bene-
fited by bulk handling. I should like to
refer to the speech of the member for Perth,
who read an article written four or five
vears ago. It-appeared that he was speak-
ing to his constituents rather than ennsid-
ering the welfare of the State. We know
that the member for Terth has many
Labour constituents and many mevehants
in his electorate, and so it did not matter
what might be said in favour of the pro-
posal, he was heads cvery time when the
penny came down, The principal objec-
tion raised has been against the granting
of a monopoly. Whatever form of control
might be adopted, a monopoly must be
granted, What does it matter whether the
Wheat Pool or an independent trust has the
monopoly?

Mr. Withers: There iz no monopoly in
New South Wales.

Mr. BROWX: T do not know how bulk
bandling is controlled there, but a mono-
poly is necessary in Western Australia.
Otherwise the installation of the scheme
eannot he proceeded with.  The matter of
finance has to be eousidered. If we do
not accept this scheme, I am afraid thai
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bulk handling will be lost to Western Aus-
tralia for a considerable time. If we ap-
pointed a trust to control bulk handling,
who would compose the frust? Would the
Government have nominees on it? If they
would, the farmers would objeet. I was
surprised at the references made to Wes-
tralian Farmers Ltd. They have nothing
to do with the bulk handling seheme; the
pool is responsible for it. The trustees of
of the pool have nothing to do with Wes-
tralian Parmers Ltd. The trustees of the
pool are eleeted by an advisory counecil of
the growers, and many members of fthe
couneil have no association with Westralian
Farmers Ltd. I do not see why there should
be such antipathy to the scheme, or why
Westralian Farmers Ltd. should be brought
into it. There is a chance of getting the money
fo finanece the scheme. If we had an inde-
pendent trust which must be under the
control of the Government, the responsi-
bility of raising the money would devolve
upon the Government. Could they raise
the money at the present time?

Mr. Panton: They would have to guaran-
tee the money under this scheme

Hon, 8. W, Munsie: You are on poor
ground there. The pool trustees could not
raise the money without the guarantee of
the Government,

Mr. BROWN:
noney.

Hon. S. W. Munsie: Yes, -with the guar-
antee of the Government,

Mr. BROWN: The money is available.

Mr. Corboy: Bul with the Government
guarantee. Could they do anything with-
out the Government guarantee?

Mr. BROWN: The Government guaran-
tee will become operative only in 10 years’
time, and as we are likely to have 30,000,
000 or 40,000,000 bushels of wheat going
into the silos, there is no possibility of
the Government being called upon to pay
one penny. Otherwise, it will be a bad
lookout for the State. With the land we
have available, the production of wheat
should inerease year by year. 1, as a re-
presentative of the farmers, must do my
best to enable them to rednce production
costs. From the New South Wales Year
Book I learnt that it costs 3s. 11l4d. per
bushel to make wheatgrowing profitable on
a 17-bushel average, while for a 15-bushel
average the cost is something over 4s. T
think we in Western Australia can grow

They could raise ths
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wheat a little cheaper than it ¢an be pro-
duced in New BSouth Wales because the
cost of our land is not so high. Something
must be done to keep the wheat-growing
industry going. What would Western Aus-
tralia be without its wheat production? If
we have a monopoly, does it not stand to
reason that the work can be done more
cheaply than if 12 different firms are hand-
ling it? And if one aunthority can handle
it more cheaply, who is going to get
the benefit? Undoubtedly the wheat-
grower will get the benefit. ‘he ool
tis not a proht-making conceim; it op-
erates in the interests of the growers
ahd is exerting efforis to reduce production
costs. Our wheat in England is worth 26s,
per quarter. The price in Western Aus-
tralia to-day is 2s. 4%%d. on a 4d. freight.
What is the margin for the handling of the
wheat? I have not worked it out, Wut I
think it ranges from 5d. to 7d. per bushel.
Is it not feasible that a monopoly could
handle the wheat mueh more cheaply, and
that the grower would get the benefit? If
the wheatgrowers can be made prosperous,
the whole of the people of Western Aus-
tralia, merchants and everybody else, will
benefit. It has been suggested that we
should try bulk handling in one zone. I do
not know that T favonr that nronozal, My
electorate is one of the largest wheat-pro-
ducing centres in Western Australia, and
at one time Kulin sent away more bags of
wheat than any other siding in Western
Australia,

The Minister for Works: I will not have
that.

Mr. BROWN: At one time that was so,
and the distriet is still one of the largest
produeers of wheat. We now have a new
distriet in Karlgarin. If bulk bandling has
proved beneficial to the great wheatlgrowing
centres on the Dowerin line, it will be bene-
ficial to other disiricts in the wheat helt,
I regret having mislaid some figures I in-
tended to quote to prove that the distriet T
represent is as good a wheat-growing centre
as any part of Western Australia, I am
anxious that the committee’s report should
he considered, and I hope members will
realise that bulk handling will prove bene-
ficial to the State. I support the motion.

MR. J. H. SMITH (Nelson) [910]: I
do not propose to support the selest com-
mittee. I wisk to point out a danger that
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will exist to other industries if we accept the
committee’s report. I do not intend to go
turther than the evidence tendered by the
Acting Commissioner of Railways, Mr. Tom-
linson, in which he spoke of 6,300 trucks
having to be converted solely for the pur-
pose of transporting wheat in bulk. The
former Minister for Railways could have
told the House of the diffieulties experienced
in the past, more especially when the tim-
ber industry was flourishing, to get suffi-
cient rolling stock to meet requirements.
This difficulty has bheen a nightmare to
timber millers and contractors during the
wheat season. Wa look forward to the time
when the timber industry will brighten up
considerably, and what is going to be the
result if 6,300 trucks which were utilised
for timber and other indusiries are
“converted for the earriage of bulk wheat?
The cost of converting the trueks is esti-
mated at £76,000, and there will be 6.300
fewer trucks on the road. Immediately a
revival oecurs, the Government will have to
come to light and eonstruct another 5,000
or 6,000 trucks to meet the needs of other
industries. I think that point has been over-
locked. We eannot live on wheat alone. All
industries must be considered. T realise that
the wheatgrowers are having a bad time; T
realise, judzing from the evidence, that the
farmers desire bulk handling: I realise that
the Minister in charge of the Rill is an
ardent advocate of bulk handling because he
considers it will reduee costs. The Minister
ineurred enormous expense in appointing
committers to investigate the question and
he put up a scheme to the Government.

Westralian Farmers Ltd. sent their general’

manager, Mr. Thomson, to the Old Couniry,
and he arranged to secure finance to instal
bulk handling. The select committee have
recommended that the promoters of the
scheme be granted a monopoly. If an in-
dependent trust were to control the scheme,
probably I would support it, but to ask for
a monopoly for a ceriain section of the
community is not right. In years past many
merchants have been buying wheat and giv-
ing the farmers a little better price than
the pool, and are those merchants to be
wiped out of existence? Such a thing will
not be done with the aid of my vote. We
cught to consider the country' storekeepers
and what thev have done for the farmers.
Therefore T say it is wrong. The member
for Guildford-Midland exposed the whole
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thing just now in his speech. He went 52
far as to say that it would be ereating a
monopoly. The farmers eould appoint tte
board and they would have the whole thing
in their own hands.

Member: Why should they mot bhandle
their own wheat?

Mr. J. H. SMITH: They should, but I
do not propose to give any section of the
people, or any trading coneern, a monopoly.
If the wheat pool were a compulsory pool,
there might be some argument in favour cf
it, but it is not. There is no legislation on
the statute book te provide for a compnl-
sory pool. The farmers can please them-
selves whether they pool their wheat or sell
it to outside buyers. How is the trust to
be appointed? It will be appointed entirely
by the farmers, it is said. T say it will not.
All the farmers will not be cirenlarised, bat
only those who pool their wheat. It is ab-
solutely wrong for this House to do any-
thing like that, to put this scheme into the
hands of a trust, which, after all, will not
be appointed by the wheatgrowers of the
State. I therefore propose to vote against
the Committee's report,

MR. PARKER (North-East Fremantle)
[9.28]: If I had any doubts ahout my views
on this matter, they have certainly been dis-
pelled by the member for Guildford-Mid-
land (Hon. W. D. Johnson). He has put
my mind af rest, beeause he has shown
clearly that the report of the select com-
mittee is in favour of the greation of a
monopoly. Personally, I have always oh-
jected to monopolies, and I object to a
monopoly for the marketing of wheat. I
always understood that bulk handling was
a question of transport of wheat, but the
member for Guildford-Midland said it was
a marketing question. It is nobt. It cer-
tainly strikes me that the handling of wheat
means the transportation of wheat, and the
question of transportation is one for en-
gineers. This matter vitally concerns the
railways. I ecannot see why one particular
body should be granted a monopoly, thus
putting out of business all the merchants
who have been operating here so long and
to the benefit of the farmers,

The Minister for Lands: Merchants have
not been operating solely for the purpose
of handling wheat.

Mr. PAREER: No. They buy wheat.
Theoretically, the scheme will not put them
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If the suggested Bill is passed, a tremend-
ous advantage will be given to the poul.
The pool will have an advantage of be-
tween Vad. and 1d. a bushel, over the mer-
chants. To that extent the merchants will
be handicapped; in effect, they will be put
out of business. The member for Guildford-
Midland gave us clearly to understand that
was the object. He said he was brought up
in the Labour Party, one of whose objects
is the marketing of wheat. He said that
w~as his idea. Therefore, I think we are at
one in agreeing that it is proposed to create
a monopoly for the marketing of wheat,
and T say I object to it. I am in favour of
bulk handling, if we have a trust or a board
—eall it what you like—consisting of pro-
per people who simply handle the transpert
of wheat, but let us give a free band to the
merchants or anyone else to buy and sell
wheat. That obviously would be to the
advantage of the farmer. A general
idea prevails that there is a world
parity for wheat. 1 wunderstand that
is not so. There is the Londan-Baltic
market, the Indian market and the Eastern
market. At present merchants who have
chartered ships are experviencing difliculty
in getting the necessary cargoes. In order
to avoid payvment of demurrage they have
to spring the price a it to the farmer to
get the wheat. That often happens. Mer-
chants are not infallible in their business
methods. They frequently have to find car-
goes, and, in order to secure them, pay a
little extra tb avoid demurrage. If a
monopoly is created, surely the farmers will
lase that benefit. Will not the farmer also
lose the benefit of the financial assistance
afforded him by the merchants to obtain
the necessary commodities to enable him
to grow his wheat?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: The merchants tie
him up.

Mr. PARKER: Of course they do, but
they give the farmer a chance. We do not
expect Dalgetys or anvbody else to finance
the farmer without some consideration.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: The 414d. a bushel
will help him.

Mr. PARKER: When will he get it?

HMon. W. D, Johnson: As a result of the
econnmv in handling the wheat.

Ar. PARKER: But when will the farmer
zet it? He wants it hefore he puts his
crop in. !
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The Minister for Lands: Do not put these
notions inte the heads of the merchants.

Mr. PARKER: I am putting very good
notions into their heads. The farmers would
be at a very serious loss if the merchants
went out of business. The varions wheai
merchants are doing an excellent thing for
the farmers by financing them. '

Hon. W, D. Johnson: You kpow the mer-
chants take at most only 40 per cent. of
the wheat. Sixty per cent. is free wheat,
The farmers are not tied.

Mr. PARKER: I thought the member
for Guildford-Midland had suggested the
merchants had the farmers tied up.

Hon. W, I. Johnson: Do you suggest the
wheat industry would not flourish unless
the farmers were tied to the merchants?

Mr. PARKER: I say the farmers would:
not flourish unless the merchants assisted,
them financially.

The Minister for Railways: They do not
do it as philanthropists.

Mr. PARKER: Of course not; but if the
farmers could not get the money they re-
quired they would have to go off the land.

The Minister for Railways: Where do
the merchants get their money from? They
arrange with the banks.

Mr. H W. Mann: Manvy farmers wonld
be without superphosphate were it not for
the merchants.

Mr. PARKER: If the hanks finance the
merehants, it is the same thing; but I
think the merchants are a little more liberal
than the banks when it comes to dealing
with a commodity like this.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Why do you want a
middleman?

AMr. PARKER: Why does the pool want
a middleman?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: We have not got
one,

Mr, PARKER: Who does the chartering?

Mr. Kenneally: Who does the stevedor-
ing?

Mr. PARKER: Yes. As I say, the mem-
her for Guildford-Midland has convineed
me that we shonld not have monopolies. We
must tryv to give employment, and, when
all is said and done, the middleman is the
very man who does assist the farmer. The
farmer is a very estimabie person, but he
has not business acumen.

The Minister for Lands: That is a new-
thing.



{1 Decexser, 1932.]

The Minister for Railways: He would
not have been taken down for donkey’s
years if he had.

Mr. PARKER: It is necessary to find
the best market for the farmers. I defy
any farmer to find a consnmer to purchase
his wheat.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Sixty per cent. of
the wheat is marketed by the farmer to-
day.

Mr. PARKER: To whom?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: To the world’s mar-

kets.
Mr. PARKER: Who are the world's
markets?  Are they a direct consumer?

Who finds the markets for those free farm-
ers?

Hon. W. 1. Johnson: The farmers,

Mr. PARKEK: XNo, they do not.
Wheat Pool does,

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is their or-
ganisation.

Mr. PARKER: Ts not the Wheat Pool
acting as a middleman, although it is a very
excellent proposition for the farmer, he-
cause he gets his own money hack. He does
not pay it away to a middleman.

Hon. W. D. Johuson: The trastees are
paid a salary. That is all.

Mr. PARKER: Call it what you like, the
Pool iz a middleman. The farmer himself
does not find his market. There is no doubt
about that.

The Minister for Railways: Have a look
at the dividend lists of some of the mer-
chants and then look at the farmers.

Mr. PARKER: Have a look at the hank-
ruptey lists of some of these merchants.

The Minister for Railwavs: And of the
Earmers.

Mr. PARKER: Yes.

The Minister for Lands: In a little while
thex will all be hankrupt.

Myr. PARKER: T am opposed to the
elimination of the middleman and the mer-
chants, because I think they are very neces-
sary {o the country. They find the markets
for our produee,

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is where vou
and I differ.

The

Mr. PARKER: Most decidedly. I say
vou have convinced me. I am nof suggest-
ing that all middlemen are nseful. Many

could be eliminated.

Hon. W. D). Johnson: Take my advice
and start with the merchants.

Mr. Panton: Why not the lawyers?
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My, PARKER: I think it would be very
much better than the job I have now. 1t
is necessary, of eowrse, for a wheat mer-
chant to he possessed of eonsiderable cap-
ital, and I bhave always understood that is
what we require in this country. We are
calling out for money all the fime.

Hon. W. I). Johnson: The Earmers want
finance.

Mr. PARKER: Whoe gives it to them!
The merchants. I do not propose to take
up much ¢f the time of the House, hut my
desire is to make my position perfectly clear.
I helieve in bulk handling, but I do not like
this report. I shall certainly vote for hulk
handling, but not for the report.

HON. N. EEENAN (Nedlands-——in veply)
[9.27]: In view of the lengthy reasons that
were set forth in the report to justify the
conelusion at which the committee arrived,
and in view also of the voluminous remarks
that have been made in this House by vari-
ous members who have spoken to the motion,
it was not my intention to take part in this
debate beyond a formal part; but as the
debate has developed, it seems 1 have a duty
to discharge in answering certain maiters
that bave been raised in criticism of the
work of the comnmittee. To deal first with
minor matters, may I reply to the observa-
tions of the members for Nelson and North-
East Fremantle?

Mr. Marshall: You don’t bracket them to-
gether, do you?

Hon. N. KEENAN : Temporarily, just as
I find temporary alliances existing between
certain members on one side of the House
whose views, as a rule, are not in favour
of capital, and also hetween certain mem-
bers on the other side of the House whose
views are on all occasions behkind capital.
The fact still remains that it is a very un-
holy alliance. To deal with the member for
Nelson first, his trouble apparvently is that
if the bulk handling scheme is adopted there
will be a large number of trucks specially
earmarked for the service of the wheatgrow-
ing industry. That will, he conceives, create
some danger of a shortage of trucks in the
timber industry. Now, he eannot have read
the report or even the evidence, becanse the
trucks which will be construeted for the
purpose of ecarrying out this scherme will
he new trucks, additional trucks. They will
relieve the position. There will be more
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trucks for the member for Nelson, if he has
any timber to put into them.

Hon. P. Collier: He has nof.

The Minister for Lands: He would not,
if he had his own way.

Hou, N, EEENAN: I hope the member
for Nelson will reconsider his opinion of
the report of the commitiee. So far as I
listened to him, he could not find any other
reason for objecting to-it. Dealing with
the member for North-East Fremantle, ap-
parently he is troubled with the idea that
bulk handling, as recommended by the select
committee, is based on a monopoly. Of
course it is, Who on earth would imagine
that any corporation or any hody of persons
would erect a plant of the magnitude that
is necessary to carry out this scheme unless
they were assured that they alone would be
given the right to work it? That position
was put to Mr. H. D. MeCallum who, al-
though in some respects hostile to the pro-
posals, is a man of great experience, and
ean express an opinion that is worth listen-
ing to on a matter of this kind. In reply
to questions which were put to him—I refer
to Q. 844 in the notes of evidence—members
will find that Mr. McCallum said a monopoly
was neceessary. He said this again in reply
to Qs. 968 and 969, He wes noi spenking
of a monopoly in the purchase of wheat,
but a monopoly in regard to plant. That is
only common sense. Even the ordinary
school-child would understand that no people
could be expected fo put up a plant, and
be left at the mercy of someone else who
eould put up another plant alongside them,
more especially as the erection of sueh plant
would involve a colossal expenditure. The
expenditure of over half a million of money
is very considerable. The scheme does not
involve a monopoly in the purchase of
wheat. The only monopoly granted is one for
the working of silos and the handling of
wheat. The right to purchase wheat remains
open to all persons, merchants, farmers and
others. If any study had been made of the
evidence piven before the select committee,
it wonld have been found that the almost
inevitable result of the establishment of the
scheme would be to create many more buyers
than exist to-day. Mr, C. W, Harper, one
of the witnesses, pointed out that in New
Sonth Wales, immediately bulk handling
came in, many more buyers came into exist-
ence than were in evidence before. They
‘bought orders.
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The Minister for Lands: They bought
serip.

Hon. X. KEENAN: Yes. Any member
of the House, if he thought he would like
te have a flutter in wheat, could purchase
this scrip, entitling him to delivery at the
terminal of the quantity of wheat deseribed
on the face of the serip. It will mean thai
instead of there being fewer buyers, there
will he a great many more. The important
part is that it will not in any way restriet
the right of those who are at present buying
wheat to buy it in the future. These are
the few observations I intend to make con-
cerning the eriticism of the member for
North-East Fremantle.

Mr. H. W. Mann: Do they buy wheat or
certificates

Hon. N, KEENAXN: They are the same
things.

Mr. H. W. Manmn:
that clear.

Hon. N. KEENAN: The hon. member
ought to know they are the same. If a per-
son buys an order for the delivery of some-
thing, it is the same as buying the eom-
modity set out in the order. I now desire
to make some observations upon the speech
delivered by the member for South Fre-
{Hon. A. MecCallum), TIn thag
speech he has given a version of the faets,
and of the inferences to he drawn from the
facts as furnished in the evidence which, in
my opinion—and 1 hope to convines the
majority of members of the House—is seri-
ously erroneous. It is much to be regretted
that the hon. member did not, when he was
sitfing in econsultation with his fellow
commilteemen, allow them to know the
reasons for his dissent. Had he done
so, I feel sure that every member
of the committee eould have pointed out
to him the errors into which he has so un-
wittingly fallen. No one questions the right
of every member of the House to make
known on the floor of the House his views
on any subject. That is the privilege of
every one of us. At the same {ime, I have
no hesitation in saying that everyone will
regret that, serving on the commitiee with
others members of this House and of another
place, who were all desirous of helping one
another to arrive at & conclusion on a matter
of extreme importance in a way that won!d
preserve the interests of the State, the hon.
member did not take his colleagues into his
confidence. This joint committee considered

You have not made
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the guestions which were entrusted to their
care and inguiry under five heads. Although
it may oceupy a short time, it is necessary
I should point out to the House what these
heads are, and the evidence they received
in respect to them. The heads were—

{a) Whether the institution of bulk hand-
ling of wheat would be of advantage to the

wheat-growing industry of Western Australia,
and if so to what extent?

(b} Whether the bulk handling of wheat
would involve the State Government or Gov-
ernmental or semi-Governmental activities im
any logs cither in capital moneys or by way
of revenue, and if so, to what extent?

(¢) Whether the balance of gain or loss
warrants the adoption or rejection of the
scheme of bulk handling of wheat?

(d) All other considerations having any
relevant and important bearing on the adop-
tion of a scheme of bulk handling of wheat,
and in particular the question of displace-
ment of labour arising thercfrom?

(e) The Bill now before Parliament to carry
out a scheme of bulk handling—
(1} in the matter of the general prineciple
underlying same;
(2) in the matter of all its detail provi-
sions.

The reason for addressing ourselves to the
inquiry we were charged to make in the
manner I have indicated was, that if the
first head were answered in the negative,
as has heen the case with the member for
South Fremantle, it would have been un-
necessary to go any further. If the com-
mittee came to the conclusion that the bulk
handling of wheat would not be of monetary
advantage to the wheat growing industry,
any further inquiry would have been en-
tirely superflucus. The finding of the select
committee on that issue appears on page 7
of the report, in paragraph 7 as follows:—

Balancing all the gains and losses, it is im-
possible for your committee on the evidence

adduccd before it to come to any other find-
ing than that the handling of wheat in bulk

will be of material advantage to the wheat--

growing industry of Western Australia. The
extent to which this advantapge would accrue
in money’s worth depends on a number of
factors. Any serious decline in the volume
of the harvest would necessarily force an in-
creased charge per bushel for the purpese of
obtaining moncys sufficient to pay interest
and the necessary redemption figure on the
capital cost of the plant installed. Moreover,
the figure of %d, per bushel might not be
accepted as sufficient to compensate the Rail-
way Department for its increased expendi-
ture.

That was the finding of the committee. The
conelusion was arrived at as a result of the
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examination of the cost of the marketing of
wheat nnder the system of bulk handling
Erom the farm to the market, It is con-
venient to divide this entire transaction into
separate stages. The first stage is that from
the harvester to the siding, the second stage
is the cost incwrred al the siding, the third
stage is the carriage of the wheat from the
siding to the port, the fourth stage is the
cost incorred at the port, and the last stage
is the cost of carriage by sea to the market.
There remains the question of the price of
the commeodity in the market, but that is
somewhat independent of the inguiry ns
to the cost of marketing, T will deal
with the first stage; that from the har-
vester to the siding. We had before
us the evidence of 11 farmers, all of
whom gave evidence under that head. Fx-
cept for the member for Suliaco and my-
self, who are not farmers, everv member of
the committee, including the member for
South  Fremantle, is a practical farmer.
Naturally, one would expect in the eireum-
stances that the evidence given by the
farmers on this question would be very thor-
oughly sifted. and would be perfectly re-
liable for the purpose of framing the re-
porvt.

Mr. Wanshrough: Were they all wheat
farmers?

Hon. N. KEENAN: I understand so, with
the exception of the member for Subiaco and
myself. I am led to make the observations
I have made, that the evidence would he
sifted by a committee of that character,
beeanse the report was based on the evi-
dence that was tendered to the commnittes.
That evidence was given in chief, and again
in reply to questions addressed by each
member of the committee tn each farmer.
If members will hbe good enough to look at
the notes of evidence as printed, they will
find nothing that stands out more promin-
ently than that not one single farmer was
asked any question which would suggest the
state of affairs depicied by the member for
South Fremantle. FEvery farmer witness
first of all gave his evidence in chief. He
was then placed in the hands one by one of
the members of the committee. There was
no suggestion of his not being asked all the
questions that any of the members of the
committee desired to ask. Until each member
of the committee had finished with the wit-
ness, no other member of the committee was
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allowed to interfere. Only when every
member had finished with a witness was he
allowed to leave the wituess stand. T am,
therefore, justified in saying that the evi-
dence was sifted in a manner that leads only
to the one conclusion, namely, that if is thor-
oughly reliable. Farmers on the committee
were asking farmers questions. Surely un-
der those conditions it is not for a moment
to be suggested that anything was left out
that was material to the issue in order to
arrive at the true state of affairs. It has
been said, as some sort of criticism by the
member for South Fremantle of the evi-
dence that was tendered by the 11 farmers,
that ten of them were witnesses chosen hy
the Westralian Farmers. The member for
Guildford-Midland has veferred to that mat-
ter, and I desire also to refer to it. In.the
course of the inguiry, Mr. H. D. MeCallum
was asked if, at the sidings where the ex-
perimental hulk handling plant was erected,
any farmers in those districts were discon-
tented. Tt was neeessary to obtain evidence
from every possible aspeect, and to be sure
that the discontented farmers, if any, were
also represented. His reply, to Q. 947, was
that he know of none, but would make in-
quiries. The commiitee sat for many days
after that, and not a discontented farmer
Tudesd, as far & auy vvi-

Ay
LT ey

dence before the committee was concerned,
the only evidence was, and it will be fonnd
in Q. 1532, that not one single farmer was
opposed to bulk haudling. Tt was the duty
of the comnmittee to make this report ac-
cording to the evidence, and not according
to some imaginary state of affairs, or to any
prejudice members of the ecommittee might
have had, and the evidence was that not one
farmer was opposed to bulk handling. As I
wnderstand the eriticism of the member for
‘South Fremantle to the report presented by
the select committee, it is levelled against the
statement which appears on the top of page
6 of the report on the right hand column, It
is in these words—

In other
farmera—

—those are the 11 to whom I have referred—

—+the change-over from delivery in bags to
delivery in bulk was a gain of approximately
3d. per bushel after every charge which such
change involved had been fully provided for.

farwurd,

words, in the ecase of these

The member for South Fremantle says that
is not justified. I propose to show that it
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is fully justified, by a short examination
of the evidence tendered by those farmers,
The first witness was 2 man named Vincent,
who had a farm 13 miles distant from the
siling. He carted wheat 13 miles to the
siding. He was at Jeast an average dis-
tanee from a railway siding.

Hon. W. 1}, Johnson: He was more than
that; ten miles is the average.

Hon. N. KEENAN: To make the posi-
tion clear as I proceed, I intend to state the
numbers of the questions I shall refer to.
That witness, in his reply to Q. 701, said
that he carted his wheat a distance of 13
miles. He prescnted a balance sheet, which
will be found in the reply to Q. 677. With
the leave of the House, I shall call atten-
tion to the items included in that balance
sheet., e set out that the number of
bushels he ecarted to the siding totalled
6,254. He paid the special charge of l4d,
per bushel on all the wheat that he put
through the silo to be dealt with in bulk.
He set out the loss of weight of 174 dozén
sacks, which he fixed at 2s. 9d. per 60 lhs.
weight, which was the full price of wheat
at that siding. He also includes wire skew-
ers, and the whole of those rvepresent a
charge of £22 11s. 2d. For the purpose of
conveying the wheat from the farm to the
sidig, e wsed w numbper of secuod-
hand super bags and wheat bags, and al-
lowed 2s. n dozen for them I would point
out that that is the full price that ean be
obtained from dealers for such second-
hand bags. That represented an additional
cost of £2 10s, bringing the farmers’ total
cost to £25 1s. 2d. On the other hand, he
had charges to set off against that expen-
diture by taking into consideration the sav-
ings cffected. Under the bag system he
would have required 174 dozen bags and
as he did not have to use any bags that
vear, he took into aceount £64 13s., as the
saving under that heading. Then there
was the saving on account of sewing by
eontract, which expense he would have had
to incur if he had handled his wheat in
bags. He gives the cost of sewing 2,085
bags by contract at 10s. 6d. per 100, as £10
18s. 5d. On top of that he allowed six
balls of sewing twine at 10s. 6d. each,
which acecounts for an additional £3 35, so
that he reckoned his savings at £78 14s. 5d.
Thus, on the figures supplied by that wit-
ness he showed a saving of £33 13s. 3d,,
even after paying the special charge of
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15d. per bushel for putting his wheat
through the silos. That is the witness’s
balance sheet, and I azk: ls there any single
item left out?

Hon. A. MeCallum: Yes, in respeet of
the bags.

Hon. N. KEENAN: What is that?

Hon, A, MeCallom: He has charged only
2d. for his second-hand bags,

Hon. N. KEENANX: I shall refer the hon.
member to the evidence regarding prices,
as tendered by dealers.  Inweply to Q. 676,
the witness said that he puf that price upon
the bags because was offered 2s. a dozen
for them by the dealers. Regarding the
fancy price of Ts. a dozen that was referred
to by the member for South Fremantle, no
one else ever raised that poinf. Apparently
the price the hon. member quoted was one
offered as an inducement fo purchase super
from a partienlar company.

Hon. A. MeCallum: But you had that
statement made in evidence.’

Hon. NX. KEENAXN: I do not think any
witness told us that he received that price
except under the conditions I set out.

Hon. A. MeCallum: A witness told you
how he got the price.

Hon. N. KEENAN; I shall refer to that
matter later on. It was not stated by
the witness I am dealing with. The witness
the hon. member has in mind merely said
that if you sent an order to a super com-
pany and returned bags that they approved
of—it was wmerely a gamble—they might
take them or they might not.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Those were the
condifions under which the member for
South Fremantle got his price.

Hon. N. KEENAXN: The 7s. a dozen was
allowed by the super company, so we are
informed, on account of bags sent in when
orders were given. However, I am dealing
with the witness’s statement as it appears
in answer to Q. G76.

Several members interjected.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! It is only fair to
allow the member for Nedlands te make
his speech without interruption.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I am perfectly cer-
tain, Mr. Speaker, it is unnecessary to do
more than simply ask members to listen io
me. I bave already pointed out that the
witness told the committee that he had placed
that price mpon his bags because he was
offered 25, a dozen for them by the dealers.
In subsequent evidence that I shall refer to
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later on, in reply to Mr. J. L DMann, the
witness said that 2s, a dozen was all the
farmer could get from the dealers. It is
apparent that not lasl year, but two or Lhree
vears ago, no doubt due to competition be-
tween rival superphosphate companies, in-
ducements wera held out by firins that if the
farmers purchased their superphosphates
from them, if they approved of the bags
delivered, they would allow a discount of
Ts. a dozen ofl the price of the super. 1t
will be seen that that discount amounted
almost to the price of new wheat bags, which
demonstrates that it was merely a trade ad-
vertisement, something like the coupons that
one 2ets with a box of cigarettes and by
sending that eoupon in, one gets more cigar-
ettes. It is bevond question that the price
the denlers paid te farmers was 2s, a dozen.
Therefare that amount was allowed by the
witness, and ineluded in his halance sheet.
T ask the House, in the ecircwmstances, if
there is any eharee left out that was involved
i the change over from handling in hags
te handling in bulk. Everything is provided,
and, in fact, something more than is neces-
suty appears, because the hags that are
allowed for at 2s. a dozen lasted for more
than one year. In answer to . G62 the
witness made it €lear that the hags would
lust for two seasons.  In those eircums-
stances, the eharge should be divided and the
actual amount that should bhe accounted for
is, 1s.,, and not 2s. a dozen. That is the
position, and ecan anyone reasonably say
that that farmer left out a single item from
his balance sheet that should be a reasonable
charge under the change-over? That par-
ticular farmer had a motor lorry, In Q. G54
Mr. Mann asked the witness in effect
whether, if he did not have a motor lorry,
and had had to use a horse team and wagon,
hulk handling would have heen a payable
proposition. The witness answered in the
affirmative. In the next question Mr. Mann
asked him how would hulk handling apply
to him if he had only one feam for harvest-
ing and earting. The witness veplied that
he would take the wheat from the harvester
and dump it on the ground, and handle it
from there. As members will see in a
moment, that was actually done by a farmer
who had no second team or motor lorry. He
allowed his wheat {o acenmulate because he
completed harvesting operations hefore com-
mencing to cart the wheat to the siding.
The next witness was a man named Naugh-
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ton who was farming 15 miles from the sid-
ing, and earted his wheat into the silo. He
carted his wheat by motor trueck, to which
he attached a bin. No doubt that will be
the method adopted by all the farmers if
the bulk bandling scheme is introduced.
They will not convey their wheat to the silo
in bags of any deseription, but will construcs
a bin on their lorry or wagon and convey
it in‘that way. The member for South Fre-
mantle agrees with me and the committee
that that will represent a considerable sav-
ing. In bis evidence, Naughton did not
allow anything on account of the second-
hand super bags used by him, but, in reply
to Q. 739, he said that he used 100 second-
band saper and wheat bags, which, at 2d.
each, would represent 165, 8d. Assuming,
as the witness did—other farmers agreed
with the contention and it seemed to be
generally accepted—that the bags lasted for
more than one season, what was the result?
Be carted 3,483 bushels of wheat for which
purpose he used 100 bags valued at 16s. 8d,,
which bags could be used for a second sea-
son. On the basis of the bags being avail-
able for two seasons, those bags repre-
sented a cost of one-fortieth of a penny per
bushel, and it has been suggested that this
witness vitiated his balance sheet because he
did not include a charge of one-fortieth of a
penny per bushel!

Hon. A. MeCallum: Now you are making
more extravagant statements than the Wes-
tralian Farmers did.

Hon. N. KEENAN: The hon. member
has a pencil and he has hrains. Tf he works
it out he will see that that is eorrect.

Hon. A. MeCallum: You do not want me
to take that seriously?

Hon. N. KEENAN: T do not know that
the hon, memher takes this matter serionsly.
T do not know that he takes his own exist-
ence or his duty seriously. I have stated
the facts; he ean work it out for himself,
and he will find that the arithmetic is cor-
rect. What was the eriticism of this wit-
ness by the member for South Fremantle?
It was that he employed labour and aceord-
ing to the hon. member his labour costs
wonld- far oulweigh the cost of bags. The
witness told the committee that if he had
had to use bags for his erop of 3483
hushels, it would have cost him £50 16s. 24.
That statement appears in the reply to
Question 744. Actually, the labour em-
ployed was that of a lad who milked the
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ecow and chopped the wood and between
whiles assisted the farmer on the field and
in taking the wheat to the siding. The
member for South Fremantle asks the
House to believe that the labour of a lad
to chop the wood 4and milk the cow and do
a little work on the property is to be esti-
mated at £50 for the short period of the-
harvesting season. The lad would get aot
more than £50 for his work throughout the
whole year. Can it be seriously suggested
that any substantial charge ineurred by that.
farmer 1s not included in his expenditure?

Hon, A. MeCallum: It is not seriously
suggested that other farmers will follow
thal witness's ezample.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I am not suggesting
that at all, but I want the member for South
Fremantle to remember that when I did
interrupt him during his speech for omne
moment, I immediately apologised.

Hon. A. MeCallum: Yes, and I apolo-
rise {0 you now.

Hon, N. KEENAN: The next wiiness
was a man named Diver, who carried cn
farming operations 19 miles from his sid-
ing. For the purpose of conveying his
wheat in containers from the farm to the
siding, and from another farm that he had
15 miles out, he told us that he bought one
baie of new sacks and debiied 50 per cent.
of their cost against the savings. he made
on ike bulk handling of his wheat. He de-
livered 3,000 bags and carted all the wheat
from 13 to 19 miles to the siding and used
the bags backwards and forwards. Seeing
that he allowed 50 per cent. only as a debig
in respect of the bags, ean it be suggested
that he left out any item that should be in-
eluded in the cost of his change-over from
bag handling to bulk handling? Yet he was
able to net a profit in excess of 2d. per
bushel. The member for South Fremantla
said that the comment of the select com-
mittee on the statement by the Perth Cham-
ber of Commerece, that farmers living some
distance from the siding would reguire 66
per cent. of their bags under the bulk hand-
ling system was not justifizble,

Hon. A. MeCallum: T did not sayv it wns
rot justified.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Then I misunderstood
the hon. member. T thought he said that if
the statement were justified it must refer to
farmers operating at 19 miles or more from
the siding.

Tn. A, MeCallum: Yes, I said that,
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Hon. N. KEENAN: How many farmers
live 19 miles away from the siding and cart
their wheat in as the hon. member suggests?

The Minister for Works: Not too many
cf them.

Hon. N. KEENAXN: We can regard the
hon. member’s statement as referring to 20
miles or more because we bad the evidenve
-of one witness who was carting for 19 miles
and delivered 3,000 bags of wheat with a
single bale of mnew sacks and 400 or

500 second-hand bags. Therefore the
member for South Fremantle’s comi-
ment  that Lhe eriticism of the state-

ment of the Perth Chamber of Com-
merce was not justified is absolutely incor-
rect. The next witness waxz named Reillv.
He is & farmer who gave his evidence by
producing the actual article he wsed. He
brought down a super bag which he said
had heen to the siding six times. If the ex-
hibits were here, members would see that
that bag is still in exeellent order. 1t is
true he did not allow in his aceount for the
use of his old second-hand super bags. Ap-
parently they ean be used at least six times.
I am by no means strong on arithmetic, but
on my computation the charge works out
at one-sixtieth of a penny per bushel. What
charge has that witness omitted which he
should bave included to arrive at a correct
balance and show the difference between hay
handling and bulk bandling? He made a
saving of considerably over 2d. per bushel
Then there was a witness named Threlfall.
His figures—they were 2ll worked out in frace-
tions—showed, after making an allowance
for bags, a saving of approximately 2l4d. per
bushel. It is impossible to suggest that he
omitted any charge which should have been
included in the changeover. The next wit-
ness was one Thiel. He used old bags and
super bags. and made a net saving of
2-7/10d. TIn answer to Q. 1651 he said
that even second-hand bags will not be re-
gnired soon as the farmer learns to carry
his wheat in bulk frem the farm to the sid-
ing. The next witness was Dunkler. Iis
balance sheet was put in in evidence, as will
be seen under Q. 1683. He made a sav-
ing of 2.6d. per bushel. He hought no
bags. He 15 within half a mile of Wyal-
katchem, where he could have delivered his
wheat in bags. But there was no silo at
Wyalkatehem, and so he earted his wheat all
the way to the silo at Korrelorking, and
made a profit of 2.6d. per bushel. This was
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the witness who gave evidence which showed
conclusively that these bags are of no value,
since furmners during the last fhree years
have retained their bags. They wonld not
have retained them if they eould have ot
7s. per dozen for them. During the
last three vears farmers have been excead-
ingly hard ap, vet this witness said the
farmers had retained their hags during the
last three vears.

The Minister for Lands: They would he
super bags, not wheat bags.

Hon. N. KEENAXN: Well, possibly he was
referring to super bags, His evidence in
that respect will be found wunder Q.
1710. The next witness was pamed Morton,
He lives 11 miles south of Trayning and
works single-handed, except at harvest time.
He is the witness on whose evidence the
member for South Fremantle buill up that
glorious theory of his as to the number of
borses it will he necessary for a farmer tv
purchage, and the cost of feeding them and
driving them and grooming themn, and which
would put the farmer in the position when
he arvived at the siding of losing 7d. per
hushel. This man had to get the use of
an extra horse. That would be necessary
whether he carried his harvest in bags or
i bilk, beeanse if he wants to take it to
the ciding he mnst have the means of doing
so. IHe did buy an extra horse because,
although he had two horses to spare, he had
no use for them since he required three horses
for his dray. And on the figures mentioned
by the Minister for Works to-night, it is elear
that, from the point of view of a praectical
farmer, there must be at least one spare horse,
in order that the harvester may be kept elear,
Acvording to the evidenee given in answer
te Q. 1597, the smallest plough team
means eight lorses, and the largest harvester
team =ix horses, so if vou never have a
spare at all, vou must have two horses idle.

Mr. Kenneally: You could sell a horse
now.

Hon. N. KEENAXN: Yes, you could sell
a horse. T want to point out that there is no
baris for criticising the bulk  handling
scheme on the ground that it necessitates, ag
suggested by the member for South Fre-
mantle, the purchase of a complete team
by a farmer who goes in for bulk handling
as against a farmer who continues to use
bag handling. The member for South Fre-
mantle says that if farmers are to do all
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their stripping, they nwmst puarchase 100
per cent. of their bag requirements.
But, as I ‘have said, we had two
witnesses to  show that it i ot
s0. In one instance the farmer made
a small domp of his wheat on  the

ground and left it there, and so avoided
all risks of fire, instead of leaving if in the
paddecks where it is always liable to be
destroyed by fire. That is the position put
hefore the committee by all those witnesses.
As I have said, those witnesses were all
present before the committee, and were ex-
amined by the farmer members of that
committee. They submitted their figures,
and not one of those figures was challenged.
They left without having any epportanity
given to them to explain any matter that
might arise from a challenging of those
figzures. The committee, like a jury, were
bound to find a verdict aeccording to the
evidence, to find that the story placed be-
fore them by those farmers was wholly in
favour of bulk bandling. They had no op-
tion. That ends the eriticism made by the
member for South Fremantle of the state-
ment that the change-over from bag hand-
ling to bulk handling involved no charge
that was not allowed for by the farmers
who gave evidence before the commitlee.
The member for South Fremantle then_fell
DAcK WPpOn a mew allegation. He 5S4 he
had not got the balance sheets of costs of
working the bulk bandling plant submitted
to him, the cost of working the silos at the
sidings. It is true he did ask for them
and they were not supplied. But what has
that to do with the cost to the farmer? The
first inquiry of the committee was as to
the cost the farmer ineurred in moving the
wheat from the farm to the siding. What
has that to do with the cost of working the
silos at the sidings? Every single penny
was charged which otherwise would have
been charged to the farmer if he had
brought his wheat in bags. It was not only
the half-penny, bui whatever the charge
was for the bagged wheat, the silos got that
in addition. Ts it to be suggested that with
that large sum they were run at a loss?
I know that under the scheme it has to be
done at 1.3d. and they were getting one half-
penny per bushel and at least 2.4d. in addi-
tion. That entirely disposes of the whole
of the critivism of the stage between
the farm and the siding. Turning to the
nexi stage, from the farmers’ wagons to
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f.o.b. Fremantle, the member for South Fre-
mantle said that the report put down the
cost of that stage of marketing in bulk at
1.875d. per bushel whereas the Agure stated
in the Wheat Pool scheme was 2123d. I
may remind him in passing that the figure
set out in the Wheat Pool scheme includes
maintenance and alterations. On page 8 of
the blue book it is clearly set out that the
025d, per bushel includes interest and re-
payment of loan, maintenance and renew-
als, while working expenses and acquiring
are set down at .50d., a total of 2.125d. It
was said by the member for South Fre-
mantle that the report erred in putting
down the figure of 1.875d., and for that
reason all subsequent figures based on it
were incorrect. If it were so, the critieism
would be justified, but the report dees not
put down that figure at all. Far from it.
It 1s extremely difficult to understand how
the member for South Fremantle misled
himself in the matter because, if the com-
mittee had adopted the Pool figmre (of
2.125d. to cover all the handling charges
from the time the wheat arrived at the
siding until it was fo.b, then as against
the figure of 2.4d. given by Mr. Fethers
as the charge by the merchants and the
Wheat Pool at present, there would be a
gain to the farmer of the difference ‘of
ZiDA. 1T members 100K at the report, they
will find that at that stage the farmer
handling hiz wheat in bulk wounld suffer a
lozs of .1d. On page 6 will he found the fol-
lowing—

This means that, after allowance is made
for the sum of 3%d. English currency {cqual
to .625d. in Australian currency) to meet the
interest and redemption eharge on the capital
cost of the bulk handling plant, both at the
gidings and at the termiual, the farmer de-
livering in bulk will lose .1d. of the gain
made by him in conveying his wheat from the
farm to the siding,

‘What the commiitee did was this: To be
absolutely on the safe side, instead of tak-
ing the figure of 2.125d., which appears in
the pocl estimate, we took 2.5d. By our
taking 2.5d. the farmer was at a loss of
.1d. as eompared with the fignre given by
Mr. Fethers, 2.4d. The Minister for Works
asked bow we arrived at that figzure. The
reason we put down 2.4d. was to be abso-
Intely safe. We knew that the figure in the
reports was 2.75d., but Mr. Fethers gave
evidence that he had handled and was pre-
pared to handle, in eonsequence of rednced
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Iabour costs, at 2.4d. and so we took the
lower figure. Taking that ligure of 2.5d.
as the cost that the farmer conveying wheat
in bulk from the siding to f.0.b. would in-
cur, we seb out in our report Lhat at that
stage he would lose .1d. Yet the member
for Sonth Fremantle confused himself into
thinking that we were hasing it on 1.873d.
for that section of the journey.

Hon. A. MeCallum: Yoo say that in
future that is what the farmer is to be
charged for bulk handling.

Hon. N. KEENANXN: If the hon. memher
adds 1.875d. and .625d., he will find it
makes 2.5d. Does the hon. member cor-
pluin of our inereasing the eost to he on the
safe side?

Hon. A. MeCallum: You had nothing to
base it on.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Does he complain of
our putting the case for bulk handling in
the worst light? TDoes he complain because
we put down a figure which we conceived
would be a conservative cstimate and would
allow an amount of £70,000 per annum for
his wheat merchant friends to use for ae-
quiring charges and other purposes? Of
course not. What he meant was——

Hon. A. MeCallum: T know what I meant
and so do you.

Hon. N. KEENAN: The hon. member
meant to sav that we had not put down
enough.

Hon. A. McCallum: You have made a
msistake.

Hon. N. KEENAN: I must remind the
hon. member once more of my apology for
interrupting him.

Mr. Kenneally: But when you refer to
his wheat merchant friends, yon are inviting
criticism.

Hon. N. KEENAN:
said that. The committee erred on the side
of caution. They set down a charge which
would present the case for bulk handling
not in a favourable light, but in an unfav-
ourable light in order to be quite safo.
Therefore they allowed the figure of 2.5d.
instead of the fizure of 2.125d. The com-
mittee reported that when the wheat arrived
al. Tremantle it was impossible to say what
saving eould be made in the handling at the
port. It is true that the evidence given set
down a total of £80,000 as heing the loss
that would be ineurred by the lumpers,
while there would also he a seriouns loss to

I should not have
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the harbour uuihorities. One might reason-
ably =ay that one man's loss must be an-
other man’s gain. Mr. Fethers was can-
did enough to say (Q. 2749-52) that thai
was the case and that the farmers would be
the gainers.  The committee, to be ahso-
intely on the safe side and not to paint the
picture fod bulk handling in any undue
colours, did not allow a single penny for
that. Althongh there would be a loss to
the lumpers of £80,000 and a considerable
loss to the harbour authorities on aceount
of berths not being occupied and in other
ways, the commiitee did not allow a frac-
tion of a penny for it. Was not that
cautions? Was not that putfing the case
in an absolutely safe light? That, I con-
ceive, i3 a complete answer to any criticism
of the figures the committee have submitted
lo the Hounse. Before dealing with the ques-
tion of the harbour and the effect of bulk
bandling on the finanees of the harbour, [
desire to return for a moment to the rail-
ways. I wish to make my position and the
position of the committee very clear as to
the finding iz vecard to the railways. The
Railway Department pnt forward a elaim
for £175,000 a year representing 7 per ecnt.
interest on the capital cost invelved, and
included every item of loss the department
would suffer as the result of the installation
of bulk handling. The report characterises
that as an astounding figure, wholly unjus-
titiahle. That has been challenged, mot only
by the wember for South Fremantle, bui
by the member for Nelson, Let me explain
the position clearly, because I want the
Iouse to understand it, and 1 hope the
House will eoncur in the vxplanation. The
Railway TDepartment iz a common carrier,
just as rouch a common ecarrier as is the
AMidland Railway Company or any other
common earrier,  Of course the freight
fixed by any common carrier fakas
into aceonnt working expenses, depreciation
of plant, renewals, and interest on eapital.
That i3 how he fixes his freight. The mem-
ber for South Fremantle surely does not
imagine that is news to anyvbody. That is
how a common carrier arrives at his freight
and that is paid by all hiz customers. Tt is
spread over all his customers. Buf in ad-
dition to that freight, all these charges are
sought to be super-imposed. That is what
I want the House, and particularly the
member for South Fremantle, to grasp.
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Hon. A. MeCallum: You have to grasp

that you are asking for an increased
amount.
Hon. N, KEENAN: Will the hon. mem-

ber allow me to try to convert him, instead
of him trying to convert me? It is not the
freight to which objection is tuken. That is
based on those factors I have mentioned,
but ii is asked that this £175,000 per an-
num be superimposed on the freight. That
proposition is intolerable. Tt is not as if
the trueks would be used solely by wheat-
growers and selely in the wheat industry.
They would be capable of use for any cus-
tomer. Mr. Shaw gave evidence that in
New Bouth Wales, in the ofi-scason, the
trucks were used fpr ordinary goeds; they
were used for any customer, IF every cus-
tomer of the Railway Department was to
pay not merely the freight, but this enor-
mous superimposed charge, then, instead of
the railways being, as they are to-day, losing
concerns, they would be veritable gold mines.

The Minister for Railways: They would
not exist.

Hon. N. KEENAN: Nobody conld stand
up to that, but if the railways could get
frelght on those lines. they wonld be gold

alngs That i what the ealeat anmmittos

wanted to make elear. Ther said that it
was an intolerable proposition that freight
should be ¢harged which would not only re-
imburse the common .earrier depreciation
of his plant, and interest on his eapital,
but also pay him for his serviees and that
then there should be super-imposed on that
freight the colossal sum of £175,000. What-
ever may he the opinion of business men
that the member for South Fremantie has
met, I have met other business men and dis-
cussed the matter with them, and none of
them asserted that the propesition I put

forward was unsound. They said there
was no possible justifieation for super-
imposing on the freight. which tales
into account all the items I have
mentioned, this colossal sum. TLet me
deal shortly with the eclaim for £78.-
000 for haulage of empty trucks. This

elaim is based solely and entirely on
the assumption that the trueks could not be
used for earriage of any other goods. With
the leave of the House, I propose to read
Q. 1248 addressed to Mr. Tomlinson, and
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his reply thereto, which make that matter
clear—

The whole of the hypothesis depends upon
the assumption that you will use the trucks
cspeeially designed for carrying wheat in
bulk for that purpose only?—Yes, I mentioned
that peint in my evidence testertl‘n
That is the position. The whole of the
£78.000 loss for empty haulage depends on
the assumption that these frucks will not
he eapable of being used for any other pur-
pose. That, the report says, is a purely
imaginary disndvantage. That that is so
iz elenr fromn the fact that the frucks were
used for earrying super not merely back
to the stations at which the silos are erected
but, as the Minister for Works reminded
the House to-night, to other stations where
there were no silos. Mr. Shaw, when be-
fore the committee, gave evidence that in
New South Wales they put wooden frames
in the trucks in the winter-time, and use
them for the earriage of ordinary goods.
Therefore, that is a purely imngimary dis-
advantage. That is what is referred to in
the report when it speaks of the real and
imaginary disadvantages which the Rail-
way Department have assessed at this hoge
figure. Of course, the report does not
question for a moment that there are real
disadvantages which the Railway Depart-
ment will suffer. It has even gone so I'ar,
in a passage which 1 nave rexa v
House, as to admit that 3/4d. per bushel,
or 9d. per ton, might not he sufficient to
meet the loss. The yeport admits there ave
real disadvantages, but this is a purely
imaginary one. I turn to the Midlund
Railway Co., in respect of which Mr. Mec-
Callum says the report states that the
sum of £25,000 represents all eapital outlay
and all loss. I ventured to interrnpt him
when he said that. Tt was the only inter-
ruption T did make. T asked him if that
were not per annum. The hon. member
would not agree that it was per annum. I
quote from Q. 2327. Mr. Poynton, who
was giving evidence, said—

I)llv

T go further than that; if T were asked to-
day to take on bullt handling of wheat at an
increase of 2d. per bushel in freight, I would
say, No, T wonld not do it.

The Midland Railway Co. handles 3,000,000
hushels of wheat per annum, and 2d.
ner bushel would mean an inerease in
freight of £235.000 per annam.  Seven ney
eent. on the whole eapital outlay involved
in adapting the railway trucks to bulk hand-
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ling would amount to only £10,000, or 7
per eent. on £150,000, His position was
this: “If T get interest at 7 per cent. on
every penny I spend, if I get it twice over
and balf over again, I would still not take
on bulk handling” Can any member de-
fend that position? A common carrier, a
man obliged to serve the public if he is paid
to do so, takes up that position. In obed-
ience to the wishes of the other members of
the committee, portion of the draft report
which I submitted on this point was delete.
I wish it had been left in, becnuse it dealt
with Mr., Poynten in a manner he deserved
to be dealt with. Untortunately, or perhaps
fortunately, it was deleted. T propose now
to refer to the harbour. I do not intend to
speak on any matter that the member tor
South Fremantle bimself did not refer to.
He characterised as puerile the reference in
the report to the loss of revenue or whart-
age the harbour would sustain by reason of
the non-importation of eorn sacks. He said
that nobody ever put forward suech a ridie-
ulous idea as that suech a loss conid be
claimed by the Harbour Trust, and that it
was preposterous. The hon. membher shouid
have addressed himself to the whole of the
evidence, and he would have seen that not
only is that claim put forward in the ease
of the Harbour Trust, hut that a similar
loss is included in the figures of the Railway
Department. The Railway Department put
forward a elaim of £35,000 for loss of freizht
on bags and fwine.

Hon. A. MeCallum: You asked for the
loss, and they gave you the figures. They
did not say they claimed it. Why not be
fair?

Hon, N. KEENAY: Will the hon. mem-
ber allow me to remind him that every mat-
ter put forward was put forward ns some
consideration why bulk handling should or
should not be adopted.

Hon. A. MeCallum: It was not. You
asked the Harbour Trust to show you how
much they would lose.

Hon. N. REENAN: Exzxactly the same
as the railways.

Hon. A. MeCallom: The figures were
given to you, and now vou are accusing the
Harbour Trusl. of wanting the farmers to
pay for that loss. -

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Hon. A. MeCallum: The hon. member
ought to be a little fair.
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Hon. N. KEENAN: I think the mem-
ber for South Fremantle will allow me
to claim that the view I take is thia:
We were inquiring into what would be the
effeet on certain Governmental and semi-
Governmental utilities of the introduetion
of bulk handling. One of these was the rail-
ways, and the other was the Fremantle
Harbour Trust. The railways brought for-
ward a claim for £35,000 loss of freight on
bags and twine carried by them, which
they would lose if there was no more car-
risge of wheat in bags. The Harbour
Trust gave evidence that there would be a
loss of wharfage on bags and twine. Surely
it amounts to the same thing, and the hon.
member will acquit me of any nefarious de-
sign when [ say it is the same. If the
Railwgy Department and the Harbour
Trust show it as a loss, that wust
be taken into consideration if the mat-
ter of bulk handling is to be deter-
mined. I remind the hon. member of
it, beeause if it was ridiculous and pre-
posterous in the case of the Fremantle har-
bour it would be equally so in the case of
the railways. Apparently he does not eon-
cede that that is so. That is the only ecom-
ment I desire to malke on the remarks of the
member for South Fremantle nn the prin-
ciple involved. He dealt with many other
matters of considerable importance, but
they did not touch upon the principle of
the scheme that it is proposed to give effect
to. Those matters can properly be dealt
with more fully in Committee. I also ad-
mit that he gave expression to matters
which are purely matters of opinion, as he
was perfectly entitled to do. All I have
attempted to question are the facis which
unfortunately he did miseconstrue. At pre-
sent I do not propose, especially as the
House has been addressed at some length
by other members, further to trespass upon
the indulgence of the House. Before re-
suming my seat, however, in spite of the
interjections, which mighi be mistaken as
not being courtesies between both of us,
I desire to congratulate the member for
South Fremantle on his very excellent fight-
ing speech. My only regret is that it did
not rest on any solid basis of fact.

The Minister for Railways: He
fighting with aeroplanes.

Hon. N. KEENAN: He has been good
enough in his remarks to say that the re-

was



2184

port was the work of what he deseribed
as a highly skilled lawyer. It was
not so. It was merely a condensation of
the views of the members of the commitiee.
They were not the views of any one mem-
ber, or the views of myself, or in many
regards the views of any particular mem-
ber of the committee. As nearly as I can
judge, within the limits of my ecapacity,
from conversafions I had with members of
the committee who were good enough to give
me their confidence, the repori represents a
fair compromise of all their views, That is
what it was sought to accomplish, It does
not, in many respects, represent my per-
sonal views, I waived my personal views
to the extent that it was possible to do so
n order that we might arrive at some com-
mon end. I would again express regret
that the member for South Fremeantle did
not think me worthy to receive his confi-
dence, or I should have attempfed fo in-
corporate some of his views in the report.
The desire of all members of the committed
was to pool their wisdom, to judge the evi-
dence before them in that light, and to ar-
rive at a eonclusion which would be war-
ranted by the evidence. I am a man who
has spent his life in a vocalion in which one
is able to learn to judge men, their actions
and their intents. 1 ean say of all mem-
bers ot that commiiiee, unuy <scopeng S92
member for South Fremantle, for a moment,
that they addressed themselves in the eom-
mittee room to the matter before them with
a desire to help one another, to discharge
their duty in the most efficient manner pos-
sible, and to bring down a report which
wonld put before this House a course of
procedure that wonld be for the benefit not
merely of the industry of wheat growing,
but for the benefit of the State.

Question p{1t, and a division faken with
the following result:—

Ayes e .. . .. 18
Noes . . ..o 20
Majority against 4
AYES.

Mr. Brown Mr. MeLarty

Mr. Church Sir James Mitchell

Mr, Ferguson Mr. Patrick

M2 Griffths Mr. Piesse

Mr. Jobnson Mr. Sampson

Mr. Keenan Mr, Scaddan

Mr. Latham Mr. Thorn

Mr. Lindsay Mr. North

(Teiler.)
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Noks.
Mr. Barnard Mr. Milllngton
Mr. Collier Mr. Mungie
Mr., Corboy Mr. Panton
Mr. Cupningham My, Parker
Mr. Hegney Mr. Sleeman
Mlss Halman Mr. J. H. Smith
Mr. Kenneally Mr, Wansbhrough
Mr. H, W, Menn Ar. Willtoek
Mr, Marshall Mr. Withera
Mr. MeCallum Mr. Wilson
(Teller.>
PAIRS.

AYES. NQES.
Mr. Wells Mr. Richardson
Me. J. I. Mano Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr. Angelo Mr, Covetley
Mr, Davy Mr. F. C. L. 8mith
Mr. Doney Mr. Raphael
Mr. Nulsen Mr. Troy

Question thus negatived.

The MINISTER FOR WORKS: L
move—

That the Bill, as originally introdueed, be
receommitied to a Committee of the Whole
House, srd its consideration in Committee
made an order of the day for the next sitting
of the House.

Question put and a division ealled for.

Remarks during Division,

Mr. Wilson: The member for Canning
and the member for Reverley are paired; and
the member for Kanowna has paired with
the member for Mt, Magnet.

Mr. Wells: No, not on this question,

Hon. W_ D. Johnson: Of course not.
Don’t let them bluff you. The pairs were
on the first division.

Mr. Corboy: This is a shuffle.

Mr. Sleeman: Rotten tacties.

Hon. W, D. Johnson: It is quite all right.

Mv. Sleeman: It is the biggest shuffle ever.

Hon., W. D. Johnson: It is in keeping
u-'i-l;h Your attitude; yon ought to be an auth-
ority on tactics!

Mr. Sleeman: It is just shuffling; you
know more ahout sueh tactics.

Mr. Speaker: Order! Will fnembers ad-
dress the Chair, and keep order.

My, Sleeman: If you say that

Mr. Speaker: Will the member for Fre-
mantle obey the Chair%

Mr. Sleeman: Yes, Sir.

. Division resulted as follows:—

Ayes 20
Noes 18
Majority for 2
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AVES,

Mr. Barpard Mr. MceLarty

Mr. Brown Sir James Mitchell

Mr. Church Mr, Parker

Mr. Ferguson Mr. Patrick

Mr, Griffiths Mr. Piesse

Mr. Johnson Mr. Sampson

Mr. Keenan Mr. Scaddun

Mr. Latham Mr. Thorn

AMr. Lindsay Mr, Wells

Mr, J. 1. Maon AMr. North

{Telier.)

NOERS.

Xir, Collier Mr, Millinglon

Mr. Corboy Mr. Munale

My, Cunuingham Mr. Panpion

Mr. Hegney Mr. Sleeman

Miss Heolman Mr. 1. H. Smith

Mr. Kennesily Mr. Wansbrough

Mr. H, W, Mena Mr. Willcork

Mr. Marshall Mr, Withers

Mr. MeCallum [ Mr. Wilsn

(Teller.)
PAIRS.
AYES. Nos.

Mr. Angelo Mr. Coverlev

Mr. Davy | Mr. F. C. L. Smith

Mr. Doney Mr. Raphael

Question thus passed.

BILL—SECESSION REFERENDUM.
Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 22nd November.

HON, P. COLLIER (Boulder) [10.43]:
The Bill is different from that introduced
last year.

The Premier: Tt is largely the same.

Hon, P. COLLIER: It is very different.
Tast year's Bill emhodied one question
only, that relating to sccession. The Bill
now hefore us provides for an alternative
question relating to the calling of a con-
vention to deal with the amendment of
the Federal Constitution, Thus, the ob-
jeefion that T raised against the seecond
reading of last vear’s Bill has been largely
met this time. The second objection T
raised last vear was on the score of the
cost of the referendum. T understand the
intention of the Covernment is to have
the vote taken at the general election. so
that the question of cost does not enter
into the matter materially bhecause it will
be very little in addition te that invelved
in the holding of the general election it-
gelf. I agree with this proposal, particu-
Iarly to allow the people of Western Anstralia
to take a vote on the question whether
a convention should he called in order to
doal with the amendments to the Federal
Constitntion. Tt was never contemplated
that a Constitution adopted 30 years ago
represented the last word with regard to the
Federation of the Anstralian States. Al-
though fault has heen found with th> ~Pacts
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of the working of the Constitution, justi-
fiably so in many directions, we have to
remember that we have bheen a federated
people for 30 years only, and that perind
in the life of a nation is, so to speak, a mere
moment. It may seem a long period to
ihose who have lived throughout that time
but, viewing it in its relationship to the life
of a nation, it is but 2 moment. In those
circumstances, I d¢ not think we arve justi-
fied in saying that Federation has proved
a failure because it has not achieved every-
thing contemplated hy the framers 30 years
ngo. It was never contemplated or imag-
ined hy those attending the orviginal conven-
tions that framed the Federal Constitution
thot the resnlt of their work was the last
word regarding the Constitution or the Fed-
eration.  Indeed, it was understond and
expressly stated by the leaders of the con-
vention that the fortn of the Constitution
would require amendment as the vears went
on. It was not thought for one moment
that it would he a permanent, unalterable
Constitution, but that, as difficulties arose,
mnendments and alterations would he made.
Therefore, I think the proper move is to
hold a convention to review the working of
the Constitution during the 30 years it has
heen in existence. 1 have no objection tfo
the Bill. The people may well he allowed
fo express their opinion on these two im-
portant questions. T wonld have opposed
the Bill had it contained the single proposal
to ask people to declave “ves” or “no” on
the question of secession alone. But inas-
mieh as it does contain a satisfactory alter-
native which I think iz the right one and
which was eontemplated by the framers of
the Constitution. namelyv, that amendments
would be neeessary as our expertence of its
working went on, I think that is the waw
out. So T do not propose to offer anv oh-
jection to the Bill since it is miving the pen-
ple the right teo vote on two speeific ues-
tions, namely, secession ov calling a ronven-
tion to review and amend the Federal Con-
stitution. On those two points I think the
people of the State are entitled to he con-
sulted, and inasmueh as it will net involve
the State in any additional expenditure, T
offer no objection to the Bill

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

House adjourned af i0.53 pom,



