2004 -

would give the applicant power to say
whether he should have the holding sur-
veyed into blocks, or whether it would
simply be one outside boundary.

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : The
amendment was unnecessary. The de-
partment would snrvey the block with
one boundary if the applicant desired,
but it would he a pity to have the clause
amended, Thie might be the only amend.
ment, and it would be necesssry to go
through the whole procedure of having
the nmendment agreed to by ancther
place.

Amendinent, by leave,

Clause put and passed.

Clauses 9 to l4—agreed to.

Clause 1§—Instaliments of purchase
money not to exceed 3d. an acre during
the first tliree years:

Hon, C. A, PIESSE
the (iovernment on the first liberal
atep taken in connection with the re-
payment of land rent. He would rather
exempi the holders altogether for the
first three years, because with the
increased price the Government were
now demanding, nothwithstanding the
wishes of the bulk of members to
the contrary, & man would be required
to pay £50 rent instead of £25, and the
£50 wonld make a considerable difference
to the improvements a man could carry
out if he could hold the money instead of
paying it to the department. However,
with the provision that the instalment
should not exceed 3d. an acre the pay-
ment would not be more than £25 on
the maximum holding.

Clause put and passed . .

Clause 1i-—agreed to.

Progress reported.

withdrawn.

ADJOURKMENT—MONDAY STT-
TING.
The COLONI1AL SECRETARY
moved—
That the House ot ils rising do
adjourn wuntil 4-30 p.m. on Monday.
A motion authorising the House to sit
on Friday had been carried, but it was
not necessary now on account of the
suspension of the Standing Orders tem-
porarily  to.day., However, we would

congratufated |
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meet on Monday so as to have the full
week, and have a happy terminsrion
to the session.

Question pessed.

House adjournsd at 9-25 p.m.

Legislative Hsgembly,
l'hursday, 9th December. 1909,

Pacr

Papers presented . .. %004

Questions: Fublic ‘Service, absent oflicers 2004

Narra Tarra Estate, alleged ﬂeference 2005
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allowance . 2005

C.P, Lenses, Avon digtrict 2005

State Battery, Boogurdie 2006
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Berteaux ...
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The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

PAPERS PRESENTED.

By the Attorney General: Papers re-
lating to the appointment of the chief
elerk iu the Electoral Office, Perth, and
registrar for the West Province,

QUESTION—PUBLIC SERVICE,
ABSENT OFFICERS.

Mr. DRAPER asked the Minister for
Mines: 1. What officer performed the
duties of the Government Geologist dur-
ing the absence of the latter at the
Franco-British Exhibition? 2, What was
the position of such officer in the public
service? 3, How long did he perforn
the duties of the Government Geologistd
4, What exira remuperation did sueh
officer receive? 5, Have other officers in
the publie serviee received extra remun
eration for performing the duties of ab-
sent officers? 6. If so, who were they!
7, For how long did they act? 3, Whost
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duties did they perform, and what extra
remuneration did they receive?

The MINISTER FOR MINES re-
plied: 1, H. P. Woodward. 2, Assist-
ant Government Geologist. 3, From 24th
Febraary, 1908, to 2nd February, 1909
4, No payment has been made; the mat-
ter is {o be again brought before Cabinet
this month. 35, Yes. 6, (1.) R. Withers,
Lands Department. (2.) J. A Serym-
gour, . Mines Department. (3.) J. M.
Kennedy, Photo-Litho. Department. 7,
(1.) Six months. (2.) Six months. (3.}
714 months, 8, (1.) Officer in Charge

Land Selection Branch, remuneration
£34. (2.) District Engineer, Marhle
Bar. remuneration £25. (3.) Gavern-

ment Tithographer, remuneration £15.

QUKSTION — NARRA TARRA ESB-
TATE, ALLEGED PREFERENCE.
Mr. UNTIERWOOD asked the Minister

for Loands: Is il a faet that Mr. 8. L.

Burges has heen given the preference to

select the homestead on the recently rve-

purchased Narra Tarra estate?

The MINTSTER TFOR LANDS re-
plied:  No: My, Burges is merely oceu-
pying the homestead as n weekly tenant
until the estate is theown open for sale.

QUESTION—SPECIAL LAND SET.
TLEMENT, RAILWAY OFFIL-
CERS' ALLOWANCE,

Mr. W. PRICE (for Mrr. Johnsoen}
asked the Premier: 1, Is he aware that
Railway officers Bailey and Smith, who
were selecled for the special land settle-
ment scheme, have oot yet received their
reliring allowance! 2. Will he see (hat
the allowance is paid at an early date?

The PREMIER replied: 1, The Com-
missioner of Railways reports that no
oflicer of the name of Bailey has re-
sicned fo go on the land. Clerk Mr. S,
J. Smilh, who resigned as from 7th inst.,
is nol entitled fo any retiring allowance
as sach allowance is only paid in the
Railway Tlepartment to those officers who
were retrenched, or whose places it was
nnt necessary to fill. 2, Answered by No.
1

2005

QUESTION—C.P. LEASES, AVON
DISTRICT.

My, GLLL (for Mr. Bolton) asked the
Minister for Lands: 1, Who is registered
holder under Conditional Purchase of Lo-
calions 3898/56, 3899/56, 20940/55.
and 10857/74, Kwollyinn Area, Avon
District? 2, How long has same been
held? How much are the improvements
valued at? 3, What do the improvements
consist of? 4, How much rent is owing
at present? How mueh survey fees are
owing at present? 5, Was protection
against forfeiture granted by the Minister
tn Noventber 30th, 1909, and if so, why?
6, Have the conditions since been com-
plied with, and rent paid? 7, Has a fur-
ther protection since been granted al-
though no rent has since been paid, and
no further improvements effected, and if
s0, why? 8§, Has application been macde
for portions of nnimproved lands in this
holding liable to forfeiture? 9, Why has
this land not been forfeited for non-
payment of rent and non-fulfilment of
conditions as required by the Land Act?
10, Ts the Minister aware that the unim-

proved portions of this holding are mort-

raged to the extent of £500 per 1,000
acres contrary to the Land Act?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS re-
plied: 1, 3898/56. G. A. Balme. 33899/56,
A O Balme. 20940455, C. H. N. Balme.
10637/74. . H. N. Balme. 2, (a.)
3898,/56, held sinee 1st Janvarvy, 1908,
hut improvement eonditions did not start
till 19th Oectober, 1906. 3899/56, held
since 1st January, 1906. 20040/33, held
since 1st July. 1908. 10837/74, held since
1st July, 1908, but improvement condi-
tions did not start till December, 1908.
(b.) £27 15s. But the two latter blocks
have not been held the statutory period
of two years, in which the department
ran enforee the improvement ennditions.
3, Fencing. 4, Rent, £67 7s. 6d. Survey
fees, £1 10s. Fines, £1 19s. Total, £70
16s. 6d. 5, Yes; because of the valuabie
improvements existing on the adjoining
holdings held by the same family, whieh,
taken as a whole, show an excess of im-
provements of about £1.000. 6, £26 18s.
6d. has heen paid, leaving balance as per
answer 4. 7, Further protection bas heen



2006

applied for, und ts now under considera-
tion. 8, Yes. 9, Answered by No. 5.
10, Yes; together with other land. There
is nothing in the Land Aet preventing
leases, wheiher improved or not, being
mortgaged,

QUESTION — BTATE BATTERY.
BOOGARDIE,

Mr. TROY asked the Minister for
Mines: 1, Has Mr, Shalleross made an
application for the lease of the Boogardie
State Batiery? 2, What are the terms
of the application? 3, Does the Minister
eongider the hest interests of the pro-
spectors and the State will he served by
handing over the battery to private en-
terprise? 4, What, is the intention of the
Minister regarding the applieation?

The MINISTER FOR MINES re-
plied: 1, Yes. 2, {a.) That a lease of
the Boogardie plant and machinery. ete.,
be granted tn the Black Hill Develop-
ment Company, Ltd., for a period of
three years with the right of extension
for a further three years.
Black Hill Development Company, Ltd.,
shall supply and erect at its own eost a
rock hreaker, elevator, ore bins, and slimes
plant, and make sueh alterations to ex-
isting plant as it may consider necessary,
all of which shall becorme the propertv of
the Government on the termipbation of
the agreement. (¢.) That not less than
five stamps shall be available for the pub-
lic when required. (d.) That the sched-
ule of charges payable by the public to
the company shall be the old vates which
were in foree to the 31st October. 1909,
(e.) Ihat the ecompany pav to the Gov-
ernmeni a rovalty of sixpence per ton on
all ore crushed from the company’s own
mines, (f.) That the company shall
bave the right of treating the accumu-
lated tailings which are now lying at the
battery and sueh tailings as may be pro-
duced during the eurreney of this agree.
ment for its own henefit. 3. Mr. Shall-
eross was informed that the experience of
the department was that the publie pre-
ferred a battery controlled by the State
and the Minister would only consent to
consider the proposition on being satis-

{b.) That the_
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fied that the suggestion wet with the ap-
proval of the department™s customers in
the distriet, but thal in the event of a
lease heing given the purehase of the ac-
cumulated sands and slimes would be in-
sisted on. 4, A letter was received on the
{ith instant from the secvetary of the 1ro-
spectors  and leaseholders’ Assodiation,
Boogardie, staling that a public meeting
had heen leld and the proposals of Mr.
Shalleross disenssed. with the vesnlt that
a resolntion in favour of the lease was
carried unanimously. The question has
not heen further eonsidered.

PAPRKRRES REMOVED FROM TABLE,
Mines Loan to K. Berteaur.

Alr. DRAPER (West Perth): 1 de-
sire to draw vour attention, Mr. Speaker,
to the faet that the papers in connection
with the President Loubet lease, which
ought to be on the Table of the House,
are uot theve. These papers ftorm ihe
subjeet of the motion which appears on
the Notice Paper before the Orders of
the Day, and it wil! be impossible to dis-
cuss the motion unless the papers are
fortheoming. T would ask vou to direet
inquiries to be made in order that the
papers may be returned.

Mr. SPEAKER: 1 shall direct the
Sergeant-at-Arms to get possession of
the papers and place them on the Table
of the House. These papers should be
here. It is perfeetly in order for a mem-
ber to take the papers, but they should
not be removed from within the precincts
of the Chamher unless it is by my per-
mission. When the House is sitting they
wust he returned.

Mr. COLLIER (Boulder}: It might
ner be out of place for me to explain
that those papers were out of the House
lasi night from the time the discussion
elused uniil the hour of adjournment.
The Minister for Mines had them out of
the Chamber the whole evening. T came
to the House this morning and desired to
see these papers, buf when T arrived here
at 10.30 they were not on the Table, but
the Clerk Assistant had them in his office
holding them, he informed me, for the
Minister for Mines until he arrived. 1
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gol the papers subsequenty and took
them oot of the Chamber in order to have
certain extracts made by the typist, then
they passed oui of my hands and I have
not seen them since. 1 would draw at-
tention to the fact that they were oul of
the Chamber and were in the possession
of the Minister for Mines the whole nf
last evening.

The MINISTER FOR MINES (Hon.
H. Gregory): It was with your permis-
sion, Mr. Speaker, that about 8.30 last
pight 1 took the papers out, but 1 brought.
thein back to the Chamber later on in the
evening and I did not see them again.
The Crown Law Department wanted them
to-day, and, I believe, an officer of that
department had a look at them in some
part of the House in eonjunetion with
some memnbers.

Mr. Colhier: Ts il a faet that you in-
strueted the Clerk to hold them until you
appeared at the House?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
Clerk had no instruetions from me.

The PREMIER: (Hon. N. .J. Moore):
Perbaps I might explain. The Solicitor
General came to my office this morning
and stated that he was going to the House
to look throngh this file of papers. I
communieated with the Clerk and asked
him to get the file and place it at the dis-
posal of Mr. Sayer when he arrived. -

MOTION—CENSURE ON A MINIS-
TER.

Mines Loan te R. Berteaur.
Mr. BATH (Brown Hill) moved—

That this louse is of opinion that
the Minister for Mines is deserving of
censure for his neglect to instilute im-
mediate and searching inguiry into the
charge made by the member for Boul-
der re the President Loubel lease on
September 15th.

He said: 1 regret the faet thal my amend-
ment bheing ruled out of order vesterday,
when 1 desired to add it to the motion
that the papers in conmeetion with this
lease he laid on the Table, should necessi-
tate my traversing the ground again this
afternoon which T traversed yesterday in
speaking to that amendment. T shall
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state al the outsel that ! have no inten-
tion whatever of going into what might he
termed the ancient history regarding this
transaction. My motion is moved for the
purpose of dealing with the Minister's
conduct since 15th Sepiember, when the
member for Boulder submitted a motion
calling for the papers.

My, Johnson : On a point of urder,
My, Spenker. I was perusing the file of
papers in question a few moments ago
when T was interrmpted by tbe Sergeant-
at-Arms  under  instruetions from you.
The officer took the papers away from me
to lay on the Table of the House; im-
mediately afterwards another member
{akes them and is now perusing them.
Did 1he Sergeant-at-.Arms take them away
from me in order that another member
might peruse them?

Mr. Speaker: The hon. mewber for
Guildford is entitled equally with the
memniber for West Perth, who is now in
possassion of the papers, to peruse them.
I did not know that they were in the pos-
sesgion of the member for Guildford. My
attention was called to the fact that the
file of papers was not in the Chamber,
and T divected that they should be hrought
in. The member for Guildford is per
fectly entitled to peruse them if be wanis
to do so.

Mr. Underwood @ T would suggest
that the Sergeant-at-Arms should take
them back from the member for West
Pertl, place them on the Table, and then
any memher who gets them first should
be entitled to them.

Mr. Johnson: May T poiot ouf that
the Sergeant-at-Arms took these papers
from me and they are now in the posses-
sion of the member tor West Perth.

Mr, Speaker; [ was not aware that
they were taken from the menher for
Guildford. The member for Tvanhoe, I no-
ticed, breught the papers into the Cham-
ber when T directed the Sergeant-at-Arms
to bring them back to the Heuse, and these
papers were taken possession of hy that
officer, and they were the papers in ques-
tton. They were the papers in question,
hut it is not within my provinee to de-
mand that the member for Guildferd
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shonld give up papers te any hon. mem-
ber.

Mr. Johnson: The file was removed
from wy hands, and it is distinetly un-
fair that they should be handed to an-
other hon. member.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member hav-
ing had the papers in his possession is
certainly entitled to them.

Mr. Johnson: Then it I am entitled
to them 1 vequest that the Sergeant-at-
Arms rehurn them to me immediately.

Mr. Speaker: The hon. member for
West Perth will have no objeetion to that
conrse, -

Mr. Draper: 1 have not the slightest
objechion to the member for Guildford
or any other hon. memher in the House
perusing these papers hefore 1 have the
opportunity of seeing them, hut T clain
as a member of the House the right to
see and pernse these papers before the
debate takes place: and if no oppor-
tunity is given me of perusing these
papers before the motion is moved, I
shal! eertainly move the adjournment of
the debate at the earliest opportunity.

Afler a pause,

Mr. George: May | ask. seeing that it
t5 impogsible to go on with this debate
unless we read the papers, whether I am
in order in moving thai we proeceed with
the next business ? Tt is hetter fo do
that than have us sitting here like a lul
of asses.

Mr. Speaker: [ eallel upon the mem-
ber for Prown HiH and the hon. member
stood up and sat down again.

Mr. BATH: I exceedingly object to
any motion of that kind while T am in
possession of the floor, but the member
for Guildford rose to a point of order,
and I had objection to proceeding with my
remarks while there was a quarrel about
the possession of the papers. T think
the matter is of more importance than a
quarrel about who has possession of the
papers. I hope hon. members will not
treat this matter with indifference or
allow it o be suhordinated to the question
of who should have the papers which, T
am informed by interjecHon. have been
on the Table of the Honse for a sumber
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of weeks. It is absolutely unnecessarv
for any hon. member to peruse any of
the papers prior to the 15th of September
in order to give an intelligent vote on the
motion of which T have given notice. On
the 15th of September the member for
Boulder (Mr. Collier), under cover of a
motion for the produetion of these pa-
pers, made a clear and explieit statement
abaut which there ean he no possible mis-
understanding. Tt was stated direetly
that a leaseholder in the Iavyburst dis-
triet, or rather at Callion, to be more eor-
rect, had secured assistance from the Gov-
ernment in the shape of a subsidy for
sinking, that it was vepresented in the
records of the Mines Department that the
shaft had bheen sunk to a depth of 193ft.,
and that on the strength of these repre-
sentations the leaseholder, Mr. Berteaux,
had secured a subsidy for sinking 93ft.
of that depth, whereas, as was stated hy
the member for Boulder, the shaft was in
reality only 145ft. deep. Tt was elear if
this was the ease, that Mr. Berteaux had
defranded the Government of a sum of
mouney representing the sabsidy to =
depth of 4Rft,

Mr. Seaddan: Quite so, and it is not
the first time he has done it.

Mr. BATH: It was a statement thece
could not be mueh possible doubi about.
Tt was a statement that reqoiged no very
elaborate investigalion in the office in
Perth. It was a statement which within
a few days could have been immediately
eleared up by the simple process of mea-
suring the shaft in gnestion. When the
wember for Boulder moved for the pa-
pers the Minister for Mines appeared to
regard the matter seriously and said it
was a serious matter if assistance which
the Mines Deparfment rendered to lease-
holders and prospectors was to he made
use of in this fraudulent fashion. The
Minister for Mines was so impressed hy
the allegations of the member for Boul-
der that he said if there was the slightest
reasan for it he would send the State
Mining Engineer dirvect to the mine, and
the Minister wound up his remarks on
that oceasion by a final assurance that he
wonld go into the matter thoroughly and
at once. After that debate a period of



(9 Decemser, 1909.]

eleven weeks intervened until the dis-
cussion of the Mines Estimates came on.

The Minister for Mines: The papers
were laid on the Table.

Mr. BATH: In the meantime the pa-
pers were laid on the Table, but eleven
weeks afterwards, when the Mines Esti-
mates were under diseussion, the Member
for Boulder asked what inquiry had been
made info the matter pursuant to the
promise of the 15th of September, and
the Minister for Mines submitted a re-
port from the State Mining Engineer, a
report. which I presume was written in
the office of that gentleman in Perth.
The debate which ensued made it plainly
evident that Won. members, not only on
the Opposition side of the House but on
the Ministerial benehes, were not satisfied
with the promise of the Minister to have
a thoroungh inquiry carried out; and as
a result of the dehate, and also of the in-
dignation then expressed, the Premier
made a promise that an inquiry wounld be
held immediately that the member for
Boulder eould he represented at that in-
guiry either in person or by deputy.
that a report would he submitted
at the earliest possible moment. and
that an opportunity would be given for
the discussion of that report. The resul:
of that inquiry is that the statement of
the member for Boulder is proved up to
the bilt; apnd my complaint is, and the
reason why I have moved this motion is,
that the inquiry whiech was held last.
week-end should have been held immedi-
ately after the statement made by the
wmember for Boulder on the 15th of Sep-
tember. I want to make it ¢lear in con-
nection with this that T am not attribnt-
ing blame to the State Mining Engineer.,
nor am I athributing any connection whai-
ever between the Minister and Mr. Ber-
teanx in the latter’s aefion in ohtaining
from the Government an amount greater
than he was entitled to nnder the sub-
sidy. T am satisfied that up fo the time
the complaint was made hy the member
for Bounlder. the officers of the Mines
Department had no reason to he other
than satisfied that the reports as to the
depths sunk, which were being sent to
them by an officer of the department,
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were correct; and I am not here to make
any charges whatever of dishonesty or
collusion on the part of the Minister with
Mr. Berteaux in the latter's aetion in re-
gard to this matter. I do not believe in
making charges, or in bandying charges
about, untess hon. members have very
pood evidenee, or very good information,
lo substantiate them. My charge is one
of neglect by the Minister, a disregard
of the interests of the department, and of
the inferests and honour of this Parlia-
ment in the apparently inadequate in-
quiry he instituted into the charges made
by the member for Bounlder. I put it to
any hon, member who understands aught
about mining that on the morning after
Mr. Collier brought this matter forward
on the motion for the production of these
papers and made the clear statement he
did, the firét thing that should bave ap-
peared on the file was a minute from the
Minister for Mines to his responsible offi-
cer, the State Mining Engineer or the
secvetary for mines, whiehever the Min-
ister regards as the responsible head in
this connection, to the effect that this was
a seriouns allegation requiring immediate
inquiry in the interests of the department
and in the interests of the taxpayers.
And that minnte should have gone fur-
ther, and should have eontained defimite
instruetions to the responsible officer to
bave the matter cleared up at all eosts.
So far as the file which contains the
State Mining Engineer’s report is con-
cerned, I ean find nothing on it, ro min-
ute, prior to the State Mining Engineer's
report, impressing on the State Mining
Engineer the seriousness of the charge;
and as a matter of fact, we find in the
second minute of the State Mining Fon-
gineer, after the discussion took place on
the HEstimates, that the reports of the
speeches delivered in Parliament were not
perused by the State Mining Engineer
until after he had penned his first report.
As a matter of fact, his first report is
really a report on certain statemenfs made
by Messrs. Egweling and Nutt, the lease-
holders whe applied for this area after
it had been forfeited oo the previons
holder., Mr. Berteaux. Therefore with-
oul his having seen the Hansard report
or the Press report of the debate which
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took place on the 15th of September,
there are good grounds for the contention
of the State Mining Engxineer that he was
not impressed with the seriousness of the
position.  If he had seen the Hansard re-
port he wounld have realised that the Min-
ister on that cecasion regarded the matter
as serions because he said he was going
io send the State Mining Engineer to
veport, and that he was going to in-
quire info the matter thoroughly and at
anee. For my part T would nel have ve-
warded it as necessarv to send the State
Mining Engineer. In my opinion it
woulid have heen sullicient if there had
been an officer at Davvhurst who conld
have pone and measured the shaft
in enmpany with someone deputed by the
member for Boulder. After all, that was
the solution of the whole trouble, or rather
the deciding element in the whole trouble.
The question of the depth of the shaft
proved or disproved the contention of the
member for Bounlder, and it does not re-
quire the State Mining Engineer to mea-
sure a shaft. TLet me explain. The Min-
ister said he was going fo send the State
Mining Tingimeer to report: and in my
aopinion. as the resnlt of the statement
the Minister made in the House. there
should have been a minute on the file to
the State Mining Fmgineer impressing
on him the seriousness of the position,
and instracting him to have a report made
and the shaft measured. T want to show
the entire contrast heiween ihe aititnde
of the Minister in regard to this maftter
and the attitude which was assnmed hv
him «n the oecasion of the allegations
made hy the member for North Fremantle
in 1906. At that time the Minister said—
“Do you mean to tell me that the
Commissioner was nol conversant with
this matter? He was perfectly eonver-
sant with the thefts at Midland June-
tion. He told me personally that he
had inquired into all those matters, T
know that he made an ample mgnity
into them: and T am quite satisfied
that the Commissioner acted in every
respect with a true sense of justice to-
wards evervone eoncerned. no matter
whether those persons were the highest
or the lowest offieials in the service.
T ean assure members that all the pa-
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pers will, as speedily as possible, he
laced on the Table, To-morrow, if T
ean have them. all (ke papers will he
laid there.  Au ingniry will also be
made hy me into the allegations; and
if it can be shown that there is the
shghtest necessity for further inquiry,
members may rest perfectly satisfied
thal an adequate inquiry will be made,
I have never seen those papers. I
never saw that newspaper paragraph
which the hon. member bas read; and
if he, as an old railway man, thonght
that the wages men in the service were,
as he alleges, being scandalously
trealed. if he thought that those high
officials were pgmilty of robhery and
theft, snrely it was his duty, as a mem-
her of this Honse desiring to protect
the interests of the State, to come to
me as Minister eontrolling the depart-
ment, or to go to the Premier for the
time being, to state his convietions, and
to urge that a full inquiry be made hy
the Govermment, so that whoever was
guilty of any of the erimes alleged
might be brought to justice.”
Tn my opinion the Minister tock ap -
perfectly proper course on that oceasion
by instituting an inquiry. He was. as
he stated, regardful of the interests of
the State, and he reproached the memher
for North Fremantle with not bringing it
forward, reproached him with not having
acted in the intevests of the State in thaf
he had reserved his action in order fo
raove a moton in the House for the pro-
dnetion of the papers. To what less ex-
tent in the case of the charges made hy
the member for Boulder were the inter-
ests of the State concerned? They wete
as much al stake, for we have to bear in
mind that in commeehion with the admix-
istration of this vote the Minister has al-
most entirely absolute power. Tt is a
vate placed in his control. and although
he eonsulis the officers of the department,
vet in the last analvsis he can even un
contrary to the advice of the officers of
the department. and dispore of the money
as he thinks fit. He is there as trustce,
first for this Parliament. but in a truer
sense (mustee for the taxpayers of the
Stafte. and the interests of the State are
just as much coneerned in ennnectinn
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with these allegations as they were at the
time the member for North Fremaniic
made his charges. At that time the Min-
ister proved his anxiety to have an in-
quiry by appointing a Reoyal Commis-
sion, and later on when the Commission
exonerated the high officers concerned.
there was no one more anxions to pursue
the lan. wmember for North Fremantle
than the Minister for Mines. Why should
e on this occasion have been less desir-
ous of conserving the interests of ihe
Stare?  His neglect hetween the 15ih
Septemher and the day that the Mises
Estimates were discussed shows a girave
dizregard of the interests of the State.
and shows that ‘he had noi the sane areat
anxiety as was evineed by him when ilie

matter of the member for North I're-
mantle was concerned, Tt is on Ihat

groand {hat T have moved the moiin;
it s on that ground T think the Mini.ter
is deserving of blame from membcrs.
Without any desire whatever to lraverss
the ancient history contained in the files,
T say that the attitude taken up sinee
the 15th September warrants me in in-
troducing this mofion and submitting it
to the House.

Mr. TAYLOR (Mount Margaret): T
second the motion.

The MINISTER FOR MINES (Houn.
H. Gregory): Yesterday when T moved
that the papers econtaining the report
made by Warden Finnerly, with the evi-
dentce he had obtained attached, shonld
he laid on the Table. some difference of
upinion arose as to the conrse T was fol-
lowing. T reeeived those papers at mid-
ilay on Tuesday. T wished to have copies
ivped to give them to the Press and to
the Crown Taw Department, and T ad-
vised the member for Boulder on Tues-
dav afternoon that T had the papers. T
could have placed them on the Table that
afterncon, hut T thought it would he
Leiter to defer it to the Following day.
Tle did not seem anxious that they shonid
le tabled that afternoon. After some
vears of experience in this House, I com-
fend there was no action T could have
taken in regard to those papers other
1t that T adopted vesterday. There was
no other way in which T conld have given
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that information to the Press and to ihe
members of this House. The papers
baving been tabled, it was then left iur
either the leader of the Opposition or 1.2
member for Boulder to confer with ine
Premier or with me as to when a discus-
sion should take place on the malter.
There was no other procedure availahle
to me. There was no reason for the
storm which followed my action. I mwust
congratulate the leader of the Oppositio::
for the way in which he has brought for-
ward this motion, in so far as be assures
this House that he has no desire, not Lhe
slightest desire, in any sense, of rakinyg
up anything that oceurred prior to lie
15th September. My actions sinece (:en
members ean condemn me for, but there
is no need for any discussion regarding
what oceurred before then.  Although
such may be the desire of the leader of
the Opposilion. as stated by him when
bringing forward the maotion, the course
he has staried will not T am sure be fui-
lowed in this dehate. Tt is advisahle that
all the faets shall be made publie, not as
yesterday when there seemed such an evi-
dent desire to condemn without hearing.
Members were asked yesterday to con-
demn our officers and me before even une
word of the report of the warden in-
quiry or one word of the evidence iaken
by the warden had bheen made publie
among members.  The charge is, that
after the member for Boulder made the
statement he did in the House sufficient
investigation was not made by my depart-
ment. I would like to say that in deal-
ing with this case there may to some ex-
tent he a refleetion on me. and it is in-
cumbent therefore for me to have the file
dealing. with the matler so as to be able
to quote reports and letters which have
heen forwarded to various officers, and
I should feel exceedingly pleased if mem-
bers who have the files will make them
available for me while T am =peaking, =0
that I ean put my case before the Hause.
I wish to say at the outset that so far as
the member for Boulder is concerned [
have no desire tn take exeeption in any
shape or form to the manner in whizh he
hronght the matter hefore the Honse.
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When the maltter was diseussed here ou
the 1st December, although I made a
statement to the House to the effect thal
I was nof in office and had no connection
with the granting of ¢this loan, it was
aaid by -one member—the member {for
[vanhoe~-that the State Mining Engin-
cer and I were responsible for the lend-
ing of the money.

Mr. Scaddan: So you were.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: 1
wounld like to mention in connection wilh
this matter that while T was in offiez in
1904 an applieation was made by this
man for a loan. That was reported npon,
after some prior reports, on the 17th July,
1904. The inspector of mines for that
distriet (Mr. Greenard) made a report in
which he recommended that assistance
should be given. His idea was that as-
sistance shonld be given to the extent of
from £2 5s. to £2 10s. per foot to enable
the man to sink from the 100 fo the 200
ft. level, and if necessary to do eertain
eross-cufting. It was proposed that the
advanee should be limited to £300; the
inspector thounght that the eaze was a
good one. This report was followed up
by the State Mining Enginecr, who. while
having some doubls as to the ability of
this man to finance the work. recommended
the application. This was heing done af
the time of the general elections, when
the James Government went to the coun-
try, and I declined to dea! with the mat-
ter, although this man was very persist
ent at the time. Alhough I was returned
to office and had ample opportunity, if
I desired, to grant any political favoar
to a friend of mine or a person who had
been supporting me, to grant a request
which had heen recommended by the
Inspector of Mines and approved
by the State Mining Engineer. still I
thought it would he wrong on my part to
make this grant. T pointed out on fhe file
that T eonsidered this man had made out
a case, but owing to political exipencies
I declined to grant any advance. I in-
structed thal the matter should stand over
for a few days owing to the faect that
there was a vote of no-confidence agaiust
the James Government, brought forward
by the member for Subinco. 8o T weni
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out of offiee without taking aetion, and in
the ordinary evurse the papers came be-
fore Mr. Hastie, the then Minister for
Mines, The agreement on this file shows
that it was entered into between Mr.
Hastie and Mr. Berteaux, and provided
for an advanee to sink a shaft to the
2001£t, level on a basis of pound for pound
expended, the lotal cost not to exceed £5
per foot, The Government were pre-
pared lo pay £2 10s., but only on the re-
ceipted voucher for the expenditure of
that money. So far as can be judged
every care was taken by the departmenti
to see that the expenditure was properly
made, Ou the recommendation of the in-
spector, Captain Ey, who was hattery
manager at Mulwarrie, was appointed su-
pervisor. He had to examine al! the ae-
counts and, so far as one can judge, it is

_to be assumed that everything was faith-

tully carried oul in connection with the
work. The agreement showed that on the
15th August, 1904, Mr. Crockett, Seere-
tray for Mines, submitted to the Minister
the State Mining BEngineer’s report in
connection with the subsidy to Berteaux.
In that vreport a recommendabion was
made that an amount of £300 be advanced
on a basis of pound for pound, but that
no promise be made for any future as-
sistance. Berteaux had originally applied
for £1,000, and they gave him to under-
stand that £300 would be the limit. This
report was submitted to the Minister, and
Mr. Hastie approved of it. Now, only
once did this matter come before me as a
member. That wasx some time subse-
quentlv. A considerable delay had oe-
curred in getting the agreement prepared,
and Mr. Berteaux wrote to me asking if
T would endeavour to induece the Minister
to hurry this matter up for him. T wrote
a note on lhe hack of Berteanx’s letter,
and senl 1t along, just the same as any
nther memher would do when asking the
Minister to hasten a matter. This was on
the 2Gth September. 1904, and in that
note T pointed out to the Minister that it
wonld be of considerable benefii to Ber-
teanx if a portion of the grant could be
made available at onee as it was some time
since the promise had been made. Now,
knowing ihal some members entertain the
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opinion that I tried to bring influence to
bear upon the Minister so as to help some
political supporter of mine, I have writ-
ten to Mr, Hastie and asked him if he
would let me bave his view of the ease.
Mvr, Hastie in reply wrote to me as fol-
lows:—

“] have no hesitation in stating that
it gonneetion with the loan of £300 ap-
proeved by me for development on the
President Loubel lease, Callion, you
made e request (o me verbally or other-
wise to grant this loan. I approved of
the application on the report and recom-
mendation of the lnspeelor of Mines
aud the State Mining Bugineer, and on
the fael that there had been a larvge ex-
penditure ou the lease, that this was the
ouly lease working in what had onece
been a most promising distriet, and that
the proposed work had every prospeet
of suceessful developmenl at a depth.
Mr. Collier: What is the date of that

letter? )
The MINISTER
bears to-day’s date.
Mr. Collier: How eould he state the
faets without having =since seen the file?
The MINTSTFER FOR MINES: I do
not know that he has not seen the file.
Mr. Bath: Where would lLe have seen
A
The MINISTER FOR MINES: Ii
has heent here for a long time. [ want to
impress upon hon. members that if [ had
had any desire to grant that loan T eould
have done so. That much is shown on
the file. Had our Governmenl heen re-
turned to power 1 would have approved
of the recommendation made. This dis-
trict was at obe time most promising; the’
(‘allion gold mine and a number of simi-
lsr shows were working and there was
there a prosperons eommunity. But it all
failed. This man, however, kept wun
spending large sums of money and doing
a great deal of developmental work. He
thought it would he wise to sink a shaft
to a great depth. He was sapposed fv
have sunk that shaft to 100ft., and then
Le applied for assistance. T refused to
take any aclion nn that oeeasion although
1 had the power to do so. I left the whole
thing to my successor to take action,

FOR MINES: It

M6

Mr. Angwin: No one is objeeting to
the granting uf the loan, - .

Mr. Tayler: No one is questioning the
loan. .

The MINISTER FOR MINES: I
think some attempt has been made to in-
duece members on this side of the House
to believe that (here bas been something
in the uature of politieal sops i :on-
nection with the matter.

Mr. Underwood: What we want to
come at is the giving of the money with-
out {he work.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: For
some monlhs this work was earried on.
The (ile shows that the wlole of the ex-
penditure was incurred during the perioid
thai My, Hastie was in otbce. Then it
was diseoversd by rhis man that he had
ne toumds with which te eontinue the worlk.
He had expended all the £232 10s. of the
Governmant money, aud 42 was unable
to continue his own share of the cost of
sinking; consequently be had to siop
work. The position was this : the de-
partment hzd advanced L2532 on a mining
proposition, and the only eiranee ihey had
of its tmrning out successfully was that
this man should be ahle to fnd funds
with whieh to fimsh the wuik. The view
taken was that lenienev should “e shown
hiro, and that he shouid be allowed every
opportunity of getting the capital to
finish. 'This matter f1st came hefore the
member for Guildford, as Minisier, when
an applieation was made for six months’
exemption, Mr. Johnson did not hesitate
over the matter for a m.oment. Appar-
ently he realised thai the wiser eourse
would bhe to show consideration towards
this man; eonsequently Mr. Joahnson
granted six months’ exemuption without
the payment of the ordinary fegcs. I fol-
lowed on similarly, and I protected that
man for over I8 nimihs. Al the
end of that tiine we  felt be
had no possibility ef raising funds to
further develop his properly, arid so be
had to forfeit. Shortlv afterwards
man named Fggeling got this lease as a
prospecting area. T doubted whether we
should allow a piece of ground on which
s¢ mueh work had been done to he taken
as a prospeeting nrea. However, we al-
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lowed it, infimating that if Eggeling de-
sired a lease he would have to give the
CUrown a lien over the land for the amount
the CGlovernment had granted. When he
and his partner applied for the lease we
insisted upon this lien over the property
so that in the event of the property
turning out a profitable one the State
would be recompensed for the amount
advangced. We had the righi at any time
o enforee the payment of that lien if we
thoughi the lease was turning out a pro-
fitable proposition. These people took ex-
ception to this, and when Egweling found
that be could not get this proposition
without having (o give the lien, on the
13th September, 1908, he wrote lo the
department stating how pleased they were
to got the report of the Mines Depart-
ment in which it was pointed out in re-
gavd to the property that the shaft was
193ft. deep. This, Eggeling declared to
be untrue and misleading, nnd stated
ihat the aceurate measnrement of the
shaft was 146£t., adding that it the de-
partment had paid al the raie of £2 10s
per foot for 9311, then Berfeaux had re-
ceived £120 too mueh, This shows how the
error had occurred in connection with
the matter. Eggeling reads the report and
makes the same statement as the member
for Boulder.

Mr. Underwood:
taken.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Oh,
yes; action was taken, but not the action
that should have been taken. Here is the
action taken, I want to impress this
upon members—

“To the Inspector of Mines, Menzies.
Re President Loubet Lease. 1 am in
receipt of a communication from
Messrs. Eggeling and Nutt who have
applied for a gold-mining lease from the
('rown formerly comprised in this
lease, and in it they state that in the
reference to the mine at page i of
ihe annual report of the department
for 1905 the statement that the shaft is
down to 193ft. is not eorreet, they hav-
ing measured it and fonnd the correct
depth to be 146ft. On looking through
the files lLiearing on the subsidy granted
to Berteauz, 1 find that on the 7th No-

Yet no aetion is

[ASSEMBLY.)

vemher, 1904, you wrole stating that
the shaft was down to 115ft. Captain
Ey snbsequently reported as follows:
‘11th November, 1904, shaft sunk from
115ft. to 127ft.; December 3rd, 1904,
from 127ft. to 137ft.; 24th December,
1904, from 137ft. to 147ft.; 7th Feh-
roary, 1905, from 147ft. to 157fl.;
2nd March, 1905, 157ft. to 167ft.; 12th
April, 1905, from 167ft. to 179fi.;
25th May, 1905, from 179ft. to 193ft.’
Shortly affer this Berteanx wrote stat-
ine that he had heen obliged to diseon-
tinue operalions, and applied for ex-
emplion, The subsidy was paid on the
waork certilied (o by Captain Ey, and
1 shall be glad of a report from you
on Messrs. Fgueling nnd Nutt's asser-
tion. I necessary. will vou please
vieit {he mine.” .

Mr. Angwin: What dale was that?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: On

.the 30th nf September, 1908.

Mr. Beaddan: Seventeen days after the
lefter was wyitten.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: 1
want the hon. member to understand that
1 did not know anything about this, I
had no knowledge of the matter, It was
senil into the department and they asked
for an inquiry, and T believe at the time
the Staie Mining Engineer was away,
because the letter was sent from the un-
der secretary, and not from the State
Mining FEngineer who eontrols the in-
spectors. TIle at first received a lefter
from Mr. Greenard 1hat he was away,
and then we received a report from him
in connection with tle lease. Tt ¢ame on
November the 16th of last year. In deal-
ing with this matter he says—

“With reference to the depth of the
shaft subsidised I find after earefully
going into the matter with Messrs,
Fegweling and Nult on the lease that
thex have never heen down the shaft.
Before the depth of the shafi can be
accurately measured. it will be neces-
sarv do elean it aut and repair it. There
is no rope or windlass on the mine
fit to descend a deep shaft. Messrs.
Eggeling and Nutt measured the shaft
from 15ft. te 20ft. below where it
was originally measured from. This
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shaft has been standing idle for sev-

eral years, and there is probably sev-

eral feet of mullock in the bottom. I

think the maoney advanced by the de-

pariment for this work was legitimately
expended.”
That repart was sent on hy Mi. CGreeu-
ard in reference to a complaint entirely
similar to the complaint made by the
meiaber for Boulder.

Mr. Taylor: On whal datle was that
report made? :

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Eg-
geling’s complaint was on the 30th Sep-
tember of last year.

Mr. Taylor: When did you get the ve-
port¥

The MINISTER FOR MINES:
the 18th of November last year.

Mr. Scaddan: That letter from BEg-
geling and Nubt was oot received until
the 22nd of September.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: It
was received on the 18th and posted on
the 1tth.

Mr. Seaddan: The letter from Eggeling
and Nutt was not received until the 22nd.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: It is
immaterial so far as my case is concerned.
You know what letters are in the back
country, they may be in a man’s pocket
for a couple of days. That is the posi-
tion as we find ii. T want members Lo un-
derstand that 1 bad no knowledge of that
complaint, It had been sent to the under
gecretary. TFle had it investigated, and
from the report of Mr. Greenard the shaft
had been idle fur years. Mullock had
fallen down it; the collar had broken
away, and it was impossible to get down
as there was no windlass. Although the
member for Boulder stated that there was
a ladderway down this shaft it will he ad_
mitted that the ladderway was in such a
dangerous state of repair that it womld
not be right tn ask any man to go down
it. I think the hon. member will say T am
correct in that statement,

Mr, Collier: T admit it was.

The MINISTER FOR MIN#S: Any-
one who went down there wounld go down
at the risk of his life. The inspector
thought lhat by the statement made by
there people that the shaft was only down

On
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that depth. Knowing thal they had not
been down the shaft ihemselves he felt
justiied in making that report. It is
questionable whether in face of a report
of that sort the difference being so great
betwen 145ft, and 190ft., [ think the in-
spector should have made every effort to
find out the edepth, and should have en-
deavoured to come to some conclusion
whether it could be possible to have been
fitled in with mmlloek. That was the re-
port received by the department and ac-
vepted.

My, Taylor: The ladderway must have
been in a dilapidated state even when the
men were working.

The MINISTER FOR MINKES: The
ladderway was dangerous, und everyone
who went theve admitted that it was un-
safe to go down that ladderway. When

» the hon. member made his"speeeh in the

Honse—I admit that speech was a most
deliberate one—and in speaking he told
the House he was only speaking from
information whieh he received. He said
lie believed the authority was a veliable
one; bul e could not voueh for it. He
simply ield ws ihat the authority was a
reliable one, thal the shatt was only down
145ft. instead of 193£f. 1t appeared, of
course, if the shaft was only down 145f¢.
Mr. Berteaux mast have obtained pay-
ment fron the Government for a larger
amounnl of sinking lthan had been done.
» L helieve the member had as ahselute in-
formation in his possession as any person
could have had, and that information was
obtained Ly o peisan wha had taken the
responsibility of going down the ladder-
way, and had made a measurement of the
shaft and Found that instead of there
being a lot of mullock at (he bottom that
there was no mullock ihere, anl it was
ahsolute information, He told ns some-
thing similar to that told by Eggeling and

Nutt. [t was something which he had
heard. T do not wanl to be misnnder-

stoud. bui T felt the statement which was
made was something serions. Remember
I knew nothing of the previous complaint,
or that there had heen an investigation
made. T felt that the statement was an
important one, and although I eould hold,
tf T dared, that T carried ont every word
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T said i reply, that if the case was a
serions one 1 would ask the State Mining
Engiveer himself to report, still T eould
quibble and say that in the report I have
submitted to the House 1 have carried out
everything that I promised, but T have not
done that, nor did I do what I intended
to do. or what I thought had heen done
when the papers were laid on the Table
of the House. The first thing 1 did on the
day following the remarks made by the
member for Boulder was to have Hanserd
rung up and Hansard was asked to for-
ward a copy of the hon. member’s speech.
T sent it on to the State Mining Engineer.
Shortly afterwards there arrived the re-
port of the speech which had heen made
by myself with the promise which I had
@iven. T forwarded that to the State M-
ing lngineer through the nnder secretary.
Mr. Montgmnery has no doubt ahout this,
Mr. Montgomery helieves thal the second
portion of the reporl went into the record
room.
Myr. Scaddan: That is your speech?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Yes;
the remarks of the leader of the Opposi-
tion were slightly in error in this regard.
The speech of the memher for Boulder
was =ent direct to the State Mining Engi-
neer, and he based his report on the know-
ledge of the speeech made by the member
for Boulder and not on his knowledge
of the speech 1 made and the pro-
mise [ gave in regard to it. A couple of
days afterwards the papers were brought
to me to be placed before the House. T
held them back, as members know, from
Sepiecmber the 15th to October the 19th,
my desire being that T should be able to
give the report to the House. T sent io
the State Mining Engineer—hath he and
I have no record of the date, but it must
have been abont the 17th or the 18th,
and we got this file and we found the
State Mifing Engineer’s report. T asked
the State Mining Engineer when he pe-
rused it if he had got a repart from Mr.
Greenard, and he said he had. T asked
him if he was satisfied with it, and he
said “perfectly”” T then said. ““Send the
file to the House.” and I gave instruec-
tions for the file to he bronght hefare the
House. Members can follow e thns far.

v

o
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Mr. Monigomery was nol aware of the
contents of the statement I hiad made. He
believes, and it is quite possible, these
papers were lying in the record room.
They were sent to the under secretary’s
depariment, and his report is that in
piecing the file together they put my
speech there for record purposes and
placed it prior to tbe report made by Mr.
Monigomery in connection with the ques-
tion, 1f any fault has taken place, that
is how it has occurred. When the debate
took place here the hon. member knows
that T told him about the report by Mr.
Greenard, and I told him that there was
a satisfaetory report by Mr. Greenard,
and T had to correct that statement the
next day hecause I found the report given
by the State Mining Engineer, 1 think
that has been rend by most members, and
it 15 hardly necessary for me to again
read it 1o fhe Hoase. He emphasised the
report by Mr. Greenard, and T accepted it
as a veport made on the statement of the
member for Boulder. That is the posi-
tion I found myself in the nest day. We
had given to the member the report which
had been made on exaectly the same suh-
jecl, and on exactly the same promise as
the statement made by the hon. member.
T think T am justified in saying that the
hon, member had certain information. I
do not want to attack him, but he had
certain information, and had he given to
me a statement that he had absolute in-
formation thal a man had been down lhe
shaft and measured it, and that the shaft
was not the depth that was represenied,
that would have cleared up any doubt on
the question,

Mr. Collier: T am justified in giving
all the information that is necessary for
inquiry by anycne who desires inguiry,

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
hon. member did not know at thal time
that we had a similar statement made to
us and had an inquiry made into that
statement.

Mr. Collier: A charge made by a mem-
ber of the House is different from a letter
written by an irrespounsible person out-
side.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Time
after time we have spent money in going
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into complaints made, and the inguiries
have proved resultless.

Mr. Heitmann: On one cecasion you
kept information from the public and
manipulated the files.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
report was tabled here on October 19th,
and it was then in the possession of the
hon, member.

Mr. Collier: I was not responsible for
your mistake. Why should I peint out
to you that you had made a mistake?

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
bhon. member knew that something wrong
had been done. If the hon. member

thought a wrong had been done and he saw

the file here on October 19th, why did he
allow it to remain in abeyanee until the
I1st of December. T felt quite satisfied
when I laid the papers on the Table that
we had a reporl there from Mr. Greenard
subsequent to the stateinents made by the
hon. member. Tt was my desire that a
report should he so made, and when the
report of Mr. Montgomery was handed to
me [ felt that the report was made sub-
sequent to fhe date on which the hon.
member made his statement. T do not
think I ean say any more, excepl that T
do eontend that these papers being in the
possession of the hon. wember from the
19th October he could have been fair te
me, it he had so desired, and drawn my
attention to the faet that he was dissatis-
fied with the report. T told@ bim in my
speech on September 15th that if he was
dissatisfied with (he report of the State
Mining Engineer T would go FPurther.
The statements in my speech are elear. T
eaid: “If there is the slightest reason
for the statement he bas made, the
State Mining Engineer will have to go up
and make a report which T shall be pleaseq
to submit to the member or to the Huouse.
...... Tf there is found to he no justi-
fication for the statement. I shall advise
the member to that effect.” The State
Mining Engineer inquired into the com-
plaiot made by the member for Boulder,
and the report wiih regard to that had
been made by the inspector of mines.
I think it was fair on the part of the State
Mining Engineer, from the remarks which
weie made by the member for Boulder an
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that oceasion, tu assume that the infor-
mation ke had obtained was based on the
information which had been given 1o us
by Messrs. lggeling and Nutt. It would
appear, aecording to Mr, Greenard’s state-
ment, that to iovestigate his matter
thoroughly, a considerable expense would
be involved. Mr. Greenard did not know
what quantity of carth would he at the
bottemv of Lthe shatt, and he poinled out
that the shaft eallar had hroken away and
that there was no rope or windlass avail-
able Lor the purpose of going below. But
while I felt thai he was not justified in
%0 reporting to us, we know that he made
an effort to find ont whether there was any
justification for the complaint. When M.
Greenard’s report came through, it was
acgepted by the department, and certainly
it was fairlv convineing. As far as the
case itself is eoncerned we find that Mr.
Berteaux represented that the shaft was
100 feet deep, and that in the agreement
be gave in conneetion with the subsidy
he was to sink the shaft to a depth of
200 feet. What nction ean he taken will
rest entirely with the Crown Law Depart-
ment: but it is unfortunate in connection
with the agreement that it does nnt sav
that (he sobsidy shall be granted for
sinking from the 100 feet lovel to the 200
feet level. There is nothing clear with re-
gard to thal.

AMr. Collier: 1 will bring some evidence.

The MINISTER FOR MINES : [
would be glad if the hon. member wonld
give me all the information he can. It
will be very helpful {0 me if he ean do so.

Mr. Underwoud: 1)id we not do so in
connection with the Menzies election. Did
we not give you instances of absolute
fraud?

The MINTSTER FOR MINES:
whose pmt?

Mr. Underwood: The hattery mnnager
at Mulline.  We will eall it unlawful
acfion: and vou will not take action.

On

The MINISTER FOR MINES: Was
that daring the time the hon. member
visited the place?

Mr. Underwood: You know when it

was.

Mr. SPEAKER : Order!

The MINTSTER FOR MINES: I do
not think that T can say very mueh more.
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If the member for Boulder bad informed
me when he papers were Jaid on the Table
thai the report was not salisfactory and
that he waiied a more efficient inspection
earried ont, he would have relieved the
whole position at onee. | would like to
ask lon. imembers what is the real duty
of & Minisier with regard lo matters sueh
as {his? Huudreds of files goes through a
Minisier’s hands each day, and the Min-
ister eannot grasp all the details. In-
structions are given, and as a rule these
instynetions are loyally obeyed by the offi-
cers of the department to the best of their
abiliix; hut it is ahsolutely imypossible for
a Minister, and morve especially when the
House ix silting, to get that {ull grasp of
details in connection wilh everv matler
pertaining fo the administration of the
depariment, or every paper required in
thix  Touse as can e done when Lhe
House is not sifling.  Some years ago
wlen T first Llook eharge of the Mines De-
partment I fell T could obtain. and did
abtain, a grasp of everything in connee-
tton with the department. I eannot do
that now, nor have I the desire to do so,
Tt is suaply impossible for the Minister
16w conversant with every detail in his
department.  In econnection with this
maiter, instructions were given to the

State Mining Engineer and he only re-

ceived one portion of the file, and the
second portion with the report came in by
a most peculiar coincidence on the oeccas-
ion of a complaint similar to that made
by the member for Boulder. The report
set out that the matter had heen fully in-
vestigated and it was given to the House,
and if the hon. member had any ob)ec-
tion to it in the manner in which it was
then given, 1 think it was his dutv—more
esperially as the leader of the Opposi-
tion pointed out that it was desired to
proteet the interests of the State—to be
loyal to the trust tmposed wpon him and
the trust imposed npon me.

My, Holman: He fulfilled his trust;

yon did not.

The MINISTER FOR MINES: The
hon. member ought to have ziven me in-
formation that would liave enabled me to
look into the matter more exhaustively,
I admit that the report of Mr. Greeuard
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was supplied on insuflicient data. T do
not sav that it was altogether ineorrveet,
because 1 have too high an opinioin of Mr.
Greenard to imagine that he wonld send in
an incorveet report.  There is nothing
more [ ¢can say; the matter is enfirely one
for the Hounse to deal with. [ contend
although there may have heen some slight
misunderstanding on the part of the State
Mining Engineer with regavd to the re-
port he submitted to me, there wag a mis-
coneeption on my part with regard to that
report. The hon. member could have
pointed that out to me in the interval
between the 19th October and the 1st De-
cember, and the failure of the department
tu grasp the eomplaint that he had made,
and if he had done so it would have re-
lieved me of a trving position, relieved
the House of a very aerimonions debate,
and served {he interests he desired to serve
ax well as he is serving them now,

Mr. COLLIER {(Boulder): | can as-
sure the House that T have no intention
te bhe personal in this matter. any more
than it is necessary to be, and T had not
intended going hack any further than the
date on which | anoved the motion, the
1L3th September, bul for the fact that the
Minister himself has cone hack to a date
considerably hefore that. [ would like
to deal with one or two points raised by
the Minister in that eonneetion, The
Minister states that he had practically
nothing to do with the granting of this
loan; that the lToan was granted by Mr.
Hastie during the time of the Daglish
Government. T want to say that the whole
of the negotiations for the loan had been
in train for several months before the
Minister left office on that oceasion. Mr.
Berteaux made an application nearly
twelve months hefore for the loan, and
officers of the department had been in-
pecting the mine and had reported on it,
and My, Greenard reported favonrably
on a loan of £300 being granted. That
report was agreed to by the Stale Mining
Engineer, and although the Minister d4id
nat actually grant the lean, I will read
the minute he wrote just prior to leaving
offiee. He said, “T am fully of opinion
that Mr. Berteanx has made out a good
case, and that an advance as reeommended
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should be made to him, but owing to cer-
tain very false statements having been
made in connection with Mr. Berteaux
and the late elections, I do not at this
stage care to deal with the matter.”” I
want to say that Mr. Hastie had no other
course open to him than to grant that
loan. I know he could have refused it
by going through tbe whole of the papers
and deelining to accept his predecessor’s
reecommendation, and the recommendation
of the Inspector of mines and the State
Mining Engineer; but as he had been in
office only seven days, how conld he have
beeni expected to set up his opinion
against the opinion of these authorities?
Was it reasonable to suppose that e
would have done so? But that really
does not touch this matter, and T do nct
intend to deal with it. My complaint,
and I think the complaint wlich the House
desires to have investigated is the neglect
on the part of the present Minister for
Miues 1o lake reasonable steps to find out
whether my charge was correct or not. 1
waut to say that while T moved my mo-
tion on the 15th September for these
papers, the papers were not laid on the
Table of the House until nearly five weeks
afterwards. Four weeks after I wmoved
the motion, T asked the Minister without
notice this question: “When will the pa-
pers in eonnection with the President
Loubet leave he Iatd on the Table of the
House, and has an inquiry vet been hetd”?
'The Minister replied: “If the hon. mem-
ber desires, the papers ean be presented
{o-marrow, but I am holdingz them back
for the purpose of adding the report of
the inspector and the State Mining En-
oineer.” That was four weeks after my
motion was moved and earried. Hon.
members will be snrprised to learn that
the report of the State Mining Engineer
was dated 17th September, two days atter
my motion had been moved in the House.

The Minister for Mines: 1 took the
State Mining Engineer’s reporf to he the
report he had written on that which he
had received from Mr. Greenard.

Mr. COLLTER: The report of fhe
State Minine Engineer was written two
days after the motion was moved in the
House. and so far as the Minisler was
concerned that report definitely closed the
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matter, because at its conclusion the State
Mining Engineer said he did not consider
any further action was necessary. ln face
of the faet.lhat this report, which I pre-
sume the Minister read, was put on the
file two days after the motion was moved,
four weeks later the Minister informed me
that he was stifl waiting for it; and even
then, although ihe repori was already on
the file, the papers were nol brought down
to the House for a week, making in all
five weeks from the date when T first
moved for them, T would like to know
why the Minister says be was waiting for
a report that he had in his possession
for four weeks? With regard to the state-
ment T made when moving for the papers,
I maintain T did all that was necessavy
and all that any member eould he rea-
sonably expeeted to do. 1 made the state-
ment elezrly and definitely, and there
corld ke no possible misunderstanding of
it, T said | had information, on which I
placeed absolute reliance, that the shaft
was only 145, deep. Why should 1 he
expected to tell the Minister the name of
the person whe told me this, and to sav
that the person had been down the shafi
and had measured it? T gave all {he in-
formalion necessary to institute an in-
quiry, and then it was for the Minister
to aseertain whether the charge was cor-
reet or not, If an fhon. member makes a
stalement in the House and takes the re-
sponzibility he does when making a state-
ment of that kind, he does all that is rea-
sonably expected of him by making Lhe
charge, leaving it to the Minister to find
out whether it be eorrect or incorreet. 1
was not going to say that the man who
gave me the information had heen down
the shaft, and I did not feel that T wa=
called upon to do so. This is where I
consider the Minister is blameable in the
matter. The State Mining Engineer max
not have had, as he says, the Minister's
speech before him containing the definite
promise that an investigation wonld be
made, but the Minister heard my speech
—and he says to-night that he toek it as
serions—and would not one have Hiought
it the Minister’s duty, when he read the
report of the Siate Minine Engineer. i1
have immediately said that the resort did
not meet the case and did not meer my
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charges? Is the Minister to be salisfied,
more particularly when the person in-
volved is a staunch supporter of his own
and lives in his own electorate—is he to
be satisfied with a report written in the
office the next day by a man who eould
not know anything of the ecircumstances
of the case? It was elearly the duty of
any Minister—1 say a Minister jealous
of his reputation and honour, more parti-
cularly when it was his own leading sup-
porter eoncerned, wonld have immediately
written a minule to the State Mining En-
gineer instrueting him to have the shaft
measured al once. Weither the State
Mining Engineer nor Mr. Greenard, the
inspector of mines, conld have heen ex-
pected to take the responsibility of having
the shaft measured. As a matter of faet,
Mp. Greenard did not have the authority
fo put on the men {o repair the windlass,
Surely it is a reasonable Lhing when »
report on an importani matter eomes be-
fore the Mimster that he shounld approve
or disapprove of it? And how is it that
there is no record on the file of the Mini-
ster's approval or disapproval of the re-
port of the State Mining Engineer,

The Minister for Mines: T sent him
the Hansard copy of my speech.

My, COLLIER: The State Mining
Engineer did not think it necessary to
take further aetion, The Minister heard
my charges. Anyone who read the report
of the State Mining Engineer could not
fail to come to the conclnsion that it was
wholly inadequate, and how is it the
Minister did not minute on it his ap-
proval or disapproval, especially in re-
eard to the statement ihat it was not ne-
cessarv to take further aetion? The Min-
ister says he accepted the veport as satis-
factory, and he takes up the ground that
charges are frequently made involving
a great amount of expenditare, and they
ltave to be careful. This was not a mat-
ter in which great expenditure was in-
volved. No great trouble was involved, it
was simply a matter of going down the
shaft and measuring it. Even if it was
found to be correet, as the Minister says,
that there was a lot of loose dirt at the
hottom of the shaft, the inspector or the
department might reasonably have said,
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“We are not going io the expense of
elearing the shaft to snit Eggeling and
Nutt”; but they did not go so far as to
go down the shaft to find out whether
there was loose stuff at the boftom. How
can anyone make investigation as to the
depth of a shaft by walking about the
surface and guessing at what iz at the
bottom and by guessing at the depth? It
was the clear duiy of the Minister to have
the shafl measured, and it was in no way
my duly—and in similar ecireumstances
T would do the same to-morrow—it was
in no way my place to go to the Minister
and point out his duty to him. Did the
Minister expecl me to take the file and
say, “The report is not satisfactory; you
ga and have an inquiry.” That responsi-
bility rested on the. Minister, and it is
for the House to say whether the Minis-
ter neglected that responsibility or not
in not having it done. I have very little
to say iu regard to the matter. The facts
are before hon. members. I ean only say
the Minister says that the report of Mr.
Greenard and the State Mining Engineer
he considered perfeetly satisfactory.

The Minister for Mines: T do not say
80 now.

Mr. COLLIER: I took down the Min-
ister’s words. He accepted Mr. Mont-
gomery’s report as satisfactory.

The MINISTER FOR MINES (in
explunation) : Mr. Montgomery’s report
was written a few days after the matter
was raised in the House. I think it was
sent to me on the 20th September, I had
it put on one side hoping that the papers
would cootain a report from the mine. T
sent the papers to Mr. Montgomery, and
we discussed the question, and I read the
passage containing the exirvacts from
Mr. Greenard’s report, and I considered
them salisfaclory. Now, of comrse, T do
o,

Mr. COLLIER: I am quite unable to
understand how the Minister could econ-
sider the reports as convineing—he said
Mr. Greenard’s was perfectly convineing,
and JMr. Montgomery’s satisfactory—
when the officers had taken no steps to
find out the trath of the statements. The
Minister shounld know, and must know, it
was impossible for them to bhe satisfae-
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tory unless an attempi was made to mea-
sure the shaft. Anything short of an
actual measurement of the shaft was un-
satisfactory; that is plain on the face of
it; and while the Minister tells us he ean-
not expect to attend io all details in the
files thai come before hiim, does he regard
« matter like this, a matrer brought be-
fore the House, a distinet charge like
this, and after he has listened to the
charge—does he regard it as a matter of
detail that is not worthy of his attention9
T claim it is not to be classed as a matter
of detail that the Minister might relegate
to the officers of his department. It was
a matter for the Minister himself, and to
e it is quite an extraordinary thing that
when a charge like this was brought be-
fore the House, and against a very
staunch sapporter of the Minister in his
electorate— [ will not say he aitempted
to eover up the matter, but I will say
that all the Minister’s actions, every step
the Minister took from the date the
¢harge was made right up to yesterday
had the effect of ecovering up the fraud.
That was undoubtedly the effect whatever
the intention was. 1 am not going to
make charges with regard to the inten-
tion, bul every step the Minister took
from the report of the State Mining En-
oineer right down to yesterday, had the
effect of covering up the whole matter.
\When the matter was debated last week
for two hours the Minister did pot even
then promise an inquiry until the Pre-
mier eame in and practically took the
matter out of the Minister’s hands and
prommised an inquiry. Members made a
definite stand on the Estimates for two
hours, aud only when the Minister found
he could not make progress with his Es-
timates, and only at a late hour when the
members for Muarray and Swan and
others regarcded the matter as serious, only
then did the Minister leok on the matter
as ane for inguiry, and he then made ex-
actly the same promize as he had made
previnusly, saying he would send Mr.
Crakbe, the inspector at Kalgoorlie. or
the Htate Mining Engineer to make_in-
quiries. YL was preeisely the same pro-
mise as was previonsly given, Tt was
only when the matter was foreed on the

Minister and when he could no“longer
resist inquiry that he promised immedi-
ate action. I have no more to say. [
have done my duty, and I claim that a=
a member of the House I should not he
put to the expense of having to go to the
goldfields in order to ascertain the truth
of a charge that the Minister and his ofli-
cers could have ascertained months ago.
When a member has to make a charge of
this kind and has to pay his own expenses
to force on the Minister the faect that his
charge is correct, it is a responsibility
that should not be put on the hon. mew-
ber, At any rafe, it is now for the House
to decide whether the action of the Min-
ister for Mines has been unsatisfactory
or nof.

(Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30
p.m.)

The PREMIER (Hon. N. J. Moore)
If 1o ove elss wants to speak I wonld
like to say a few words before the divis-
ion is taken. The motion as worded re-
flects serviously against the Minister for
Mines, consequently it reflects, to some
extent, on the Ministry. If an agcusation
were levelled against a Minister which
would tend to show ihat he was guilty
of dishonourable or very objection-
able conduet, it would be then a question
for the Government to consider whether
they would be justified in standing to
their colleague, but on this oceasion no

such imputation had been made. The
motion put forward to-day by the
leader of the Opposition is to the
effect that in the opinion of the
House the Minister for Mines is

deserving of ecensure for biz neglect to
institute immediate and searching inguiry
into the charge made by the member for
Boulder 'The leader of the Opposition
has statesd that so far as he is eoncerned
he did rot propose to go into any awnecient
histury, bt we had a pretty fair assurance
from sowe other members that it was
their intention to go into this matter to a
date conwiderably further back than lhe
15th of Sevrember, when the question was
first bronght hefore the Honse. The Mim-
ster has given the history of the ¢ase up to
that yuinl, and T believe the member for
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Bouldér, who is really responsible for the
motion, coneurs that the Minister's state-
ments are praciically correct so far as the
procedure that has been followed right
through is coneerned. To put it briefly,
an applieatoin was made for a loan of
£1.000 {o develop a certain property.
Afier the matter had heen inqoired into
it was considered by the officers of the
Mines lDlepartment that the department
would not be justified in advaneing a
areater sum than €300 in eonnection with
the application. Although the Minister
at thai time eonsidered it was a feasible
aud reasonable proposifion. he tonk mna
pelion owing fo the faet that a motion
of uo-confidence was 1hen levelled at the
Admimistralionof which be was 2 member,
or al any rate was expected to he levelled
against the Government: congequently he
would notl take any action at all, more es-
peciallv as it had been alleged that the
aenileman who was to reeeive this loan bad
heen a political snapporter of his. The
aelione (he Minister took on that oeeasion
was a coemmendable one, and one to
which no  exception could be taken hy
any member. It has been pointed out
that the matter was left at this stage.
When fthe Minister vaeated office a
new Minister then came in and that gen-
tleman, after giving the matter consider-
ation, and not being affected at all by
any reeommendation of the previous Min-
ister, or by the faet that it might have
heen seen from the file that the previons
Minister’s approval of it. but after making
inquiries decided that it was advisable
that the advance should be made. All the
progress payments were made while that
gentleman was in office.  Sinee then, that
gentlenfan has stated that he was not in-
fluenced in any way by the present Min-
ister, either direetly or indirectly, in mak-
inz the advanee. It would be interesting
fe know on what grounds he granted ihe
advanece.

Mr. Scaddan: He was only in office
for seven dayvs,

The PREMIER: The then Minister
granted it for the same reason that the
present one did namely, that the officers
of the department considered it a fair
and reasonable proposition. T take
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it ¢that the then Minister could have
done il if he had been only in office
for one day provided he was satisfied with
tha report of the officers of the depart-
ment. Tt was only a question of making
up his mind whether the reports of the re-
sponsible officers were reliable, and that
he would be justified in making the ad-
vance, Later on the member for Guild-
ford sueceeded ilat gentleman as Min-
ister for Aines, and he granted an ex-
emption during that time for the same
property.

Mr. Johnson: He bhad no alternative.
It was recommended by the warden.

The PREMTER: I do not wish to en-
large upon the facts, but merely to recite
them briefly so as to give members an
opportunity of seeing that the facis T
state are correct.  Eventually this pro-
perty was forfeited by the present Minis-
ter. Later on an application was made
by Eggeling and Nutt, and approval was
granted to their application to take over
this lease subject to a loan of £232 on
the property. In taking this action the
Minister for Mines was doing all that
he possibly could do to protect the inter-
ests of the State. As a matter of fact
something like £1,000 has been spent in
connection with this property. The stipu-
lation made in conneetion with the lease
was that, provided it was found
that the property was a pavable pro-
pusition, the £232 should he returned
to the State; if it were found on the otherr
land. that it was not a payable propo-
sition, no further action would be
taken, Later on a complaint was made
bv the then lessees that the shaft was
not down to the stated depth. As a rve-
sult of this eomplaint a report was made
to Mr. Greenard, wha visifed this loeality,
and on inquiring of these lessees who had
made the complaint he learned from them
that they themselves had not measured the
shaft, and could not sfate for eertain
whether the shaft was down that depth
or not.

Mr. Jobnson: Yet they had written to
the department distinetly stating that
they had measured the shaft.

The PREMIER: They adwmitied they
had onlv made these statements on hear-
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say. Mr. Greenhard considered it would
ot be advisable to spend a Jarge saum of
money in tesfing a statement made on
hearsay. his argument beiny that it would
take a considerable amount to elear the
debris which he supposed Lo be deposited
at the bottom of the shaft, and would
necessitate bringing a  windlass  from
Davvhurst. He conelnded his report by
stating that no further action should be
taken, and that the department had good

value for the amount advaneed. That
is what I gathered from the brief
glance 1 had at the file. Later on

the member for Boulder moved for the
produetion of papers, and in moving that
moiion he said he did not intend to
refleet on the Minister in any way, but
that he considered an inguiry should be
made. As a matter of faet the Minister
on the following day asked for a copy of
the Hansard report in ovder that it might
be forwarded to the responsible officers
for report. A report was obtained and
was read to thbe Minister and he was un-
der the impression that that was the re-
port made ns a result of the speech de-
livered by the member for Boulder. As
a matter of fact that report had no rela-
tion whatever to the Minister’s remarks
in connection with the member for Boul-
der's motion.

Mr. Collier: Bl.lt he had my remarks.

The PREMIER: Mr. Montgomery as-
sared me to-day that at that time he was
not in possession of the remarks made by
tke Minister.

Mr. Collier: He had my rvemarks.

The PREMIER: Yes, and be informed
me that these had been separaied, that
the Minister’s veply had never reached
him, and consequently he was mot in a
position to inform: the Minister that this
report was of very little value in view of
the fact that the Minister had stated
that he intended to make an inquiry. That
is the position of affairs.

Mr. Holman: A lame excuse.

The PREMIER: I am telling you the
absolute facts of the case. I took the op-
portunity to-day of seeing Mr. Moat-
gomery with a view to getting his version
of affairs,

Mr. Seaddan: Did you see the Minis-
ter’s minute to Mr. Montgomery?

The PREMIER: No.

Mr. Seaddan: Did you see the promise
he made to the House?

The PREMIER : Yes, but I did not see
the minute. This report, however, which
the Minister read was a report aciually
made almost twelve months prior to the
matier being disenssed in the House.

Mr. Collier: But when that report was
read to the Minister, did not the Minis-
ter know that it did not meet my charge?

The PREMIER: The Minister was un-
der the irmpression that this report bad
heenn specially made.  DPossibly it would
have beeu better if he had rung up the
member so Lhat they might diseuss thn
queslion as to lhe advisability of going
any forther in regard to the inquiry. The
question was nsked in the House on 131h
Qectober as to when it was intended to
place the files on the Table. On the 19th
QOctober the file was laid on the Table of
the House. The Lon. member had an op-
portunily of perusing this file, After per-
using the file he did not state that the
papers were unsatisfactory from his
point of view. As a mailer of faet this
file was on the Table six ov seven weeks
before any action at all was taken, The
whole qnestion was held over until the
Mines Estimates came on.

Mr. Collier: It was the only oppor-
tunity I had.

The PREMIER: The hon. member
might have told the Minister that hc was
not satisfied with the inquiry. It is a mat-
ter which many a man might overlook
in the press and hurry of parliamentary
and administrative work, Any Minister
might make a promise and, unless re-
minded of it, might neglect to carry out
that promise in its entiretv. Very ofien
a Minister is asked a question and he re-
plies that he will endeavour to give the
matter consideration.  As a matter of
faet, T myself have laken the precaution
now to let a elerk go through the report
of the proceedings in order that a re-
minder might be given me in the case of
a promise made. Only the other day we
had such an instance when the member
for Murchison asked me something in
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gonnection with the Gazette. Another
instance was brought up in connection
with members’ passes. These are matters
a Minister might very easily negleet.

Mr. Holman: You do not put those
cnses on a par with this—a case of fraud.

The PREMIER: If it reflected in any
way on ihe honour of the House as the
leader of the Opposition stated, it must
be remembered that it is four or five
vears old. Why was it not taken up in
October when it was found that the in-
quiry was nol satisfactory?

Mr. Holman: Because we had the Min-
jster trying te cover it up.

Mr. SPEAKER : The hon. member is
not justified in making that remark.

The PREMIER: As I say, the whole
queslion is one as to whether or nol the
Minisler redeemed his promise in its en-
tirety, He might have gone further, and
it is rather to Le regretted that he did
not take the opportunity of econsniting
the member who moved for the papers in
order that an inquiry might be made.
When the malter was brought definitely
nnder the natice of the House no delay
took place, hut provision was made for
the inquiry to be earried out immediately.

Mr. Heitmann: That was absolutely
foreed upon the Minister,

The PREMIER: A definite promise
was made and it was carried ont.

Mr. Heitmann: Atter a lot of pressure.

The PREMIER: Why was not the
pressure exercised on the 19th October?
TWhy was not the question asked, ‘‘Does
the Minister consider the report a satis-
factory solution?” Then the matter eould
have been taken in hand at once. We all
know any number of people besides the
Minister who have made promises and
not been able to fulfil them.

Mr. Troy: This is a question of fraud.

Mr. Hudson: It is a question of the
condonation of an offence.

The PREMIER: Nothing of the kind.
It was known on the 19th October, why
not have taken action then?

Mr. Collier: Even yesterday you said
we could hold it over for the Loan Esti-
mates; that there was no need to discuss
it now,

The PREMIER: Nothing of the kind.
T did not intend to discuss it then, be-
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cause no members except the members of
the Opposition knew the contents of the
file.  Was it fair to diseuss a report
known to none but the members of the
Opposition?  That motion against the
Minister was not framed on the spur of
the moment. It was framed' bhefore the
hon. member came into the House,

Mr. O'Loghlen: He moved it because
you would not read the report.

The PREMIER: That was nui spruny
on the House becanse the report was not
read. The report was read when it was
suggested that it should be read.

Mr. Johnson: We were prepared be-
cause we knew the Minister. We have
had too much experience of him.

The PREMIER: The whole thing boils
itself down to this : we are not going to
say for one moment that the promise made
was carried out in ifs entirety. It wonld
have been mueh preferable if the aection
taken at this late date had been taken on
the earlier oceasion. The Government had
no desire to hide anything. When pui-
vate motions eame on in this House, what
i5 done? Various Ministers take different
motions dealing with their departments
with the objeet of replying to them. Very
eften the Minister knows little or nothne
about the mntion, hut only asks his ~
officers if there is any objeetion to the
papers being supplied,. We knew nothing
abont this until it was brought up on the
TLoan Wstimates. The Minister then was
only too pleased to have an inquiry made.
What was the Minister to gain by any
delay? In what way did it affect the
Minister?

Mr. Johnson: He was avoiding divulg-
ing what is being divulged now.

The PREMIER: Is there any harm in
what has been divulged?

Members; Yes.

The PREMIER: Well, I must be pre-
judiced. I cannot see any harn in it so
far as the Minister for Mines is concerned.
All that the Minister has done is whnt
many more of us have done—cursorily
glanced at a report, thought the matier
was in order and sent the papers down to
the Honse. Ministers cannot go thronzh
every file moved for. There may be some
objections to placing a file on the Table.
and when these objections arise the rea-
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sons for the objections are given. | can
only say in conclusion that it seems to
ue that it there is any offence it is one
for whieh 1 would not sack an office boy,
and thai hon, members have magnified it
into a very grave misdemeanour.

Mr. Underwood: It ought to get a man
(wo years in gaol.

The PREMIER : The Governwent have
not neglected it. The ease has been
placed in the hands of the Crown Law
Department, and the Solicitor General has
gone into the matter with the object of
aseertaining what action shall be taken.
He has recommended that the matter be
placed in the hands of the Criminal In-
vestigation Department forthwith. What
tnore could be done? The ends of justice
will he served by taking the necessary
aetion if it is found as a result of in-
quiries by the Crown TLaw Department
that a case can be proved against the
guilty person.

Mr. Angwin: This was not done until
vou took it in hand.

Mr. JOHENSON (Quildford) : The Pre-
mier wants t¢ know what has been di-
vulged through the investigation brought
on by the activity of the member for
Boulder. This has been done: it has been
divulged that somebody has robbed the
State of a certain sum of money and that
the Minister neglected to exereise thal
precaution expected of a Minister in pro-
tecting the State against robbery. In or-
der to get some idea of why a number of
us feel that the Minister is guilty of a
want of capacity in the exercise of his
duty, it will be necessary for me to out-
line some of the particnlars in connection
with this loan. Tn the first place I would
like to point out that this Mr. Berteanx
has not a very good repntation so far as
the Mines Department is eoncerned. The
Tnder Secretary for Mines, in one of hiy
minntes, writes of him as a “very persis-
fent gentleman, always after something;
pushing for it

The Minister for Mines: Does that give
him a bad reputation?

Mr, JOHNSON: Have you read the
minuted Tt was not altogether a reflec-
tion on the man’s charaeter, but it did not
tend to elevate him in the mind of the
Minister. The State Mining Engineer re-
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ters to “the artful simplicity of this Mr,
Berteaux.” Then, again, “he is a very un-
satisfactory person to deal with,” angd in
another place, “This Mr. Berteanx writes
to the department and states that Captain
Ey measured the shaft and made it 12ft.,
and Mr. Ey writes to the department a
day vr two afterwards and says the shaft
was 10ft.” The State Mining Engineer
made reference to (he faet that no receipt-
ed vouchers bad been sent by this gentle-
man for the payment of the expenses he
was supposed to have incurred iu the
sinking of the shaft, and he specially re-
quesls that duplicate receipts be insisted
on, Yet although the State Mining En-
gineer wriles that especially to the Under
Secretary for Mines, ne duplicate re-
ceipts had been sent in, merely a state-
ment is submitted by Mr. Berteanx and
vouched for as being eorrect by that
gentleman,

The Premier: What date was that?

Mr. JOHNSOX ; If the Premier wants
me to go throngh the file and give the dates
to him T ean do so.

The Minister for Mines: As yo1 went
through the file after thaf date it is na
wonder you did not correet it.

Mr. JOHNSON: I did not go through
the file after that date, and the Minister
knows he is stating something which is in-
correct. The Minister knows when an
application is sent in for exemption the
whole file is not submitted. As a matter
of fact, I did not know Mr. Berteaux had
received the loan from the Mines Depari-
menf. The question of the exemption is
on a distinet file altogether from that of
the leans under the Mines Development
Aet. The Minister shakes his head, but
he knows it is eorreet.

Mr, George: If Mr. Montgomery knew
he was so bad why did he not take more
eare?

Mr. JOHNSON: Then the Minister
himgelf has to get up in the House and de-
fend this gentleman when an attack is
made on him in eonnection with securing
postal votes in the interests of the Mini-
ster for Mines. We find the offices of
the department look on the gentleman
as a verv questionable character, and the
Minmister knows the gentleman far better
than the officers dn, Not only that, we
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lind 1his self-same Mr. Berteaux, for this
leage, paid no rent for the year 1903, for
ihe year 1904, for the year 19035, and for
ihe year 1906.

Mr. Heitmann: He was a specially fav-
oured gentleman.

Mr. JOHKNSON: He never paid any
vent on the lease on which he was lent the
money, For fonr years he paid no rent.
Apart from that T regret very much to
say 1 was one of those whn wrote off on
onig aceasion a small amount in connee-
tion with the exemption fees. This is
another illustration where this gentleman,
by a little bit of manwuvring, suhmitted
his application for exemption and never
paid the fees; and the Under Secretary
for Mines later on stated that the man
had got himself into sueh difficulties that
“eonld T see my way to write off these
fees.” T make this pninl to show what
sort of a gentleman Mr. Berteaux was in
the eyes of the afficers of the department,
and what sort of a gentlemnan he had been
in eannection with the payment of his
Just liabilities on this mining proposi-
tion which he was trying to work. We
find that th's gentleman had such a bad
record that in 1908 Mesqrs. Eggeling and
Nutt wrote in the department. Messrs,
Eggeling and Nutt at (his time had ae-
quired this lease, Mr, Berteaux having
had it forfeiled for non-pavment of rent.
Bgreling and Nult secured the lease. and
wrote to the department pointing out that
the shaft had not been sunk to the depth
of 193 ft.. and thev distinetly, in the lotter
sent to the Mines Department, said that
they had measured the shaft.

Mr. Troy: When was that?

Mr. JOHNSON: In 1908.

Mz, Troy: Will the Premier tell us
why action was not taken then?

Mr. JOHNSON: Nothing then had
been paid on the lease. I ask the Mip-
ister the question, suppose Mr. Heitmann
had got this loan instead of Mr. Berteaux,
and that letter coming to the department,
wonld he have been satisfied with the re-
port that this man had said that he had
never measured the shaft: would the
Minister have been satisfled with a report
of that deseription? Would the Minister
have heen satisfied with the report if the
memher “ar (Cue had been involved in-
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stead of Mr, Berteaux? Why, in 1908
the Minister was told definitely and dis-
tinetly by Eggeling and Nutt that Mr.
Berleaux had defrauded the State. Why
was the Minister satisfied with the report?
He did not review the statement of Eg-
geling and Nuit because it was made by
the inspector of mines without investiga-
tion. There is only one way to investi
cate the statement that the shafit had
beenr measured, and romsequently the in-
speetor’s report was highly unsatisfae-
tory. And the Minister should have re-
eognised that, if he recognised his duiy
to the State as administralor of the
Mine: Development Aet. Again, apart
from the faet that Berteaux had a bail
reputation as far as the Mines Depart-
ment is econcerned, T want {o ask the Min-
ister if he did not feel he shonld take
special preeautions in connection with
the administration of this Aect, because
special reference was made year after
vear in conneetion with the peculiar fea-
tures and enormous powers given to the
Minister under this Aect. In 1906 I my-
self speecially referred to the Aect., amd
appealed to members representing agri-
caitural distriets to read the Aet and see
the powers the Minister had, and to ask
themselvrs whether they were justified in
allowing ihe Minister tn hnld the powers
longer, that was at the time I was speak-
ing, in 190G, And the West Australion
in a leading article on the 10th Angust,
1908, stated—

“Not the Jleast important question
brought wp during the debate was the
reference made to some of the extra-
ordinary provisions of the Mining De-
velopment Act of 1902. It will eome
as news to most, even Lo members of
Parliament. who should share the sor-
row of Mr. Johnson in having passed
such an Aet, and who, indeed, shonld
he thoroughly ashamed of their part in
doing so, that one clause goes so far
as to say that the Minister ‘may ad-
vanee ot himself expend’ moneys for
drainage, agsisting mining by sinking.
putting down shafts. either to prospeet
or to seareh at great depths below the
surface, at places in respect to which
the expenditure of large sums of money
for a considerable period may be neces-
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sary. It will he observed that Parlia-
ment bas gone out of its way to de-
¢lare that no regulations need be made,
no adviee of an.officer sought, and it
might almrost be supposed thai no ae-
counts or vouchers need be produeced,
but that everything might be put in the
hands of a Minister absolutely, inde-
pendently and authroeratically. How
sueh a elanse eould have escaped the
two Houses, who are presumed to read
their Bills, is shmply incredible. No
wonder Mr. Johnson ecalled it the most
dangerous measnre ever passed in the

Legislative Assembly. Tt will be ob-

served that the Aet is careful fo give

this Minister power, not in small mat-

ters, but in the very largest that can

be imagined.”
And the mtiele goes on to state that these
particular sections should he rvepealed at
the earliest possible moment. After wait-
ing for same Hime in order to get the Min-
jster to realise that that Aect should not
remain on the statute-book as it is, giving
him such great power, I this session
framed an amendment to the Aect to rve-
move the possibility of the Minister lend-
ing money himself without getting reports
or submitting the partieulars in a report
to Parlinment. In order to demonstrate
to members the powers the Minister under
this Aet bhas, and that he has fully exer-
cised those powers, I have only te point
out that in 1907, €27.595 was expended
under the Aect, and the Minister under
Parts 4 and 6 of the Aect, which give him
absolute power almost without consult-
ing his officers, expended £24,000 out of
the £27,000. In other words, under the
parts which compel him to get the advice
of his officers he only expended £3.000,
but under the other parts which gave him
absolute power, he expended £24,000.

The Minister for Mines: I want to say,
AMr. Speaker, that there is not the slight-
est justitieation for the statements made.

Mr., JOHNSON: Tn 1908 ——

The Premier: As a matter of faet, not
any advances have heen made for five
months,

Mr. JOHNSON: T arn giving the fig-
ures which are provided in the return
presented to the House in 1905. Tuder
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Parts 4 and 5, £23,000 was expended ont
of a total expenditure of £25,000.

The Minister for Mines: What is the
return?

Mr. JOHNSOXN: The veturn supplicd
uuder the Mines Developmeni Ael. The
lagt return, thal for 1909, shows that uu-
der Part 3 the Minister expended £24,931,
aud wader Part 4, £2,126, ox a total of
£28,000 out of a total expendilure of
£30,000,  The point 1 want to make is
this; the Minister under the Aet has been
given extraordinary powers. No Minis-
ter sbould ever receive such powers. A
mistake was wade when PParliament gave
him that power. Ti is true that the Min-
ister got the power hecause of his state-
ment at the time lhat he was goiug Lo
appeint the State Mining Bngineer who
would assist him in controlling the ad-
ministration of this Ael. As I have al-
ready puinted oul, wnder the seetion that
gives him power fto expend withont re-
ference to his oflivers a preat proportion
of the expendilure has heen incurred.

The Minister for Mines: Under Staloe
hatteries, of eourse.

Mr. JOHNSON: Under State batteries
and other things. | would like to point
out in eonneetion with this self-same M.
Berteaux the Minister gronted a loan at
oite time, and in his minute he stated that
if Mr. Berteaux eould pav it baek it
could be pat under Part 2 or Part 3 of the
Act, but he goes on to say that “if he can-
not it must he put under Seetion 27,”
whieh gives the Minister power to expend
on his own anthority. When we see the
enormous power the Minister has and the
fact that this particular seetion of the
Act has heen subjeet to eriticism year
after vear, [ say it hecomes more neces-
sary for the Minister to exercise extreme
cantion in the administration of that
measnre than he has exereised in these
particular cases. Even though it was not
an extraordivary measuve. the Minister
with the report hefore him should have
investigated the charge then in order to
proteet the revenne of the State. Seeing
it was done under this exiraordinary mens-
ure, it had hecome more necessarv tlit
the Minister should exereise the speeial
precaution in the expenditure. and when
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fraud was charged agasinst someone, the
Minister should bave had a complete in-
guiry. The Minister does not defend
himself against not holding an investiga-
tion, when the charge was made by Egge-
ling and Nutt, but iried to cover it over by
saying that Mr. Greenard wrote a certain
report. This was in contradiction of the
charge by Bggeling and Nutt. Let us
now come to the eharge made by the mem-
ber for Boulder. That charge was made
on the 15th of September, and the
Minister  definitely stated  that ke
would have an inquiry made by a
respounsible officer of the department, and
on the 17th, two days later he wrote to
the State Mining Engineer as follows:—
“Please advise me with regard to this
statement made by Mr. Collier so that
a full report may appear when I lay
these papers on the Table of the
House if it can bhe expeditiously man-
aged. Mr. Collier makes a charge that
collusion ook place between the officer
inspecting the work and Mr. Berteaux,
or that someone was very culpable in
passing accounts without proper ecerti-
fication.”

‘Did the Minister carry out the definite
promise he made to the Chamber on the
15th of September? He said then he
would have a report made by a respon-
sible officer, and he writes to the State
Mining Engineer simply asking for his
.opinion of the statement made by the
member for Boulder. I will ask again
seeing the reputation that Mr. Berteaux
bad, knowing the criticism of the admin-
istration of this Aet, and having charges
&0 definitely and distinctly made by the
member for Boulder, whether the Minis-
ter is not guilty of neglect? Did he not
.eonvey to the House that he would do that
which he has not carried out, and for
that is he not worthy of severe censure?
He is guilty of doing that and conse-
.quently is deserving of censure by writing
that minute. We find that the State Min-
ing Engineer reported on the 17th—the
same day as the Minister wrote his

minute—and that the Minister kept
the report for four weeks before
allowing it to go on the Table of
‘the House. Xs he not again guiliy
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of failing to earry out the promise
given to the House that he would submit
the report when he got it? For that rea-
son too he deserves the censure of the
House. In the first place, he deserves
to be censured for not doing what he pro-
mised to do, and then when he got the re-
port for not fulfilling his promise by pre-
senting it to Parliament. As pointed ont
by the member for Boulder, that member
would not have got the report even then
if he had not asked for it again, intima-
ting that the Minister was trying to cover
up this question. In the first place, the
Minister refused to do a thing in 1908
and in September, 1909, he neglects to
do it. Did he do this because he knew
that Berteaux was guilty and that he
could not protect Berteanx from the cen-
sure of the House? The Premier asks
“Why did not the hon. member do more” ¢
Why did he leave it from October until
December before taking action?” 1
would ask you, Mr. Speaker, supposing
an hoh. member had approached you and
asked for permission to move the adjourn-
ment of the House fo draw atiention to
this matter, would you have permitted it?
I say you would not have granted that re-
quest; consequently what other oppor-
tunity bad the hon. member to bring the
matter forward? If he had given notice
of motion, judging by the actions of the
Minister in the past, this notice of motion
would have been put at the bottom of
the Notiee Paper, and it wounld never
have been reached, and there would not
have heen an opportunity to diseuss it.

The Premier: Could he not bave asked
a question when an inquiry would be
undertaken?

Mr. Bath: He did ask.

Mr. JOHNSON: The hon. member
asked that question and in reply he got a
report that he should have got four weeks
before.

Mr. Collier: I was told by the Minister
in Qctober when I asked the guestion that
he was waiting for the State Mining En-
gineer’s report, and it had then been in
his possession for four weeks.

Mr, JOFNSON: What is the use of
the Premier stating that the member for
Boulder could have gol what ke wanted
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by asking a question. He did not get
what he wanted by moving a motion; he
got a promise from the Mimister, bul that
promise was not carried out, consequently
he waited his opportunity of bringing the
matter to a conelusion, an dthat op-
portunity came when the Mines Estimates
were reached, One would imagine by the
way in which the Premier speaks that
they were anxious to grant an inquiry
and lay the whole matter fairly before
Parliament. The Premier may not have
been in the Chamber, and it may be news
to him to learn that it took three hours
to get this promise that an inquiry would
be held, and the promise then was identi-
cal with a promise we got previously. We
waited until the Premier appeared in the
Chamber, and then we got a promise from
him, and we knew then that we wonld
have some pguarantee thai the promise
would he fulfiled. We had already re-
ceived a promise from the Minister for
Mines, but he had failed to carry it out.
consequently it was no mnse extracting
another from the same gentleman. The
promise was carried out and an inquiry
was made, and we find that the inquiry
endorsed to the very letter all that had
been said by the member for Boulder.
Then the Minister proposed simply {o
treat a matter of this deseription where
a charge was made of defrzuding the
State in just an ordinary way, by laying
the papers on the Table of the House. If
we had permitted that course to be pur-
sued and taken no aetion, we would have
had te wait until the Loan Estimates were
before Parliament before getting an op-
portunity to discuss it. The Minister for
Mines had no desire to invesiigate this
matter and delayed as long as possible,
and he had to be driven into a corner he-
fore he got that investigation made which
clearly demonstrated that the charge pre-
ferred by the member for Boulder was
true. and being trme we had no other
course fo adopt than to condemn ihe
Minister for his administration of the
Mining Development Aet, and ceusure
him for not doing what he promised to
do in the way of investigating this grave
charge. Holding these opinions I sup-
rort the motion. I feel that the Minister
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is guilty of want of eapacity in conuection
with the administration of this particular
measure, anl he is guilty of nut earrying
out a promise he made to this Chamber
in connection with this very grave charge.

Mr. SCADDAN (Ivanhoe): It is as
well that I should explain at the ouiset
that irrespective of wheiher the leader of
the Opposition who moved this motion did
not deem it advisable to go further back
than did the member for Boulder, as far
as I am concerned I consider it is ab-
solutely essential, in order that members
may nunderstand the exaet position the
Minister is in, that I should do =0, 1
stated the other night, and I repeat it
now, that I consider the Miuvister Ffor
Mines, iogether with the State Mining
Enginer, is responsible to this Parlinment,
and through I’arliament to the people,
for expenditure of the money we vote to
his department year by year through the
annual Estimates. As pointed ont by the
member for Guildford, the Minister is in
the position of a trustee of public funds,
and he is responsible for the proper ex-
penditure of that mouey, and although
I am prepared to admit that he is not as
an individual able to proeeed to every
spot where money is expended so as to
satiefy himself personally that the money
has been properly expended, yet I do in-
sist that as a trustee of publiec funds, and
as Minister in eharge of this expenditure,
when a statement is made that the coun-
try has been defraunded of that rnoney, it
is his bounden duty not to delay one mo-
ment to have a thorough inquiry made to
satisfy himself that it is correct or in-
correct. If the statement is proved to he
correct, then the person responsible for
the fraud should be brought to justice,
and if this is not done the Minister is
absolately guilty of negleet, and is, in my
opinion, deserving of the consnre of this
House. The Minister for Mines only pro-
ceeded so far hack on the Rles as to deal
with the vote that the ex-Minister, Mr.
Hastie, had actnally approved of the loan.
I want to tell the House that it is not lhe
first time this same Mr, Berteaux has de-
franded the public of funds, and the files
of the department show that to be so dur-
ing the time the present Minister has oc-
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cupied the portfolio of the Mines; yet the
Minister has done nothing, Mr. Berteaux
has attempted on several gvecosions Lo de-
traud the Mines Departmevt of certain
moneys, and on the first oceasion when he
made an application for a Ioan, it was
only a few months after the Mining De-
velopment Ael had passed throngh Par-
liament. The Aet was passed in 1902,
and Mr. Berteaux applied for a loan in
January, 1903, tor an amount o1 not less
than £1,000, and he congratnlaled rhe
Minister on the zreat serviees he hiad ren-
dered the community in passing the mea-
sure. Certainly he had rendered great
services in passing it if Mr. Bertenux was
suecessful in obtaining this advance of
£1,000. After the matter had been be-
tore the State Mining Engincer und the
Seeretary for Mines, eventuelly it was de-
c¢ided that Mr. Montgomery should pro-
ceed (o the mine fo satisfy himself that
the statewents made by Mr. Rerteaux
when making the applieation for the loan
ware corrvect in conneetion with what work
had been done on the mine. Mr. Maont-
gomery proceeded to the mine nd he
states definitely—he does not say about
what distanece—that the shaft was TNOFL.
deep, How did he arrive ab that unless
he measured it? Did he take Mr. Bert-
eaux’s word? If so. why was it ncees-
sary to proceed to verify Mr. Derteaus’s
statements? In faet, I am safisfied Mr.
Montpomery had the shaft meaasared;
and on no less than three oceasions Mr.
Berteaux in letters to the AMines Depari-
ment stated ifhat the shafi was about
100£t. deep, and now in his explanation
made the other day af Siberia he says he
was not aware, until after the loan had
been expended and he had practically
given up the mine, that the shaft had not
reached to 100ft., but Le ilwought it was
only 69ft. or thereabouts. Mr. Berleaux
knew all along the shaft was 100Lt. deep.
Mr. Monigomery said undoubtedly A
Berteaux had done very good work on
the mine. but he did not fecl justified in
recommending any advanee unlil  Mr.
Berteaux had made an attempt to prove
the nuality of the stone in the mine, and
ue ~eeommended that Mr. Rectexux =hounll
be rey ired ' erush 100 tonz of ore from
all pawete of the mine at the Callion bat-
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tery, and he recomnmened that the evush-
ing should be subsidised to tiie extent of
the difference between the erushing
charges at the Callion and those at the
Mulwarrie State battery, amounting 1o
about 3s. a  ton. After  minutes
were made by the Secretary fou
Mines and the Blnister for Mines,
eventually the Minister recommended
a subsidy to the extent of £30 on 100 tous
erushing; and Mr, Berteaux, after some
erving and crawhing, aceepted this. Mr.
Berteaux had 100 tons carvted to the Cal
lirn battery. and immediately the ore ar-
rived at the baifery site the £50 subsidy
was paid to Mr. Berteaux through the
manager of the battery at Mulwarrie.
Then Mr. Berteanx wrote down—unfoy-
tunately for him he had got to the end of
his tether months previously—that the ore
he had carted to the Callion battery was
linng up for treaiment beeanse they had no
water. The State Mining Engineer verv
wisely remarked in a minute that it
seemed rather peculiar to him that My.
Berteaux and the manager of the Callion
battery should have diseovered that there
was no water only after the 100 {ons was
lodged at the hattery site; and he made
4 minute that it appeared to bim that
those responsible had discovered that the
ore was of such a nature that it would
not pay the erushing charges. My, Mont-
gomery had stated that unless the ore
would show an average of abont 10 dwis.
ar over per ton it would not he advisahie
to give the subsidy to Mr. Berteaux to

continue operations on the mine, and My.

Berleaux was made fully aware of this,
that the crushing had to go 10 dwis. per
ton. The State Mining Engineer recom-
mended that the mamager.of the Siate
battery al Mulwarrie should be sent io
the Callion battery to make a report in
connection with the real reasons why this
ore had not been treated, and Mr. Ev
went aver and reported that, while thev
were short of water at Callion to an ex-
tent, yet that was not the reason why
the ore had not been treated, it was he-
cause the manager had declined to erush
the ore seeing that he had made a test of
it and was of opinion that the ore would
not pay for the crushing charges. This
put the department and Mr. Berieaux in
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a somewhai peeuliar position. There was
100 tons of vre at the battery siie, and
£50 subsidy had heen paid to Mr. Ber-
weaux for nothing, and with no likelilood

of gelting the ore iveated. “To gef over

the diffienlty, however, the State Mining
Engineer decided to have n test crushing
made. Mr. Berteaux requested that the
depariment should iake the 100 tons af
Callion battery and eart il al the State's
expense to Mulwarrie, and that he should
be spermitled to put in some stuff, as he
hadd sirnek something high. We have it
on gowd nathority that he had strock
something at the time, The State Mining
Fuyineer said it would be foolhardy to
earl the 100 tons, and he recommended
that 20 tons sheutd be carted to the Mul-
warrie hattery and treated at Mr. Ber-
teaux’s expense, in order to test exactly
what was the gnalily of the ore, seeing
that it alt depended on the erushing as to
whetlier there should be an advance made.
Afiter eomplaining bitterly sgainst this
Mr. Berteaux eveniually agreed: and Mr.
Mantgomery laid it down definitely in the
recommendation he made. and Mr. Ber-
teaux was also informed, that the 20 tons
had to be taken indiseriminately Ffrom
the domp at the Callien battery in ocder
to make a true test. The department
went 30 far as to pay half the charges of
earting the ore from Callion te Mul-
warrie. When they ecarted i, however,
Mr. Berteaux said that he thought
20 tons was not a fair test and that it
should be 25 tons, and he had 23 tons
cernshed. Mr, Berteaux subsequently told
the Mines Department that he had had
the 25 tons carted from the Callion bat-
tery site, and the reason why he had had
the additional five tons earted was that
the carters had unfortunately taken 20
tons from the one spot in the beap and
he had had five tons taken from every
portion of the dump in order to have a
true test made. As a result the depart-
ment agreed to pay the cost of carting
the additional Ave tons, but it was dis-
covered after the ernshing was ecleaned
up that it did go balf an ounce to the
ton, that only 15 tons of it came from the
(Callion battery, and that Mr. Berteauxz
had carted from his own mine an addi-
tiona! nine tons and dumped it into the
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Mulwarrie State battery, though he had
deliberately said in letters to the depart-
ment that the whole 25 tons came from
the Calliou battery site. Mr. Montgom-
ery certainly wrote a strong minute on
this. This was prior to the granting of
the loan: and yel the Minister wants
to know why we should orge he is re-
sponsille in this direction as well as the
other individwals, knowing, as he knows,
that Mr, Bevteaux hos attempted on every
possible veeasion to defraud the depart-
ment, and suecessfully too. As a matter
of fact the State Mining Engineer wrote
that Mr, Berteanx should he eompelled
to repay half the carting charge on that
nine tons brought from the mine instead
of from the Callion hattery. Mr, Ber-
teaux pul this stuff in, which apparently
he took from some high-grade spot in his
mine, to sweeten up the erushing and
make it go the half-onnce which it did go.

The Minister for Works: What was
that for, to get the loan?

Mr. SCADDAN: Yes. He eventually
eot a loan of £300. As T have tried to
point oni, it all depended on this crush-
ing whether the advanee should be made
to Mr. Berteaux: and while Mr, Berteanx
was continually writing to the depart-
ment I am doubtful whether he had not
also some private dioterviews with the
Minister. The files say diskinetly he did
have interviews with him. As a matter
of fact the State Mining Engineer winds
up one minute by saying—

“As you have, however, interviewed
Mr. Berteanx privately, you will be able
to judge whether it is advisable to take
this course.”

I want the menther for Murray to under-
stand this, hecause he wanted to know
why the State Mining Engineer and other
officers of the department were not more
eareful.

The Minister for Mines: T do not think
Mr. Berteanx was in Perth more than
ance. :

Mr. SCADDAN: He may not have
heen. but the Minister for Mines was in
the Menzies electorate more than once.

The Minister for Mines: Very seldom.

Mr. SCADDAN: Often enongh to in-
duce the State Minine Engineer to write
a minnte like that on the file; and as
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pointed out by the member for Guildford,
over and above all this the fact remains
that the man had a loan on a lease for
which he bad not paid rent for over four
years.

The Minister for Works: Why did not
the hon. member for Guildford collect
the rent while he was in office.

Mr. SCADDAN: He was not there
long enough.

The Minister for Mines: Oh, yes he
was; in faet he forfeited the lease.

Mr. SCADDAN: There is a minute by
the registrar to the acting Seecretary for
Mines—

“The lessee has not paid the rent for
the last year or this year. He had the
privilege of having the {ime for pay-
ment extended to the end of December
last, but neglected to pay. The liqui-
dation of the same was dependent on
certain erushing. As no fnality has
been reacbed, shall the lease be for-
feiled without further notiee?”

I may say these files are in a very dilapi-
dated condition, some of them having
balf the bottom torn off.

Mr. Holman: That is the usual thing
with Lhe Mines files.

The Minister for Mines: What was the
year?d

Mr. SCADDAN: April, 1904, There
is a minunte at the bottom of it huf not
signed, which sayvs—

“Write and ask whats arrangements
he intends to make re payment for
rent.”

I presume that was made by Mr. Crockett.
Nothing appears on the file except a let-
ter from Mr, Berteaux until we arrive at
a telegram received by the Minister. First
of all on the file above the minute as to
whether the lease should be forfeited at
once, there is no letter going out, hub
there is a telegram received by the Min-
ister from Mr. Berteaux, and on the hack
of the telegram I fnd—

“3.M. Please protect for 14 days.”
H_G.”
That is where the protection comes in.
That is how a gentleman has been able
to proceed for four vears without paying
rent. The Minister orders protection to
the gentleman.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Mr. Holman:
day now.

Mr. SCADDAN: T have heard the
Minister say, not once, bul a dozen times,
that it is his desive to remove the respon-
gibility of granting exemption from the
Minister to some responsible hody, snel;
as a board ar the wacden in a district,
yet he grants exemption without going to
the warden. In spite of what Mr. Ber-
teaux may say, or any officer in the de-
partment, or the Minister himself, there
is no doubt from the file that the shaft
was 100 feet deep wien oir. Berweaux
started fo get the subsidy; and the most
remarkable thing—T would like to know
whether it is the procedure adopted gen-
erally—is that tiey seul oui ope indi-
vidual to hold one end of the tape and
allowed the individual who was fo get the
subsidy to hold the other end. That is the
most remarkable thing I have ever heard
of—Mr. Ey at one end of the tape and
Mr. Berteaux at the other end; and Mr.
Ey sends along documents showing that
Mr., Berteaux has sunk 100 feet, If Mr.
Berteaux had no coat on, I do not know
how much tape he could hold in his hand,
and I do not know how mnech he eould
put up his sleeve with his coat on. At
any rate the man on the top cannot see
much of what the man at the botiom is
doing. It is absolute absurdity to say
that one man should be asked to take the
responsibility of saying the depth of the
shaft was correct. Whoever says this is
a correct system does not know his busi-
ness, though of course it may be ihat it
was only in Mr. Berteanx’s case it was
done, Although Mr. Hastie has been kind
enough to supply the Minister with a
statement with regard to his approval of
the loan, T de not think Mr. Hastie knew
anyiling about the case when he did so.
He was only in office a few days, and il
wonld take him a few cays tu go threugh
the file if he went through it earefully. T
have been all this day going through it,
and T have only got through one part of
it. It is pretty hard to get through .any
of the Mines Department’s files when you
get them in the eondition of this file with
half the leaves torn off, and the oiher
sheets in such a state that one ean hardly

He is doing it every
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read them. It would take a good deal of
time to go through the file. But the point
remains that the then Minister for Mines
left a minute of which there was only one
reading, That reading is that if he had
remained in office and had not been Jis-
placed by the Government being turned
out by the Labour Government, he would
have granted this loan of £300. Ia the
face of this Mr. Hastie had no other
course than also to recommend it. I re-
gret that Mr. Hastie had not time to eor-
sider the file, for if he had done so he
would never have granted a loan lo a
person who had attempted previously lo
defrand the department. Not only has
Berteanx acted in this way on this parti-
cular occasion, but he is one of those gen-
tlemen who, I sappose, can pretend at
times that he does not understand the Eng-
lish langnage very well, and takes the op-
poriunity of reading a matter in any way
he likes. On another occasion when mea-
surements were being made of work per-
formed by Berteaux, and on which the
Government had granted a subsidy at a
rate suggested to the department at 15s.
per foot, Berteanx wrote claiming that
the promise meant 15s. a cubic foot for
the work done. Anyone who knows any-
thing about mining will realise that Ber-
feanx would make a fortune in a very
short time if such a subsidy were grant-
ed.

Mr. Holman: It means about £25 a
fool.

Mr. SCADDAN: The State Mining
Engineer wrote the following minute
with regard to that application:—

“The artful simplicity with which
Mr. Berteaux now wishes to read our
former offer of 13s. per lineal foot as
15s. per cubic foot is just a little too
transparent. Taking his erosscut at
seven by five each lineal foot will econ-
tain 35 cnbic feet, equal at 15s. per
cubie foot to £26 5s. per foot. Please
wire that we will allow him 10 feei of
crosscut seven feet high by five feet
wide at 15s. per lineal foot, or at 5d.
per cubic foot, whichever he ehooses.”
He was trying to get at the department
for the difference hetween 5d. and 15s. a
foot.
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Mr. Draper: That has nothing to do
with this motion,

Mr. SCADDAN: Yes it has; for lhis
is the gentieman who is protected by Lhe
Minister.

The Minister for Mines: When did this
happen; what is the date of that letter?

Mr. SCADDAN: It does not matter
what the date is. This is the man who has
had the protection of the Minister dur-
ing the last few months.

The Minister for Works: Does the
Minister for Mines know aunything about
it?

Mr. SCADDAY: He knows all abont
it. .
The Minister for Works: When did it
happen?

Mr. SCADDAN: Berteanx was a Jus-
tice of the Peace, and I understand he
was made one while he was a publican.

The Minister for Works: All this hap-
pened while the present Minister for
Mines was out of office.

Mr. SCADDAN: It did not happen
while he was out of office. I am reading
this letter to show the sont of gentleman
the Minister has apparently been at-
tempting to cover up during the last few
weeks. In another minute the Stale
Mining Enginheer says—

““‘Re letter of Mr. Berteaux, pages
109-10. It does mot seem possible Lo
convinee him that 10 lineal feet of
driving at 15s. is no more than £7 10s,,
but this is all that was meant. OCur
previous letters were so clear that he
eannot misunderstand them unless wil-
fully. I do not think he should be per-
mitted to stop sinking at 170 feet as
he proposes now. He got the subsidy
on condition that he would go to 200
feet, and ought to earry out his agree-
ment.’’

This is the sort of man Berteaux is. He
defranded them once and atterapted to
do s¢ again, and eventually did so the
second time, and no inquiry was made
until the Minister’s hands were foreed.

The Minister for Mines: Yon wonid
conviet him withont a hearing.

Mr. SCADDAN: Apparently we were
almost compelled to do so. I have heard
members making charges against others,
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and when the Minister thought he was
on a good wicket he immediately had a
Royal Commission appointed, and when,
in the opinion of that Royal Commission,
bui nn one else’s opinion, members failed
to substantinte the eharges the Minister
twitted ihem with the fact. What action
did the Minister take in this partienlar
matter? He said ke would have an in-
quivy held, bat Qe had none.  We had
lo debate the yuestion for three hours
before we conld get anything out of the
Minister, and even then it was ounly un
the promise of the Premier that this in-
quiry wounld he held that the matter was
passed over for the time and the debate
ended. The Premier was definite on the
point that the matter shonld he dealt
with at onee and & veport be submibted
on the following Tuesday. The Minister
received that report on the Tuesday
morning. and if he wawmted to obtain
copies for all the legal talent on his side
of the House he could have had them
made before the House met that after-
noon; vet we did not receive the vepor:
on the Tuesday.

The Minister for Mines: The member
for Bonlder knew of it,

Mr. SCADDAN: I was near the mem-
ber for Boulder when the Minisier spoke
fo bim. and | said to him afterwards,
‘*look out.’’

M. Collier: I am too innocent.

My, BCADDAN: I have had previous
experience of the Minister in this res-
peet,  There was an occasion when an
officer of the departmeni deliberately
called me a Har in a report. The Mini-
ster said he would table the report but he
wiited to do 5o until T was absent, and
I had ne knowledge of this rveport being
placed on ihe Table until after Parlia-
ment prorogued.

My, (fenrge: What happened to
man?

Mr. SCADDAN: He is not a bad sort
af fellow and did it out of his loyalty
to the Minister. When the Minister will
do =uch u thing as rhat once he will do
it a second time. He would have done
it a seeond time and would have left the
present repovt on the Table if he counld
when the memher for Boulder was not

the

present,
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On the oceasion v whieh I re-
ferred, when an offieer made the state-
ment which was tantamount to ecalling
me a liar, 1 said I would take strong uvx-
ceplion te it when the papers were laid
mt the Table. .\s I have said, I did not
wet the ehanee, hecanse the Minister
tabled the documemd when T was away.

The Minister for Mines: | suppose 1
should have sent the report lo you and
told you the hour and day when I would
lay it on the Table?

The Minister tor Works: 1t is a won-
der you did not ask about i,

My, SCADDAN: T asked for it next
session, whieh was the first ehanee I had.
T do not let a matter drap because I have
to wait a few months.

The Minister for Works: The papers
were on the Table all the iime.

Mr. SCADDAXN: In my opinion this
poticular question has been  removed
from one of negleel on the pari of the
departmental officers, for now the whole
responsibilify rests upon the shoulders
of the Minister, He told us 1o-night thal
the vepori of Mr. Greenard on the mag-
ter. when it first came under his notice,
was  undoubtedly  eonvineing. 1t was
comvincing  thal  the eharge bhad ol
heen proved, and that no effort hrad been
made by the department to see if there
had been any inquiry inte the statement.
Undeubtedly Greenard evuld say to-day
that he had oo right to proceed further,
as he had no method by whieh he eounld
get to the bottom of the shaft to festify
as to its depth unless he had been pro-
vided with a windlass or rope. There was
neither, 0 he conld not make the inves-
rigafion.

The Minister for Mines: Did he not
zay he was satizfied that the money had
been properly expended?

My, SCADDAN: Is the Minister satis-
fied with that statement? The Minister
said that Mr. Greenard’s statement was
convineing: is he satisfied with it?

The Minister for Mines: I am not
satisfied now.

Mr. SCADDAN: Was the Minister
satisfied with the report of the State
Mining Engineer, made by that officer
without leaving his office, as to a eertain



[9 Deceuper, 1909.] .

shalt ai Dravyharst 7 If Berleaux weve
allowed (o go ou as he liked there would
not be a iape long encugh in the country
o measure the shaft he wonld want an
advanee upwn. It was marvellons how
o tape stretched when Berteaux had any-
thing to do with it. Here was a charge
of an individoal defrauding the depart-
meni of money. I waut to know from
the Premier whether if a person made a
stalement to him that a man was de-
frauding the Treasury he would al-
low il to continue, and say il was
only a detail.  Would he pass the
matter on to some other officer, say-
ing in his minute that the queslion
was only mne of detail when it was 2 wal-
ter of defraunding e Treasury.  The
Minister tried to wake good by referving
ta other matters. such as supplying the
member for Burehison with a Gorvern-
men! Ga:ette. He referved to that as
a matter of detail. and tried to place it
in the same category as the case now nnder
disenssion where the Treasury was being
Qefranded.  When Greenard made his
report il was the duty of the Siate Mining
Fngineer or the Minister to see that the
malter was setiled onee and for all. If
the Minister had vegard For his reputation
as a tenstee of the money which this Par-
liament votes, he would have insisted, for
his own protection, that the eharge should
be settled enee samd for all. He should
have given the lie direer to the siatements
if they were not correet. Rnowing the
Minister as T do I feel sure that if he had
an idea that fhe statements of Egpeling
aml Nutl were nol corveel, e wonld have
been  the  fist to give them fhe
e, Nearly twelve months afterwands the
wmember for Boulder received information
from another souree, and he moved for the
papers.  The Minister al that time said
the slalements weve very serious and pro-
mized (o have an investigation made al
anee: He said, “If there s the slightest
reason for  the statement he has made.
the State Mining Enginecr himselt wili
have to 2o up and make a report whieb
1 shall be pleased 1o submit to the mem-
ber and the Houxe” Having riven that
promise | think the Minister, if he eon-
sidered 1§ in the sertons lighl he now wants

N
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us to believe he did, wonld have written
a minnte to the State Mining Engineer
directing him to proceed immediately to
ihe spot and make a full investigation.
How daes his minate read? It is as fol-
lows:—
“Please advise me in regard to this
statement of Mr. Collier’s so that a
full reply may appear when I lay these
papers upon the Table. it it can be ex-
peditiously managed,  You will note
that Mr. Collier makes a charge which,
in effect, is that collusien tuok place he-
Iween tlie officer inspecting the work
and Berteaux, or thal someone was very
enlpable in passing accounts  without
proper ecertifieation.”
Was il possible that the State Mining En-
wineer could deal with that question from
his oftice in Pertl; conld he decide therve
as to whether there had been eollusion he-
tween an olficer of his depariment and
Berteanx. Tf the Minisler were in earn-
est that the shatt should be measured by
the State Mining Fngineer i person he
lid not earvy ont bis promise when, on the
fallowing day. he wrote the winute T
Lave just vead. Kven if 1he State Mining
Engineer had overlooked the minule, or
had not sent a reply to the Mlinister, he
did what, in my opinion, was what any
officer wonld have done in the ebreuin-
stanees. Ilaving heard the explanation
of Mr, Montgomery I do nol consider the
vesponsibility of shelving the nuestion
rests with him. [t lies on the shoulders
uf the Minister for Mines who has endeav-
opred time after time to shirk bis respon-
sibility in this conneetiom.  "The Minister
tor Mines has nol heen the best Minister
we have had, by aoy means. He does not
adiiuister the department in the hest in-
terests of the country. I have said that
before many thines, in vespecl to the in-
tevests of the men. ad 1 can say it now
in respeel to lhe intereats of the taxpay-
ers.  Here we have a case of fruud proved
up to the hilt. and the Minister has had
to be goaded into any action.

Mr. Gordon: Strange how fhe riinevs
put him back.

Mr, BCADDAN:
put him back.

My, Gordon: How did he get hack

The miners did paot
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Mr. SCADDAN: Perhaps the hon.
member does not know that certain letters
were sent round to the distriet intimating
that the Minister was kind to foreigners.
Perhaps the hon. member does not know
that the licensed vietuallers in Perth sent
ancther letter round the district stating
that the Minister was good to publicans.
In any case,whatever might have happened
at the last elections, as the Minister hag pt-
fempted to justify himself by showing
how cauntious he was in not approving of
this loan before he left office, I waut io
say that the Minister granted a sum of
£1,000 in his own electorate to the Callion
hattery while he was not even a member
of the House. That was what tnrued the
tide at the second eleetion. He was o
member of the Ministry, but not a mem-
ber of the House. I want to lnow
whether i was justifiable to grant £1,000
to be spent down in his own electorate

when the question of  his election
petition  was  being  considered by
the Supreme Court. Wonld it not

have been as well for him to have
shown on that occasion, as on this, that
he deemed it advisable to hold the matter
over until sneh time 2s he had the eon-
fidence of his electors. It was known in
the Menzies eleciorate long before it was
made known in the House that the Minster
had granted this £1,000 to the Callion
battery. This is the sort of thing that
happened all through his election.

Mr. Gordon: Can the Menzies electors
be bought?

Mr. SCADDAN: These slectors in the
Minister’s electorate are “mman heings;
they are not all animals lke those who
returned the hon. member. Bui as there
was only a difference of seven the Minister
did not require to buy many to furn the
scale.

The Minister for Mines: Are you mak-
ing this statement with full knowledge of
the facts®

Mr. SCADDAN: It is all shown on the
file. T suppose we will have a Royal Com-
mission on this now. I am only pointing
it out as showing the difference between
the Minister’s action in this case and in
the one T have quoted. He has tried to
justify himself on the score of his can-
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tion in granting the Berteaux loan, ex-
plaining that be refrained from granting
it because of political exigencios, There
was at that time no likelihood of an elee-
tion, but in the case I have quoted there
was an election pending within a few
weeks, and this might aceount for it
When the member for Boulder made these
statements and no aection was taken, he
pointed out that the State Minig Engineer
had made a report. The Minister with-
held the papers from the House for a
period of five weeks, and the whole of
that time the report by Mr. Monigomery
was on the file. Yet the Minister told the
member for Boulder that he was waiting
for the report, and that that was the rea-
son why the papers had not been brought
down. Was that a deliberate mis-state-
ment to avoid the production of ‘he pa-
pers?

The Minister for Mines: I demand a
withdrawal. T told the House I was
awaiting a report from Greenard.

Mr., SPEAKER: The hon. inember
must withdraw.

Mzr. Bath: On a point of order, fo show
that the hon. member has not made a false
statement, let me read the ouestion and
answer as reported in Hansard The
question by the member for Boulder was:
““When will the papers relating to the
President Loubet lease he laid on the
Table of the House, and has an inquiry
vet been held.” The Minister for Mines
replied: “If the hon. member desires, the
papers can be presented to-morrow, but
T am holding them back for the purpose of
adding the report of the investization by
the State Mining Engineer.”

The Minister for Mines: Consequent
on the report I was expecting from Mr,
Greenard.

Mr. SCADDAN: The Minister asked
that I shonld be ealled upon to withdraw
the statement on the gronnds that he bad
told the House he was awaiting Green-
ard’s stalement. This is the sort of thirg
that eontinually goes on in the House. We
require to have these records al our el-
bows in order to prove the statements we
are making, or we are ealled npon to
withdraw. Times ont of number we have
been ealled upon to withdraw statements
subsequently proved to be correet. Tf the
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Ainister had looked on the file he wonld
have seen Mr. Montgomery’s repori there.
We are told that when the file came down
and the member for Boulder saw ihat the
report was not satisfactory, he eould have
mentioned it to the Minister and had it
looked inte. Now, what chanee had the
wember for Boulder of getiing the ear
of the Minister privately, seeing that five
weeks previously he had publiely drawn
the attention of the Minister to the matter
without avall? What hope had the mem-
ber for Boulder of getting the Minister
to do anything privately? The wember
for Boulder knew that, the same as any
other member, and he took the irst public
opportunity ‘he had of drawing the at-
tention of the Minister, and of the public
to this matter, and it was only after three
hours of debate and the intervention of
the Premier that the inqguiry was held.
Now what action does the Minister pro-
pose?  Even to-night he has made no
statement with regard to it. He told us
that if the charges were found to be err-
rect the man would be prosecuted. Now
he tells us that he has handed the papers
to the Crown l.aw Department, and that
he is waiting for the Crown Taw Depart-
ment to consider the wnatter. If [ were
in charge of the pablic funds, I would
not need the Crown Law Department to
consider the matter. I would urge tlism
to take immediate action whether they
could win or not, in order to show the
public that I was determined to protect
the publie funds. I would take action
if only to provide a warning to others.
But aparently the Crown Law Depart-
ment will hang this matter up for a few
weeks longer, and eventually it will be
found that the time for taking action has
expired, just as in the case of the postal
officers who did some pretty things at the
last Menzies election. In respeet to the
motion before the House the responsi-
bility has passed from the Minister, and
now devolves npon every member of the
Chamber. If any member of the House
ean support the Minister's aetion in this
mabter, he should be made to answer to
his electors for it. Here we are cutting
down local authorities and reducing their
subsidies, and making the peovple pay ad-
ditional taxation to balance the accounts,
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while on the other hand we are allowing
people to defrand the State. Are the elec-
tors going to stand that sort of ihing?
Trrespective of how the Premnder might
try to whitewash the Minister I say that,
knowfing the individual as they do, know-
ing too that the money was granted to a
friend in his own electorate, lthe people vf
the State will ask themsdlves lhe question
how can they be expected to continue fo
support any member or Minisier who will
condone an action of Lhat kind? Every
member ought to consider this from the
standpoint of public interest. They do
not always consider individuals when
Royal Commissions bring in adverse re-
ports on other charges. In a case like
this where the Minister burks inquiry for
five weeks in order to cover up his tracks
the Minister is deserving of censure, and
hon members should be prepared to de-
clare that he should return his portfolio,
thal he is not a fit and proper person to
control the publie funds. It is a serious
statement to make, but it is in accordance
with the facts and with the adion of the
Minister. He is not a person who should
be entrusted longer with the expenditure
of publiec fonds and, as pointed out
by the member for Guildford, without any
control at all. 'We hand over a bulk sum
and he does as he likes with it. He lends
it to the individual. Tt was said a little
time ago that if he were to lose control
of the department the gountry would go to
pieces, 1 am satisfied from his action
in dealing with public funds, and from
his aciion in absolutely betraying the
miners in the mines, that he is not a fit
and proper person to continue in charge
of the Mines Department, and members
should ingist that he return his portfolio
at the earliest possible moment.

Mr. GEORGE (Murray) : In the whole
of my political eareer this has been 2bout
the most painful disenssion I have lis-
tened to.

Mr. Heitmann: And the most truthful.

Mr. GEORGE: T have not had an op-
portunity of perusing the whole of the
papers. I have heard what members
have said, and I have no reason to doubt
that the matters they have stated as facts
from the files are facts, but I should have
been better pleased had T been able to
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master ihe whole of the papers before
us. So far as the rewarks made by the
last speaker ave concerned, that it is a mat-
ter on whielh the Minister should give up
his portfolio, T do not think T can go
that far with hini. From the peviod of
responsibility 1 had in conneetion with
the railways for five years, it led me to
Jeel that let & wman's motives he
as honest  as  they may, er  his  honour
he as  carefully preserved as it las
heen handed down +to him hy those
who brought him up, stilt there would he
matters on which one may have to an-
swer, and whiely may be placed hefore one
in a different aspeet from that in which
one may view them, and there may he
thuse who desire to place a malter in saeh
a way that it is not so pleasant as il ather-
wise might be. I do wot wish to appear
o be making speciat pleading in this maf-
fer, but I do say tlis: there are severnl
members on the Opposition side who lhave
held office, and they kiwvw perfectly well
the responsibilities which lay on  the
shonlders of those who take ollice, and
the accamulation that eomes on them in
the shape of files: and ihey know also
that whoever occupies n responsible posi-
tion his time i= varely his own unlil the
day is over, TFor my own pat, as Coin-
misgion of Railways, I had the greatest
difficalty until 5 o'elock, or G o’clock in
the day to find time to deal with matters
of routine and covespondence, whielh T lhad
oflen to take home and finish in the long
hours of the night. As far as the in-
ister for Mines is concerned, 1 do not
know if the labours placed on his shoul-
~ders are so anerons as fhose placed on
mine as Commissioner of Railways, bui
1 know whether Commissioner, Minister
for Mines, Premier of the State. whoever
may hold a position of responsthility. il
s the trusted officers that they have he-
low them on whom they mmst in a 2veat
measure rely in partienlar matters, In
aning through the file T have here, which
T must confess straightont I cannoi quite
see the eomnection of, for the file seems
put  together in o  foreign manner
to what I was accustomed to in the
railway serviee ;1 bhut feom the file
T gather sufficient to see iliat there
was a long interregnwin after the stale-
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ment was made aud before the lile came to
the Minister, and when it came it did not
eutne with ths particolar matter placed be-
Tore Iris notice in snell a way as 1o draw
liis particutar attention to if. Withont
wishing to attack anyone who has held or
halds  a  responsible  position on - the
staff of ihe Minister, and who js not here
to defend himself or explain his conduet,
[ say it is very diffieult 10 undersiand
ane of the papers T have here, which 1
will read {o 1the House, 1L s signed hy
the Under Seervetary tor Mines during
September, 1008, aud 1 eannol under-
stand why (his document was not hirought,
as 1L should hiave heen, hefore the Minis-
ter 0 & wanner in which he waonld have
heen obliged to give a deeision. This is
the letter dated 30h September, 1008;
it is sizned by the Under Secretary for
Mines. and tl s sent o the inspeclor tor
wines al Mengies. [ is as follows: =

*To the [n=pector of Mines, Menzies,
Hte President Loubel lease. | am in re-
ceipi of a eammunieation from Messrs.
Fgweling and Nuti, who have applied
for a gold mindiug lease of the Crown
formerly eompri=ed in this lease, and
in it (hey siale thal in Lthe reference
to the wine al page 67 of the annnal
report of the depaviment for 1005, the
sialmument that the shaft is down 10
193 leel is nal correct, they having mea-
sured it and found the correet depth
to be 146 ft.”

That is very plain and it has heen proved
o he true. Tt goes om o sav—

*On looking through the files bearing
on the subsidy granted to Berteanx, I
find that on the 7th November. 1004,
vou wrole stating that the shaft was
down 115 ft.”

As far as that statement is eoncerned
there can he nn miseoneeption of what
the position was. On Lhat date it was
stated by {he ingpeeior of mines that the
shaft was down 113 feer. Parenthetically.
T wish to say ihat the report read last
evening from the same inspector of mines
said fhat when he fook the meassurement
in the frst instance the shaft was down
100 ., and. presmnably, this 15 ft. was
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sunk after he took the measurement of
100 fr. The letter goes on to say—

“Captain Ey subsequenty reported
as ftollows:—11th Novembher, 1904,
shaft sunk from 115 ft. to 127 ft.;
December 3vd. 1904, from 127 £f. to
137 ft.: 24h December, 14, from
137 ft. to 147 F.; Tth Yeébroary, 1903,
from 147 fi. to 157 tt.: 2nd Marech,
1905. 157 ft. to 167 fr.; 12¢th Apnil,
1905, from 167 ft. to 179 ft.: 25th
May, 183, from 179 ft. to 193 £f1.7*

There ean bhe no possible misunderstand-
ing as to the recovrds of the department
on that point, because this letter has been
compiled from the files, and from those
files they have the certifieate thai the
shaft was sunk to a total depth of
183 feet. It is for Captain Ey to
explain  his statement in  regard to
that. This is the point I want to make.
The under secretary sends this to the in-
spector at Menzies, and he writes a let-
ter in which he states that *‘as Messrs.
Egegeling and Nutt have not heen down
the shaft [ do not consider it neeessary
to place any importanee on the siate-
ment.” There is irot & man in the Assembly,
nor any husiness man with whom I ever
came in contact if one of his clerks signed
a report like that he would be satisfied with.
He would have said, “You state vou have
no means of going down the shafi; if
there is a doubt, as (here appears to be
on the sinking of the shaft of 40ft. or
50ft., it is your duly to get the necessary
appliances to 2o down the shaft, and
down the shaft vou must zo.” This was
not done. It seems 1o have bheen taken in
a -haphazard style: the under secrefary
does not appear to have brought the mat-
ter befove the Minister at all. It may
have heen aceording 1o other ftiles, but
after Mr. King bad made an analysis
of the affair he arvived at the eonclusion
that it should bhe sent to the inspector.
Since the report, which is not satisfae-
tory, Mr. King takes no furiher notice
of it. Mr. King is a very worthy officer,
and T can only suppose that the official-
ism which environs some of the officers,
caused him to think that this was another
of the eomplaints which have been in-
vesligaled time after time. and let the
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matter gu, [ come further, to the ques-
lion of what the Minister did, and the
Minister, T know there is no question
about it, wade a statement to the mem-
ber for Beunlder, that he wanld have an
induiry made, and a minute was sent to
Mr. Moutogmery, which was quite snffi-
cient to have caused Mr. Montgomery, at
beasi it should have caunsed him. to have
made a full inguiry into the matter, and
1 will iell wembers why. There is not a
department in e whole of the State ser-
vice in which cutlings are not made from
the newspapers, and if the Nansard did
not reach Mr, Montgomery, the faet that
Mr. Montgomery had found My, Ber-
teaux snch a questionable sort of charac-
ter—1 caunol in charity call him less than
that— —

[Mr. Daglish took the Chaiv.)

My. Seaddan: He is a justice of the
peace. .

Mr. GEORGE: Perhaps so, but that
does not guarantee very much. 1 say,
without wishing te atiack an absent man,
for | am making a comment that T have
a right to do, that Mr. Montgomery from
bis statements evidently regarded Mr.
Berteaux as belonging to what we may
call the clever brigade, and believing him
to be one of the clever brigade, [ cannot
quite aequnit 3Mr, Montgomery of blame
in the matter in not going further than
looking np an old veport and making his
recent repart to the Ministers on that.
[t was an error of judgment on the part
of the Minister when he got that repert
not to layv it on the Table at once. The
Minister eommitted an error of judg-
ment; having given a promise he should
have seen thal it was earried out in its
entirety. T may he permitted to refer to
an incident that once cecurred. 1 had
some lrouble ahout an officer and [ took
the extreme =step, with his consent, to
send a delective to seareh his house.
There are not many men who wonld have
done that, but 1 wounld have sent a de-
tective to my son’s honse if any aeeunsa-
tion had heen made against him. T he-
long to what may ealled the extremists.
I do not know any middle course when
there is a straight oue hefore me. My
edueation may have heen of too extreme
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8 character and, perhaps, ¥ is wise not
to go to extremes. T do not blame those
who do not do that, but I should have
been better pleased if the Minister, hav-
ing given his promise, regarded it as a
matter that should have been absolutely
earried out, as it has been carried out at
the present time. T cannot offer any opin-
ion about a stalement that geems to
have been thrown abont. Because Mr.
Berteanx seems to have been a supporter
of a candidate for Parliament, is if ne-
cessary that that candidate being success-
ful should reward him, or use the funds
of the State to reward him. I think these
are siatements which, perhaps it would
be better should not be made.

Mr. Scaddan: Who made them?

Mr. GEORGE: They have been made;
if they have not been made in the direet
words as 1 have put them, they have been
_conveyed by speeches made this evening.
I am quite satisfied of that. We have had
a lot of talk of postal votes and other
things. We have a Miunister who has
given a promise; his promise has been
somewhat tardily fulfilled but it has been
fully fulfilled now. The action that
shounld be faken by the Government is
being considered by their legal advisers
and it will no doubt be earrvied thoronghly
through. We are asked now to throw on
one side a Minister who is believed, at any
rate by some people in the State, if not
by all, to have done decent and honest
work. because in the multifarions opera-
tions of duty he has not gone so fully in-
to (he matter as members would have

liked and as 1 think be shonld
have done. The Minister is respon-
sible to his constituents and to the
House for his deeds. Here we are

all on trial, as members or Ministers, and
if members think, putting aside all per-
sonal feeling—there is a lot of feeling on
this question—that this is a wmatter upon
which one must drag a man down, to
east awayv his portfolio, I cannot agree
with them. Certainly, if he is forced to
cast away that portfolio, then his col-
leagues on the Treasury benches would
not be worthy of their name of man if
they did not throw up their positions also.
I de not know whether the motion in-
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tends to ask the Government to fhrow rp
their positions or not. [ think the re<ult
of the debate will have a good effect.

Mr. Collier: It has cost me a couple
of pounds.

The Premier: Any expense in connec-
tion with the inquiry the Government is
prepared to bear, and the member knows
that.

Mr, Collier: I want it, too.

Mr, GEORGE: The remark made by
the hon. member is one of those which
we are all liable to indulge in at times,
but I know the member does not mean
what he says. T have sufficient belief in
him to think that he would not for a
couple of pounds destroy the reputation
of & member of this House, even if ha
did dislike him. It would be pitiful if
for a couple of pounds the destruetion
of a Minister were cansed. It seems to
me to be this: if this vote of cemsure is
carried, if the Minister has to resign,
members holding seats on the Treasury
benches muost resign also.

Mr. Seaddan: Why?

Mr. GEORGE: Because they must stick
to their mate. A man is not worth stick-
ing to if he does not stick to his mate
in adversity as well as in prosperity. I
lrave had 30 years in Australia, and one
thing that has pleased me more heve
than anything else is that when a man
has a mate he sticks to him, and I have
found very few men who have ever
‘‘turned dog’’ on their mates, and I hope
to God I shall never meet any more, If
the Ministry were not prepared to stick
to their mate I would leave them at onee.
1 do not know that my support is worth
much either to them or to the other side,
but as an ordinary member I do what I
think is a fair thing. The Minister may
have made a mistake, but we all make
mistakes; who is free from anything of
that sort, who has been free from it for
centuries past? Why, in the Qld Book
itself is it not said, ‘*He that is without
sin among you let him firsi cast a stone.*’
Avre there any members on either side of
the House who have not made mistakes?
That the Minister shonld be turned out
of office for a mistake is a thing I would
not agree to. Having made a mistake,
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and ecertainly the Minister might have
pushed the matter further, his judgment
being in error, are we to ask him to zo
ont of office and his colleagues with him$¢

Mr. Holman: If he is half a man he
wilt do so.

Mr. GEORGE: I have had a good
amount of friendship for the member for
Murehison. He was my Minister when T
was (ommissioner, and e was very
fair to me. I am not alraid to
say that here or anywlere else.  The
member will not get me to forfeit that
feeling becanse there may be some
amount of feeling against the Minister
among members in the House. The Gov-
ernment must take action in connection
with those at fanlt, but T am not pre-
pared to vote for this mofion when its
result will be 10 pui out a Government
which T am sent here to support. If the
Premier had not been prepared (o make
the full undertaking he did the other
night and 1o see that it was properly
carried out, if he bad tried to gloss the
matter over, the position would have
been very different, and whatever would
be the consequences I would have shown
by my action what I thought of him.
There is not the slightest doubi that the
department have been defraunded, and I
am not by any means sure but that there
have been frauds of this sort in other
directions. We know perfectly well that
in the development of a huge econcern
like this, when necessarily those in the
head office must be dependent on the re-
ports of their inspectors and officers, it
is asking more than a man can do, let
him be as elever as he may be, to wade
through all those infernal files: it nearly
takes a man’s life out of him. As Com-
missioner of Railways I had to deal per-
sonally with some 500 or 600 files a day;
they had to be attended to. I do not
know whai number the Minister has to
deal with, bnt he has a great many of
them, and if they are hrought before
him in the condition of the one now
under discussion, the sooner he reorgan-
ises his office and gets someone who can
put his files info proper order, so that
thev ean be dealt with quickly and easily,
the better. I have seen sufficient to show

there has been & fraud on the depart-
meni. I have heard and read sufficient
to know that, but T am not prepared to
vote for the motion in the form in which
it appears,

Mr. WALKER (Kanowna): It must
be painful to anyone to have to discuss
4 mabter of this kind, espeeially when,
in my opinion, it does not concern the
fate of the Ministry but only that of an
individual. If we are to be guided by
the logic of the member for Murray, to
be guided by the high standard of honour
he has laid down, to act as he did whea
he sent a deteetive to search another
officer’s house; if the prineiple of send-
ing a detective to one’s own brother if
he does wrong is to be onr guide, what
eall we say in regard o the matter before
us lo-night? Tt is painful to have to
listen to the sentiments uttered to-night.
T regret that even the Premier should
have made light of a charge of this kind,
should kave put it among those events
that are trivial. Wkat does it mean if
it means anything at all9 It means that
the Treasury of the State has heen de-
franded. It has been plundered, and the
plunderer has been proteeted, shielded,
sereened by an officer of the State, and
when this is brought to the Minister’s
personal knowledge it 1s Ereated as a
trivinl matter, a thing that might be
casily forgotten, a detail. The member
for Murray says the State has been de-
frauded. Tlen are we to cover up those
frands one after another becanse the
business of the State is great? If we
are to tolerate fraud, say it is nothing, a
detail, where are we drifting? What
enormity cannot be enacted and over-
come if we are going to overlook these
offences?  The thing that to me is
strangest in this matter is this minute of
the Minister to the State Mining Engi-
neer. One may say the Minisier has
mueh to attend to and cannot go through
every file as he might himself wish, that
the pressure of business and worries of
office sometimes obseure his clear per-
ception or memory, buf there can be no
mistake about what happened in {ihis
House on the 15th September. On that
day the Minister stood up in his place
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and said that an immediate and full in-
quiry should be made. He said that the
State Mining Engineer should be sent to
mrake an investigation, and he weni a
step further and said that if the state-
ments made by the member for Boulder
were correct, the person guilty should be
punished. I mention this to show that
at that time the Minister must have
keenly felt the seriousness and the gra-
vify of the matter with which he was
dealing. It was insinnated that if the
statements were not correct the responsi-
bility must fall upon the member for
Boulder, The Minister did not believe
that they were correct, but that if they
were, then the wrongdoer should be
punished. The next day, or twoe days
only afterwards, the Minister is instruet-
ing Mr. Montgomery to make this in-
vestigation, to inquire into the charges
made by the member for Boulder; and
what were the charges made hy that
member? That a shaft had been sunk,
and that it had been pretended it had
gone down to 193 feet whereas it had
only gone down 146 feet and that a cer-
tain Berteanx had got at the rate of
£2 10s. per foot on the difference between
46 feet and 93 feet. That was the charge,
and how does the Minister ask the State
Mining Engineer to investigate it? He
does so in the following terms:—
f7Please advise me in regard to this
statement of My, Collier’s so that a
full reply may appear when I lay these
papers on the Table, if it ecan be ex-
peditiously managed. You will note
that Mr. Collier makes a charge which,
in effect, is that collusion took place
between the officer inspecting the
work and Berteaux, or that someone
was very culpable in passing accounts
without proper eertification.’’
What was the duty of the Minister? I
ask the Premier. or any member of the
Government., what was lhe duty of the
Minister in dealing with such charges as
those made by the member for Boulder,
the Minister having promised to have
those charges immediately investigated? Tt
wag his duty to ent ont those charges word
for word and direct the officer’s attention
to them in the language they were made,
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and say, “1 wani this matter investigated
by you, according to my promise, at once
and thoronghly.” Not a Minister sitting on
the Treasury beneh but would have taken
that eomrse. Does that minute of the Min-
ister’s fulfil his promise as to the investiga-
tion? Ts that the total of the charge
mnade by the member for Boulder. TIs that
a direction for personal investigation? It
is only a request for a little adviee. This
is serious. I submit this is playing with
Parliament. We ean never he sure of a
Minister; we ean never drive a point
home against a Minister; we can never
make a Minister responsible. This min-
ute is a sheer evasien; it is not a stale-
ment of the charges made by the member
for Boulder, nor is it an instruction to
have them investigated as was promised
two nights before. T am not permitted
to read the exact words of Hansard, but
ny memory will serve me. The Minister
stated that these eharges would be inves-
tigated thoroughly and at once. No for-
getfulness. no mere lapse of memory, no
pressure of husiness could exeuse the Min-
ister when he got that reply or advice from
Mr. Montgomery. He should have recog-
nised that it was not an investigation, but
a pure resurrection of 12 menths old files.
Had bhe forgotten that two days after that
reply was in his hands. Suarely he read it,
and if he read it what shall we say of his
mental understanding if he eould not
grasp that the reply did not touch the
issue at all. that the State Mining En-
gineer was barking up the wrony tree,
and that this was an old file he had re-
ported on although in effect and substance
it was the same. The Minister knew that.
but he was satisfied to give this veply.
We cannot excuse that. If we do so we
can excuse evervthing. There is nothing
that we eannot forgive if this is allowed
1o pass. The Minister has that reply and
knows it is not an answer lo the question
at all. He knows it does not solve the
problem. and a month passes and be has
to be prompted again. He states in re-
ply, if Hansard is to be trusted, what is
virtnally an untruth. He says he is wait-
ing for a report of investigations which
lie knew were never made, and he savs he
is waiting for a report whieh he has had
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in his possession for a month. This House
cannot be played with in that manner.
The relations of niembers to Governments
entirely cease if behind members’ backs
the House can be hoodwinked, ean be de-
eeived, and can be misled. There must he
some censure for that. We may sympa-
thise with a man who is down when all
the world seems to have turned against
him, but we are here as the trustees of
the people of Western Australia, and we
try not helie vnr trust even to save a
friend, if he be a friend. 1 eannol
understaidd  that this matter shonld be
treated lightly and glossed over.  The
issue of Parliamentary Government is at
stake, and we might as well shat up Par-
liament and lel Ministers do as they like
if we are to tolerafe this kind of thing and
allow thew tell us what they please, be-
eause the House has heen, as I am war-
ranfed in sayving, misled by a Minister of
the Crown. It does not do to apologise
by saying there are those on the other side
who should have taken steps sooner. It is
no excuse that the member for Boulder
was not always at the Minister’s elbow to
remind bhim (hat he might do more.

Mr. Bath: It should not be necssary.

Mr. WALKER: No. What are Minis-
ters in office for bul io fulfil the whole of
the duties placed npon them when they
take charge of a portfolio. If every
member of this House were to go to sleep
and forget every vestige of his duoty, the

Ministers must keep awake. Ministers
must he deserving of irust. Are they 4o

be dogged at the heels by members in
onder to get common honesty from them.
for that is what it means if we have not
descended in polities to the Jowest stape
of depravity and degradation. The Min-
ister wsl know  thal  his conduet has
been hlamiable in this direetion. that he
took uo penitent stand, and made no
apelogy. On the contrary, he seemed to
insinuate that he was luv be exeused herause
if there was a little bit of gmlt at all, the
hon. member for Guildford had done
something, amd that a member po longer
in this House who at that time was a
member of the Labowr Ministry had done
something, Tt is to me a revelation in
human nature. that heing confronted with
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a charge of such a grave vnature, that of
concealing a frand upon the people, con-
cealing a wrong fo this great institution
of Parliameniary Government, that the
Minister should have felt no sense of
peniience, but should practically thrust in
the teeth of others, aceusations which in
comparison with the eharge with which
he stands accused to-night were trivial
and meagre in the extreme. As the mem-
ber for Bowlder said, whatever the resulf,
whatever the eonsequences, it is our duty
now to mark onr disapproval of that con-
duet. Tf we approve it, we give our en-
dlorzement to the robbery of the State;
we declare to the public that morality,
at least in the sense of homowr and in-
tegrity, has depnrted from this Chamber;
we publish to all the world that we are
betraying the people and are no longer
worthy of trust. When the Minister pro-
mised that the wrongdoers would be pun-
ighed, why did he equivocate, or why did
he go round about? He knows frpm the
evidence that DBerfeaux has obtained
mioney From the State by false pretences,
by deliberate fraud; he goes to the
Crown Law officers and then to the Crim-
inal Tnvestization Department. Was it
in this manner that other offenders were
treated in days gone by3 No; detec-
{ives were instructed to take them in
charge immediately. Why this round-
about way of allowing a man to escape
from justice? I do not helieve in dog-
ging everyone, but I do believe in fair
play. This man has robbed the State.
We know he has robbed the State; we
know that he is a commeon thief with
friends in high estate, a thief who is ealled
artfu] by those in the Mines Department
themselves. This man, we pause in the
presenca of him, and we ask “Can we do
anything to him,” and these whom we
ask in the Crown Law Department go to
the Criminal Investigation Department
and say, “Please, can we do anything.”
This ic allowing things to drift. The
public do not believe in that treatment
of men who stand confronted, and in the
shadow of a e¢rime. Those who shield
that man will cateh some of the shadew
of his self-evident guilt. No man in this
House e¢an afford to stand in that shadow.
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and painful as it may be to any of us to
blight the political career of a man who
has held office for so long, it is our grave
and manifest duty to censure him, and
we will lack moral courage if we fajl to
da so.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL (Hon.
J. L. Nanson) : We have had some strong
langniage  to-night, and no language
stronger than that which has come from
the member for Kanowna. We are unfor-
tnnately aceustonred in this Hounse to hear
charges made with a recklessness, that if
they were made outside this Chamber
might on many occeasions expose the indi-
vidual malking them to very sericis con-
sequences.

My, Angwin: Thia charge has been
proved.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The

hon, member for East Fremantle tells us
that {lie eharge has been proved. The hon,
member does not vet know to which ehavge
1T am allnding. I am dealing first of all
with the language used by the hon, mem-
ber for Kanmowna who has told us that a
certain man, T.presnume he refers to Mr.
Berteaux, is a common thief, that he has
robhed the ecountry and has plundered the
conntry. Fortunately for the liberty of
the subjeet, evidence which is sufficient
in the eves of some hon. members in this
House to condemn individunals to punish-
ment wonld not for a moment earry
weight in the law courts of the eoun-
try and before juries. Whatever may be
said with regard to this case, there can he
no doubt that hon, members opposite have
approached it with their minds full and
overflowing with suspicion. It has been
said sometimes ~that Parliament is the
highest eomrt of the realm, and what are
we to think of the judicial quality of
some of the members opposite, members
like the bon. member for Kanowna. who
with his abilitv and his intelleet should
know Detter, when on evidence that would
not hang a dog he acenses a man who may
yet have to stand his trial in the eourts
of this conniry, of heing a common thief.
Is it nol a grave reflection npon our Par-
liamentary practices that when you have
a case that may altimately come into the
law courts of the country that you should
have hon. memhers, who should set an
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example of Fatrmindedness, endeavouring
1o prejudge, endeaveuring to influence the
minds of the eommunity and the minds
af men who may be called uwpon to sit in
judgment npon this man Berteaux, Now,
surely it would be wise, considering that
this matter is to be made the subject of
inquiry by the Criminal Investigation De-
partment, and therefore is to some exfent
sub gudice, if not actually before the
court ; surely it wounld show some sense of
self-restraint, some sense of the natural
principles of justice if hon. members were
to refrain from expressing an opinion as
to the guilt or innocence of the person
mast concerned,

Mr, Walker: Tt has been proved.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I join
issue on the statement that it has been
proved. The matter has heen examined
by officers who have no political feeling
on this question; no feeling of any
sort. An officer like the Solicitor Gene-
ral, whose fair-mindedness no one could
question. is convinced that there is no
evidence even to justify proceedings at
the present stage.

Mr. Collier: At two o’clock this after-
noon the Solicitor General informed me
that he had not seen the file.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I have
the advantage of the hon. member in hav-
ing seen the Solisitor General some hours
after hie had seen the member for Boulder.
Aund if T am to choose between the opin-
ton of ghis non-politieal, legal gentleman
and the opinion of members opposite,
who have shown in this matter bias of =
most marked description—why there is
not 2 man in the community who wishes
to judge this matter ealmly, who would
not prefer o take the opinion of the Soli-
citor General rather than the opinions of
members opposite, who by their very lan-
auage have shown that they are not
capable of looking on this matter in a
ealm und dispassionate manner.

Mr, Collier: Will you say the Solicitor
Ceneral has seen the flle?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Yes;
unhesitatingly. Fle saw the file this after-
noon,

Mr. Collier: T had it in my possession
all the afternoon.
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The ATTORNEY GENERAL: T have
before me here the written and signed
winute of the Solicitor General, and if it
has not been read perhaps I had better
read it for the information of Lon. mem-
hers. It is as follows:—

“T eannot advise the commenecement
of eriminal proceedings until faets
sufficient have been asecertained to en-

" able such a case to be placed before a

Jury as would justify them in return-
" ing a verdict of guilty. On a perusal of

the file it ean, I think, be established
- that at the {ime the subsidy was applied

for and agreed to, the shaft had been
sunk 100ft. It is also a fact that on the
certificates of the inspeetor, Berteaux
was being paid at the rate of £2 10s. per
foot for an extension of 93ft., whereas
the shaft has been extended by no more
than 45 ft. T do not find on the files
any express represeniation by Berteaux
that he had in faet sunk the depth of
93ft. Progress payments were made,
not on any representations made hy
him, hut on the rvepresentations of the
inspector.  However. false pretences
may be proved by conduct as well as
by words, and if the facts are fnlly
investigated a prima facie case may be
adduced. I recommend that the matter
be placed in the hands of the Criminal
Investigation Department forthwith.”

That is dated to-day. The hour does
not seem to be on it. Anyhow, it reached
me late this afternooun, at about ¢ o’clock.

Mr. Collier: The file was in my pos-
session all the time the Solicitor Gene-
ral’s was here, and his information was
gained from the replies I gave to him in
answer to his questions. He has not had
the file in his possession to-day.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am
sure if the information obtained by the
Solicibor General was supplied by the
memher for Boulder it was not of a na-
ture to make the case less black against
this individual. But I am prepared to
believe the Solicitor General when he
states that the opinion he has arrived at
is from a perusal of the file. It perhaps
does not occur to the hon. member that
important portions of the file may
possibly have been available in duplicate.
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Myr. Seaddan: Does he say he saw the
file?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: He
says “From a persual of the file.”” If that
is not sufficient, what will satisfy the hon,
member?

Mr. Collier: He was for ten minutes in
my presence and the file was in my pos-
session, and I say he has not read the file.
This is a deliberate statement I am mak-
ing.
The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
statements of the hon. member may he de-
liberate, but may be made with the object
of —-—

Mr. Collier: And they are true.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: The
hon, member’s eonception of what is true
may not always be in aceovdanee with
facts. ‘The point I wish to make is that
the Government have no desive to in any
way hide this matter. Tt is not neces-
sary, I feel sure, to make a statement of
that kind to persuade the public gener-
ally of the absolute hona fides not only
of the Government colleotively in this
matter, but of the Minister for Mines.
And if we had to deal with hon, members
opposite who indnlge in the wild and
whirling eharges against the Minister for
Mines, the very language in which those
charges are conched destroys all import-
ance which ealm-minded men might other-
wise attach lo ¢hem. No one knows better
than the member for Kanowna that there
is a teadition attached to the dufy of pro-
secutor. TIf one is making a charge against
an individual, whether it be in the law
courts or on the floor of the House, that
charge should he made with some degree
of restraint, snme attempt to be fair, if
only that you may persnade those who
are to judge the issue that you nre not
endeavonring out of party spite or per-
sonal feling to use some small incident
as a means of eetbing even with the per-
son.

Mr. Walker: Is that fair?

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: T am
pointing out how hon. members opposite
in the exeess of their zeal are defeating
even their own cause.

Mr. Walker: You are most unjust.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: They
wonld do very much better than their at-
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tempt to impress hon. members on this
side of the House and the public gener-
ally with the justice of their cause if
their language were more temperate—
if they adopted more of a judicial atti-
{ude. Now what does the charge against
the Minister for Mines amount to? We
were reminded by the member for Kan-
owia that on September the 15th the
Minister for Mines promised an immedi-
ate and full inquiry, and that on Sep-
tember the 17th the Minister for Mines
instructed the State Mining Engineer to
inquire into the eharge.

My. Collier: No; he did not.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: I am
quoting from notes of the speech of the
member for INanowna.

Mr. Walker: I rise te a point of order.
The hon. member has aeccused me of mis-
statements.

The Minister for Mines: I also rise
to a further point of order. The hon.
member is trying to make an explanation
on a point of order.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: The mem-
ber for Kanowna may proceed.

Mr. Walker: My point of arder is that
the hon. mewher ig acensing me of mak-
ing statements which I did not make. I
ack for a withdrawal.

The ATTORNEY  GENERAL: 1In
order to make the maiter perfectly
clear, perhaps T lad better vead exaetly
what I took dowu, and then if the hon.
member considers T have rmisquoted him,
I will be happy to withdraw.

“On septexnber 17th Minister for
Mines instructions Montzomery inquire
into charges made member Bonlder.”
Mr, Walker: Well, 1 stop the Minister

there, My statement was that he did not
instruet, but that he asked for adviee in
lieu of instrueting.

The ATTORNEY GENERAL: Well,
we have now what the hon. member for
Kanowna did say. I fully accept his ex-
planation, but where we are at issue is
on the point as to what was the instrue-
tion on September 17th. The hon. mem-
ber puts upon it a eonstruction that he,
no doubt, regards it as perfectly justifi-
able. But reading that instruetion my-
self T cannot see that it was other than
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an instruction for Mr. Montgomery to
probe into this matter. If the Minister
for Mines made a mistake it was in the
fact that possibly he did not altogether
seize the seriousness of this eharge, that
be did not regard it with precisely the
same amount of weight as it has been re-
garded by hon, members opposite. No
one who has been in the Chamber for any
length of time ean but be aware that
charges of a more or less serious character
are frequently made with great wealth
and strength of language; and it is pos-
sible that hearing this language used so
frequently one’s perceptions may easily
hecame, fo some extent, blunled. At any
rate 1 am endeavouring to put the mat-
ter in the worst possible light in whieh
it ¢an he put against the Minister for

Mines. And the very worst that
can be said against him is that
he did not appreciate the grav-
ity of this matter in the way in

which it was appreciated hy hon. mem-
bers opposite. But there has not been
one serap of evidence brought forward
to show that the Minister for Mines de-
liberately attempted to keep this mat-
ter in the hackground, that he had any
muilty intent.  The most that could he
said of bim, if he is to be blamed, is that
he was fo some degree careless and for-
getful, And if we look at fhe case merely
as one of probability, can any hoi. mem-
ber imagine that a gentleman even of or-
dinary intellipence would for one moment
think that this matter conld he smothered
up simply by laying it on one side. If
the Minister for Mines had any intention
of trying to burk inquiry as soggested,
he could have adopted many ather more
effective means than those he has adopdi-
ed. In choosing these means—assuming
for the sake of argument that he did
choose them—he was guilty of an act of
ineconeeivable folly, an act that no man
in his senses would be capable of per-
petrating. For hon. members vpposite o
endeavour ¢o build up a case against the
Minister for Mines on such a slender

foundation or probability, or, rather,
od no foundation or probability
at al, surely it is to carry the ecase

a little too far. We have had a
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very small molehill magnified into &
mountain in the eourse of this debale.
The very utmost that ean be said against
the Minister for Mines is that be has
shown a degree of forgeifulness in the

matter, and when  hon. members
opposite  laugh at that deseription
of his conduet I ecan quite un-
derstand their objeet in doing so.

Of course when any plea is advanced in
favour of the Ministry they try to treat
it as a nalter not to be taken seriously.
They wish to have the monopoly of mak-
ing the strongest possible eharges apgainst
hon. members on this side of the House
and they would like it, no doubt, if hon.
members on this side of the House were
prevented from veplying; but, fortun-
ately, we luve in the Chamber men who
are able to look at this matter dispas-
sionately, men who recognise that every-
oue is liable to make mistakes, or to be
guilty of forgetfulness from time {o
time, it one can use so strong a word
as guilty; and it would, indeed, be a re-
cord in the history of Parliamentary life
in Ansiralia if we were to condemn a
Minister, burdened as he is with the ad-
ministralion of lwo great depavtments,
for a small lapse of memory, absolutely
divoreed frem any guilty attempt, and ab-
solutely unsupported by any shadow of
suspicien. 1 venture to think the more
the matter is probed, the more it is in-
vestizgated, e more eertain it will ap-
pear that whalever may be said against
the Minister for Mines, nothing ean be
gaid refecting upon his personal con-
duet, nothing can he satd showing that
be is deserving of the censure of (his
Chamber,

[The Speaker vesumed the Chair.]

Mr. W. PRICE (Albany): I would not
have spoken at this stage of the debate
were it not that the diseussion has been
somewhat eclouded and the real issne
placed in the hackground, as the Attorney
General bas endeavoured to do by in-
troducing matter whieh to all intents and
purposes is foreign to the motion hefore
the House. However. as the Attorney
(eneral referred in his opening remarks
to the qumestion as to whether Mr. Bert:
eaux is guilty or otherwise. T wmay as well
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refer 1o a very peculi proceeding and
an extraordinary stand taken by the At-
torney General in regard to his watter.
We are told that already the Solicitor
General has stated that a eharge cannot
stand.

My, Seaddan: And he has not seen the
files.

Mr. W. PRICE: That statement made
by the Aitorney General should be suffi-
cient to eonvinee any member of the
House who has approached this matter
with a desire to hear everything that can
be said upon it—should be sufficient to in-
fluenee him in the direction of believing
thal. there is no sincere desire on the part
of members of the Ministry to have the
matter thoroughly thrashed out. Were
they desirous of doing that we shonld not
have the Attorney General telling ws that
the Solicitor General has arvived at a cer-
tain dedision, when we are assured—and T
am prepared to take the assurance of the
member for Boulder—that the Solicitor
General has not perused the file.

My, Collier: T assert that deliberately.

AMr, W. PRICE: If the Attorney Gen-
eral was purepared to admit the Solicitor
General had not seen the file before two
o'clock

Mr. Seaddan: I swear he did not see it
afterwards,

My, W, PRICE: We have the word of
two members thaf it was impossible for
the Salicitor General to peruse them after
2 o'clock, yet between 2 o'clock and 4
o’clock we find the Solicitor General
writing a minute, which is submitted to
the Attorney General, stating that a charge
gannot stand. 1 do not wish 1o question
the decision arrived at by the Solieitor
General; but Isay that whenthe Attorney
General made that statement to the House
to-night, he intended that it should in-
fluence members, and it proves that some
influence which should not exist prompted
the Solieitor General to write the minnte
he did write and which was read to the
House to-night,

Mr. Collier: T can promise some more
startling charges if there is no proseen-
tion.

Mr. W. PRICE: I do not think the
House should deal with the guilt or other-
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wise of Mr. Berteaux; that is not the
question we are dealing with to-night;
the question is, has the Minister failed
to earry out his duties, failed to conserve
the interests of the people, and failed
to protect the finances of the State? That
is the question. We are told in that
special pleading style so often adopted by
the Attorney General, that the Minister
for Mines in the rush and worry of his
Ministerial duties may have forgotten the
charges, or allegations, as they were at
the fime, made by the member for Boul-
der; bui the Atiorney General conveni-
ently forgot—and he is not often given
to forgetting things—he forgoet to inform
the Bouse that in 1908 Messrs. Eggeling
and Nutt also made in writing—and it
is on the file—a charge which was re-
peated on the 15th September by the
member for Boulder, Is it right that
any Minister of the Crown charged with
the conduet and administration of affairs
of the State, when a definite charge of
malversation of public moneys is brought
under his notice by ecitizens of the State,
showld allow the matter to go and wait
until he is forced to take action by some
member in this House9 Why is it that
the Minister for Mines failed to have this
matter thrashed out when Messrs. Eggel-
ing and Nutt said that the country had
been defrauded of a "certain sum of
money ¢

Mr. Collier: They had a poor chance
when I eould not get it.

Mr. W, PRICE: T agree with the hon.
member.  They certainly failed ; be-
cause for 15 months, I think it was, the
charge made by them lay on the file in
the Mines Department and no action was
taken; and here we are this evening,
not dealing with Mr. Berteaux, but deal-
ing with the Minigier for Mines, Mr.
Berteaux we can leave to the proper au-
thorities despite the inspired minute of
the Solicitor General. We can leave Mr.
Berteaux to the proper legal authorities,
despite that inspired minute, but we in
this House are the persons to deal
with the Minister for Mines. I say
he has lamentably failed to protect
the interests of the people in this in-
stance. T am not going into details, be-
cause there is no necessity; but I desire
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to refer to the explieit, definite, and
clearly-worded promise and statement
made to this House by the Minister for
Mines when the allegations were first
made by the member for Boulder on the
15th September. We were then told by
the Minister for Mines that if there was
the slightest reason for the statement
made by the member for Boulder, then
the State Mining Emgineer would have
to go out and make a report, which he
(the Minister for Mines} would lay be-
fore the member for Boulder. If there
was the slightest reason for the allega-
tions made by the member for Boulder
then the State Mining Engineer would
have to go wp—not to sit in his office in
Perth, not to pernse the papers which
had long before been submitied to the
department, but to go up—that was the
promise made hy the Minister for Mines.
What do we find? Not that the Minis-
ter for Mines is so solicitous for the pro-
tection of the interests of the State and
the State’s finances; we find rather that
the Minister desives this matter shall be -
dropped, that nothing further shall be
heard of it. T¢ is practically suggested
to the State Mining Engineer, the ex-
ecutive officer, that thie matter shall be
dropped. Why? T shall tell why. We
find that the State Mining Engineer is
asked to advise the Minister on a cer-
tain nratter, on the matter of the allega-
tions made by the member for Boulder,
as though some member in the House had
sugeested that certain information should
he given on some section in the mining
regulations, and the State Mining En-
gineer would be asked to advise the
Minister as to what course shounld be
pursued and as to what was the position.
That is what took place in this case. De-
gpite the faet that in 1908 Messrs BEg-
geling and Nutt had definitely stated that
the State had been defranded, despite the
fact that here in the Chamber the member
for Boulder repeated that charge, despite
the promise made by the Minister that
the State Mining FEngineer was going
up to investigate this case and re-
port on it, what do we find?
The Minister for Mines asked the
State Mining Engineer to ‘advise”
I do not think we need go any further
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for evidence as to the culpability of the
Minister in regard to this matter. I do
not wish to infer that the Minister had
anything to gain, I 3o not desire to infer
that he has been penally culpable, but
that he had been sadly lacking in that
conscientious discharge of his duty which
we have every reason to expeet from a
gentleman voecupying the position of
Minister of the Crown. He has sadly
failed in protecting the interests of the
people, he has failed to take steps to pro-
teet those iterests when definite charges
were laid, and when he has recognised
the gravity of the charges by promising
that ecertain definite aetion would be
taken. And what do we find only so re-
cently as last week? The Minister then
admitted that he had realised the gravity
of the charge, and he said that, if it
were proved, certain aetion would be
taken. What has been done since then?
Has that action been taken? I say un-
hesitatingly it has not. Rather, I repeat,
has there not been ap ettempt on the
part of Ministers of the Crown not to
protect their colleague—for I would hon-
onr them for doing thati, I would give
them every credit for doing it if they
thought the maladministration, if I may
use the term, was in this case amn aect of
forgetfulness on his pant—but to proteet
Berteaux. I cannot, in face of the
statement made by the Attorney General,
disabuse my mind of the idea that there
has been an attempt to protect this man
Berteaux. In view of that I ask mem-
bers seriously to consider before they
vote against a motion that the Minister
for Mines should be censured. Had the
Minister shown a desire te allow the law
to take its course, as he promised this
House he wonld do, had he shown a de-
sire to take the House into his complete
confidence, to give members the whole
of the information he could possibly pro-
cure, had he shown an immediate desire
to take the steps he said he would on the
15th September, then the motion would
never have been justified. But having
failed to take those steps he promised on
the 15th September, and the other mem-
bers of the Ministry having done all they
eould to prevent this case from taking
its proper and due course, members of
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this Chamber would be sadly lacking in
their duty were they to fail to pass that
censure on the Minmister for Mines which,
in my opinion, the justice of this case
undoubtedly warrants.

Mr. KEENAN (EKalgoorlie) : The mo-
tion put forward by the leader of the
Opposition is one which, allowing for
the verbiage we have to use in our pro-
ceedings, is the most severe condemna-
tion that is possible of any gentleman
oceupying Ministerial office, It would be
impossible to convey by any resolution
passed by this House any intimation of
the feeling of this House that the Minia-
ter was guilty of dishonourable econduet
in stronger terms, and, therefore, we ex-
pect to find a case made out that will
warrant a motion of that kind being ac-
cepted by the House. "What are the
grounds on which the leader of the Oppo-
sition asks the House to accept the mo-
tion? Let me, before proceeding further,
at least acknowledge that in the langnage
the leader of the Opposition used, in the
manner he addressed himself {o the sub-
ject, he distinguished himself as com-
pared with those who followed him by
at least preserving some calm and judi-
cial air. The ground on which he asks
the House to 'accept the metion amounts
only io this, that an inquiry was asked
for on the 15th September, that the in-
quiry was promised, that in effect that
whiclh was done was not an inquiry
at all. I will admit it was not an
ingumry that was sufficiently exhaustive.
1t is for the reason I have stated that
the leader of the Opposition asks us to
say that the Mimster is unworthy of the
confidence of the House, unworthy of the
association of his eolleggues, and un-
worthy to oceupy his position any longer,

Mr. Scaddan: Why did yom desert
them?

Mr. KEENAN: I did not leave the
Government because they were dishon-
ourable men, but because we had a dif-
ference of opinion concerning the ad-
ministration of the affairs of the State.
Let us not tack on to this question a mat-
ter which is entirely irrelevant as to the
reason why I left the Government.

Mr. Angwin: I am anxious to know.
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Myr. KEENAN: The hon. member
is anxious to know so much that 1
fear his short life will scarcely allow
him to achieve his purpose. T desire
to address myself to this subject not
in a spirit of levity, in a spirit of reckless
statement, but in the spirit in which
a motion of this character. a motion 80
grave, should he discussed and deter-
mined. If we ask owrselves was any
inquiry rnade in pursuance of the under-
taking given by the Minister for Mines
on the I5th September, we find members
turn to the file and refer to a. minute
placed on the file by the Minister, and
they say that that minute did not amount
to the carrying out of the undertaking.
I disagrec with that. 1t may be that
it did not carry it out to the full extent
they think it should. If the Minister
sends & minute to an officer in the
respongible position of the State Mining
Engineer, cailing attention to a statement
made by a member of this House and
agking for a report, surely that imports
a desire on his part that the officer
should carry out uil the necessary
inquiries to acquire knowledge on which
to frame a report. Tf it does not mean
that the English language does not bear
the meaning we all think, in our sober
moments, that it does. Unfortunately
the file cannot be multiplied to such an
extent that we all can see it. and T have
had no opportunity of personally in-
specting it, but T have heard members
read from it the minute of the Minister.
Now that I have been shown the file
I #ee that the minute in question reads
as follows :—

* Please advise me in regard to this
statement of Mr. Collier’s so that a
full reply may appear when 1 lay these
papers on the Table, if it can be ex-
peditiously managed. You will note
that Mr. Collier makes a charge which,
in effect, is that collusion took place
hetween the officer inspecting the
work and Berteaux, or that someone
was very culpable in passing accounts
without proper certification.”

T ussert without any question that a
minute of that character, calls upon the
officer into whose hands it comes to
acquire all necessary iniornsation from
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every channel of inguiry al his command
before he makes his report. Is he to
make a report on imagin:.tion or hearsuy,
or is he to get those facts which alone
will put him in the position to make a
proper report. Moreover, it is pointed
out to this very officer that this is a
charge winch involves. or may involve.
collusion between an officer of the de-
partment and Berteanx and that it would
appear that someone was culpable in
passing the accounts. If it be possible
to put the officer on guard as to the
important nature of the duties he would
be called upon to discharge, 1 know of
no words that could be used which
would be more likely to do so than the
words of the minute.

Mr. Johnson : Does that ininute justify-
an officer inspecting the wmine ?

Mr. KXEENAN: i necessary.

Mr. Johnson: Wonld that minute
direct him 7

Mr. KEENAX : If the officer in
carrying out his inquiry to frame his
report found he could not do so without
leaving hiz office, that minute would
warrant him i leaving his office. 1
am not casting blame on the officer;
I am saying that the charge which is
being investigated here to-night s &
charge that the leader of the Opposition
has made that the Minister did not
redeem his promise, and for that reason
is unworthy of any consideration at
our hands, and should be driven from
Ihis seat in this House. That is the
argument, and we have to estimate its
value in the light of the fact that a
motion of this character is the most
severe’ that can be moved. Tt is &
motion which would condemnn a wan
not merely in the eves of Parliainent
but in the eyes of the people throughout
the whole of the State. It is a motion
whieh I venture to say has few if any
precedents not only in the annals of our
Parliaments, but iz the annals of any
Parliament in a British State. Yet we
are asked to accept that bhecauwsc it is
sgid that a minute, which [ have read
to the House and which 1 have pointed
out conveys to a large extent the desire
which was expresed for an inquiry, does
not go far enough. Let me pass on to
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what was said by hon. members, but
before doing so may I be allowed to
point out that it was most undesirable
in discussing a motion of this character
to drag in incidents which have oceurred
on other occasions. Ti we are to make
compavrisons, we have to examine all the
surrounding incidents and again renew
wlat I hope many of us have no desire
to renew, namely, the unpleasant sen-
sations that those incidents gave rise to.
Therefore L do not propose to follow the
leader of the Opposition in his compari-
sous which are not in any sense proper
comparisons, because he did not carry
themout in detail, in attempting to makea
comparison between the present situation
and the case in which the member for
North Fremantle laid charges of dis-
honesty agenist & member of the ¢ivil
service. I say without hesitation that
when these incidents are closed it is not
in the interests of any party in this
House, or of any hon. member to re-open
them and agein resuscitate a bitterness
of feeling which has bheen fortunately
buried. If it has to be said that this
proceeding to-night is justified because
the other proceedings on other occasions
were not justified, then we have indeed
fallen into the very dregs of argument,
and to the shadow of reasoning. 1t
is perfectly apparent that the strength
of this motion lies in what was said,
or what took place, on the Estimates,
namely, that the Minister and the State
Mining Engineer were responsible for
lending this money to & man who had
no claim, and had no reason to obtain it.
VWhen the matter was discussed on the
Iistimates I am certain that was what
was put forward.

Mr. Heitmann : By whom ?

Mr. KEENAXN: By the member for
Ivanhoe,

Mr. Scaddan : 1 have said it to-night.

Mr. KEENAN: No doubt the hon.
member will continue to say it, and the
more he is convinced that it is wrong,
he is so pugnacious that the more will he
continue to repeat it. We have here
absolute proof that the hon. member is
wrong. We have the minutes on the file
to show that the present Minister refused
to deal with the matter.
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Me. Heitmann : There is nothing of the
kind ; he did not refuse to deal with it.

Mr. KEENAN: It is no use the hon.
member contradicting when he does not
know what he is talking about. I
am only repeating what has been
said from the file by some of those
members who are attempting to put
up & case against the Minister, and it ap-
pears from what they have stated that
the Minister who dealt with the matter
was Mr. Hastie who was Minister for
Mines in the Daglish Govermment in 1904,
Mr. Hastie was the person whr accepted
the recommendstion from the Acting
Secretary for Mines Mr. Crockett, that
the loan should be made and subse-
quently in September the loan was
actually made and an agreement signed.

Mr. Heitmann: Read the
Minister’s minute ?

Mr. KEENAN : Of course the present
Minister held views in the matter, hat the
real point is that he refrained to give
effect to those views, because he was
punctilous in his conduct. He said, *' I
am not in aposition to deal with this mater
as 1 am only the Minister carrying on the
administration of this department, while
the change of Giovernment is taking place,
and T might therefore be an object of
sugpicion.” It is one of those extra-
ordinary phases of human thought that
the more & man strictly observes the rule
of honour the more he becomes an object
of suspicion in the eyes of certain indi-
viduals. Tt is clear that the application
was approved, and that the money was
lent by the Government of which the pre-
sent Minister was not a member, and that
every penny of the loan which was ad-
vanced in instalments was lent during that
regime. Every penny was lent before
the next Government came into power,
and as far as being in the most remaoate.
sense the cause of the public purse
being liable to be plundered, the Minister
for Mines had nothing to do with it, and
was merely acting as any member must
act on behali of his constitueney by
requesting that the matter might be
dealt with as expeditiously as possible.

Mr. Scaddan : Read the minute and see
what it is he says.

present

bR mte
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Mr. KEENAN : It has been read over
and over again to-night. The minute was
addressed to Mr. Hastie after he came
into office and was Minister for Mines.
The minute was endorsed on the back of
a letter written by Berteaux, and the
only request put forward was that it
should be dealt with expeditiously. Iam
certain of the facts and I know I am
accurate in making that statement.

Mr. Johnson : You are wrong,

Mr. KEENAN : Let me say what was
done in the way of getting out of a diffi-
culty which confronted hon. members
when they found that the whole matter
was dealt with by the Government that
they themselves put into power. It waa
said by members that Mr. Hastie could
not do anything else but grant the loan
becanse he was only seven days in office
when the application came before him.

Members : Six days ; five days.

Mr. KEENAN : Let us reduce it to the
minimum of five days, and take the
argument of members that he could not
do anything else but grant the loan.
How absurd it is to imagine that a
Minister comes into office and thet from
the time he arrives there until he has
learned his work—perhaps in some cases
& year would be necessary—he is merely a
creature of the permanent staff. In this
case, thefe was no minute more than,
that, acting on the advice given by the
responsible officers, the Minister would
have favourably entertained the appli-
cation of Berteaux. If Mr. Gregoryhadre-
mained in office as & Minister of the Crown
he would have favourably entertained
the application because it was recom-
mended by the proper authorities. It
seerns to me to be a most cruel satire on
& colleague of any of those who have
spoken to-night to say that he was in-
capable of forming & judgment on a
matter of this kind, more especially
seeing that he was conversant with
all phases of mining and was more
capable of dealing with this matter than
many of hig critics here to-night. The
member for Boulder also complained
that the minute endorsed on the file by
the Minister of Mines and the State
Minjng Engineer was not sufficient to
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redeern his promise. Again, I have to
join issue. It may be that it did not go
the full length the member for Boulder
wished it to go, but it is absord to say
that it was not e carrying out of a pro-
mise to have an inquiry held. The
member for Boulder complains further,
that the Minister had the report of the
State Mining Engineer in his possession
for 8 considerable time before presenting
it to the Flouse. Supposing that was
true to the fullest extent—supposing the
Minister received some report from an
officer and kept it for weeks in his pos-
session, The delay wmay arise from
pressure of business, or even from some
degree of carelessness. Supposing it was
the latter and that it was proved up to the
hilt—would it justify & motion of censure
of this character? Because one does not
exercise expedition in =ll fhat he does,
is one to be shot at, and & motion of this
sort, taking from him everything that is
dear, and asking that he be declared an
outcast—is this a At punishment ? If
this were the penalty no one would dare
risk his reputation by sitting on the
Treasury bench. T.et me deal short-
ly with what was stated by the member
for Ivanhoe. Characteristically enough
the member for Ivanhoe dealt first with
a subject wholly irrelevant to the dis-
cussion. namely, as to whether or not Mr.
Berteaux was gulity of what is charged
against him. Perhaps at one time or
another every hon. member regrets ex.
pressing an opinion on an ex parte state.
ment which involves not merely the
reputation but the liberty of a man ; and
I do not know of any justification for
accepting ex-parte statements ageinst
this individual.

Mr. Angwin: He said himseli he was
down 150ft.

Mr. KEENAN : SBupposing he did say
s0, and supposing he was not correct.
The substance of the charge was that he
was paid for work he did not do.

Mr. Underwood : The charge is that he
is a thief.; just a common thief.

Mr. KEENAN: I do not know that
the hon. mzmber has a right at this stage
to dilate upon his conception of the
charge. The burden of the charge is
that Berteaux—
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Mr. Underwood : Was a thief.

Mr. KEENAN : That he did not do
work that he was supposed to have done.
If it could not be proved that the shaft
was down 100ft.—

Mr. Underwood : He said so himself,

Mr. KEENAN : There you are ! We are
to believe him one time and send him to
gaol another. That is the judicial frame
of mind the House is asked to adopt.
But when this man goes, as he may go,
to trial in the courts, I venture to say the
jury. will be asked to disabuse their minds
of all the wretched attempts to prejudge
his case by hon. members who, because
of the privilege of Parliament have the
right to say things in the House which
meny would hesitate to say elsewhere.
There is undoubtedly on the part of Mr.
Berteaux many things that may be held
up to his discredit and ridicule, but it
seems t0 me the principal crime he has
committed is that of being too ardent
an enthusiast in polities. If it is possible
for any man who differs from wus in
politifs to be right, a fact which 1 have
yet to learn, then we will reach the
millenniura. But the present gospel is
that any man who differs from hon.
members opposite is, ipso facto, &
scoundrel, and the first time an oppor-
tunity arises he is convicted on the fact
that he is a born scoundrel, and could not
avoid being one.

Mr. Scaddan : The imagination of your
own corrupt mind.

Mr. KEENAN : I do not know that I
shall follow the reasoning offered by
certain hon. members. They repeated
much that was irrelevant and left out
nothing that was nauseous. If it were
possible I would ask the House to go
back to a frame of mind necessary to the
discharge of our duty, if we are to give
this motion the consideration it deserves.
It may be that & case has been put forv ard
showing that hon. members on that side of
the House expected the Minister for Mines
would do something he I'as failed to do.
It may be the Minister used language
calculated to create that impression
although he may not have meant to do so.
He may have been deficient to some ex-
tent in carrying out the promise made to
the Housé® and did not so properly dis-

charge the duty of investigation as would
hon. members opposite if they occupied
his place—and who so fit as the members
of the Qpposition ta occupy Government
seats ? But if sll that be true does it
warrant anything more than a reproof ?

Mr. Bolton: And by which nothing
comes.

Mr. KEENAN : Well, it all depends
upon whether the reproof comes from a
person worthy of administering it, or
from some person whose words carry
no weight with anybody. If it comes
from Bome person who is not con-
cerned in making the present charge
with some idea of wventing personal
spleen, then it would be given proper
attention to. I hope the House will not
sccept the motion, such as has been pro-
posed here to-night, on grounds which}I
venture to say are so flimsy that only the
passion of political feeling can give them
sufficient colour to justify a debate of
this character.

Mr. UNDERWQOD (Pilbara): I
have listened with interest to the member
for Kalgoorlie and the Attorney General.
I was struck by one remark made by
the member for Kalgoorlie, that the
member for East Fremantle desired
to know & number of things, and he
was afraid the hon, member would not
live long-encugh to learn them. - I am
convinced that if the member for:East
Fremantle depended on the member for
Kalgoorlie or the Attorney General as
teachers he vould not possibly learn
these things. It would take me about
& thousand years to learn how & man
can get up in the House and make &
hero of Mr. Berteaux, who has hbeen
proved absolutely to have got from the
Government £125 to which he was not
entitled. When & man can learn that,
he can learn anything, and I can only
assure the member for Kalgoorlie and
the Attorney General that I am not
desirous of Jearning that sort of thing.
In dealing with the question of the Minis.
ter for Mines, I deal with the case from
the 15th September, the same as the
member for Brown Hill did. The mem.
ber for Boulder brought forward a very
definite snd deliberate charge against
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the Minister for Mines; he suggested
fraud very deliberately ; and the Minister
promised that he woulkl make an inquiry,
that he would send the State Mining
Engineer to investigate the matter;
but what do we find ! One of the stickiest
things in the whole debate is the state-
ment of the Minister that the next
morning he rang up Hansurd to get the
speech of the member for Boulder, and
he pgot typed copics of his own speech
and that of the member for Boulder,
and passed the speech of the member
for Boulder to the State Mining Engineer,
but his own speech, in which he had
promised to send the State Mining
Engineer to measure the shaft, was not
passed on to the State Mining Engineer.
Could this possibly have been an acci-
dent ? I ask those legal men who
look at matters with a calm, judicial
air how it wes that when those two
reports came down the Minister could
send the speech of the member for Boulder
to the State Mining Engineer, and send
his own to the waste-paper basket—
where it should be; of cowrse, in that
regard the Minister was a good judge,
because it was never intended to he
enything else than food for the waste-
paper basket. We were asked, T think
it was by the Attorney CGeneral, what
the Minister had to gain by delaving it.
He had this to gain—by delaying it
the chances were that it would be for-
gotten and smothered up just as fully
as if it had all the mullock on it that
Mr. Berteaux neglected to take out of
that shaft. I would like to say one or
two words regarding the “ calm, judicial
air.”” We are told by the Attorney
General and the late Attorney C(leneral
(Mr Keenan) that it is impossible for
members on the Opposition side of the
House to view things with & * calm,
judicial air.” My experience of thr
* calm, judicial air’ i3 & man who can
prove black is white and blue is not &
colour at all, and that the greatest
scoundrel unhung is a hero and pos-
sessed of all the virtues it is possible
for humaenity to possess. If that is
the * calm, judicial air,”” I am pleased
I am not possessed of it, and when
I see a scoundrel I like to mention it.
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The member for Kalgooriie made a very
unfair remark in saying that we attack
this gentleman because he is an opponent.
T think we have many opponents whom
we treat as men and whose opposition
we admire. If the hon. member cannot
do that, I can, and the people of the
district T represent fully recognise it.
My case against Berteaux is that he
robbed the State of £123. ‘That is the
position. 1t does not matter to me
whether he supported Gregory or Buza
cott. Tt is absolutely useless for any
person possessing that ‘' calm, judicial
air’’ to endeavour to smother it up in
this manner. It does not smother it
up in the slightest degree with thinkinwe
people. There has undoubtedly been an
sttempt to shove this matter on to one
or two of the officers, and particulariy
on to Inspector Greenard. The report
is certainly not favourable to that
officer. He was asked to report. Accord-
ing to & minute he reported he had been
to the mine, and that there was no means
of getting down, and that, therefore,
he could not measure the shaft. Now,
there was a distinet charge of fraud,
of robbing the State, laid against Mr.
Berteaux, and when the Minister received
that report from Mr. Greenard, it was
for the Minister to accept it or further
instruct Mr. Greenard. Tndoubtedly Mr
Greenard fulfilled his duty according
to the instructions he received. He
was not authorised to go to the expense
of buying or carting out & windlass and
rope and putting them on the shaft.
Finding no windlass or rope on the
shaft he naturally reported it to the
Minister, and it was for the Minister
to say whether he was going to allow
that charge of fraud to be hushed up.
covered up. or mollocked up, or whether
he was going to furtter instroet Mr.
(Ireemurd to get a wind'ass and meisure
the shaft. Tt was a simdle process ;.
it was easy to prove. I cannot help-
thinking the Minister knew Berteaux.

Mr. sSeunddan: And Berteaux knew
the Minister.

Mr. TANDERWOOD: The Minister
ki v Rerteanux and would not go any
further than npossible in the matter.
Now, coming to the case putup by the
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Minister in regard to the member for
Boeulder, the Minister said the member
for Boulder knew somebody had been
I am
abrolutely certain the member for Boulder
gove to the House all the information
he had. He said he had been told on
reliable authority that the shaft was only
145ft. deep : and it is impossible for any
meinber of the House to give further
information. A wmember of the House
cert ainly takes some risks—I do not see
why he should—in making these state-
ments. Bot T will say this, that not-
withstanding the insults that have been
possed on this side of the House to-night
by the Attorney General and the ex-
Aitorney (eneral, so far as 1 am con-
cerned I never make a statement— and I
am sare the member for Boulder does not
—unless T am personally convinced that
tha man who is giving the information is
reliable and honest. It appears to me
that with all this judicial fervour, of
whieh we hear so much, both law and
justice are somewhat neglected. The
member for Boulder not only made
statements but he also read to the House
a letter he had received. The Minister
says the member should have told him
all about it previously., What more
conld the member have told the Minister ?
He knew no more ; he said he had been
told on relinble information that the
shaft was 145ft. deep and that the
Government had been robbed of £125.
That i3 all he knew, and unless he had
been down the shaft himself, which he
was not, he could not poasibly have known
any more. Tt is the absolate duty of the
Minister when & member of this House,
who is supposed to be honourable—and
ho should be treated as such until he
has becen proved a scoundrel—makes
a statement, that statement should be
investigated. Apain we are told that
the member should have gone to the
Minister. DJid we not go to the Minister
with a case from this very same clectorate
in eonnection with a man who was un-
doubtedly proved to have committed
an unlawiul offence as a postal vote
officer? We certainly went to him with
thiat, but what was the result ¥ We
got & ‘' nolle prosequi him.” We have

to-night & casc of the same sort. The
member for Kalgoorlie stated that we
wanted to be both Judge and jury. I
can assure the House I have no desire
whatever to act as a Judge or a juryman.

Mr. Collier: He took the place of a
judge when he let Brown sway.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. Scaddan : Yes ; he took that place
then,

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. Scaddan interjected.

Mr. SPEAKER: I have repeatedly
warned the member for Ivanhoe not
to interject. He has persisted in inter-
jecting, and if he does so again I will
name him.

Mr. UNDERWOOD : 1 was just re-
marking that we were accused of wishing
to act as Judge and jury. 1 have no
desire to hold either position, and T
would not discuss this case at all only
I am convinced from the speech we
have had from the Attorney General
that this case is not going to a Judge
and jury. The Government have already
decided, as they have decided previously
agsain and again, that Berteaux shall not
be prosecuted.

The Premier: They have decided no-
thing of the sort.
Mr. UNDERWOOD: All I ask is

that the Berteaux case shall come before
a Judge and jury. That is a fair pro-
position to ask of any Government.
There is no possible doubt that the
measuring of that shaft proving that it
is 50 feet short of the depth it showld
be, is bona fide evidence, and if the
Government administer the law as they
should do. Berteaux should stand his
trin] on a ecriminal charge. Pat him
on his trial. and | amm prepared to
submit his case to a jury. Buat I know
he wifl not be tried. and 1 know thet he
is a thief,

Mr. BATH (in reply) : T have no desire
to delay this debate to any great length,
and a very few minutes will suffice e to
reply to some of the statements made by
members in defence of the Minister. So
far as the ¢ == which has been made,
and the gravamen of the indictment of
the motion of which I have givan notice
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are concerned, it is evident that the
Premier and the Minister have been con-
tent to leave the defence first to the mem-
ber, for Murray, then to the Attorney
General, and finally to the member for
Kalgoorlie. The Minister in the first
place stated that there could be no
possibility of a charge that he had shown
favouritism to Berteaux, because he
assured us that he did not grant this loan,
but that owing to his seruples in view of
the political situation, he had allowed
the matter to stand over until his succes-
sor occupied the Ministerial chair. The
scruple of the Minister only went half
way. If he were so punctilious that he had
no desire to deal with the matter there
should have been no minute on the file
showing how strongly the Minister recom-
mended the, loan. He should have left
that minute off the file and allowed the
succeeding Minister to deal with the
matter, without having his judgment
affected by that means. To my mind
that seruple to which he haa referred does
not exonerate him from having attempted
to secure the loan for Berteaux. It
is & humiliation that the memory of
Mr. Hastie should have to be taxed
over & period of five years in order
to write & letter such as that read
here to night, end it is a humiliation
to Mr. Hastie to have written such a
letter,. We remember that while Mr.
Hastie was Minister for Mines the present
Minister for Mines, both in Perth and in
this House, professed to be his guide and
counsellor, yet in the mining districts
he undermined him, and, to a large ex-
tent, undermined him in the minds of his
constituents. The Premier asked why
did not the member for Boulder ask a
question. Has the Premier read the
question which the member for Boulder
put to the Minister when he asked when
the papers relating to the matter were
going to be laid on the Table ¥ He asked
*'When will the papers relating to the
President Loubet lease be laid on the Table
and has an inquiry yet been held.” The
Minister veplied, * If the hon. member
esires, the papers can be presented to-
morrow, but T am holding them back for
the purpose of adding the report of the
nvestigation by the State Mining
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Engineer.”” The only report on the file
was in the hands of the Minister four
weeks before that. /e
The Premier : I said, why did not the
member ask a guestion when he found
the papers were not satisfactory. )
Mr. BATH : Because the reply of the
Minister led the member to believe that
a further investigation was to be made
by the State Mining Engineer. We find
to-night that practically the only de-
fence of the Minister is to place the blame
on the State Mining Engineer by saying
that there hed been some mistake and
that that officer did not get hold of the
report of his speech. That is an ab-
solute subterfuge. The member for Kal-
goorlie says that the minute of the
Minister for Mines was sufficient, but I
say that is disproved by the fact that
the only demand of the Minister was for
a report which did not involve the
measurement of the shaft. Tf the ques-
tion were to go to a jury of mining men on
the fields to-morrow, before, say, 12 men
who know a mine when they see one, and
they were asked what they would do
first if & man had been peaid for 93ft. of
sinking when he only sunk 45ft., they
would say, in more or less emphatic
language, with the use of more or less
emphatic expletives, " Let us put a tape
into the shaft.” That should have been
the instruction of the Minister to the State
Mining Engineer. He should have teold
him to ascertain whether the shaft was
1451, or 193ft. deep. That is the very
gravamen of the charge agsinst the
Minister, and when the charge was made
by the member for Boulder a straight out
investigation was not made. As & matter
of fact, the Minister quibbled when he
referred to the action he took. It was
only when he was driven into a corner
and the aid of the Premier was invoked,
that we could secure & promise of in-
vestigation that would be sufficient.
In conclusion T wish to refer to what the
member for Kalgoorlie said. He said it
is destroying the character of the Minister
to bring a vote of censure of this kind,
and that it is an unheard of procedure
in Australian politics. Why. censure
motions have been moved against indi-
vidual Ministers and against Cabinets
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©on very many occasions. And it may
have involved their departure from office.
It;does not involve their being ostracised
by society. . We have no justification for
accusing the Minister of dishonourable
<ollusion with Berteaux. What we have
accused him of is negleet of duty as cus-
todian of the funds of the State, and that
is a sufficient charge, in my opinion, to
warrant & vote of censure. Votes of
«¢ensure have been made against indi-
vidual members before as they have been
made against Cabinets, and when the
member for Kalgoorlie trys to bring in
thet question to obscure the issue raised
helis reducing the debate to a very low
level, indeed. I have no desire after the
jong discussion which has taken place,
to go infto this matter at any greater
length except to say that throughout
this State and the other States, it has
come to be regarded by men of all shades
of opinion and by men of all classes that
while it may be dishonocurable to do
certain things in private life, it is only a
trivial offence to take down the Govern-
ment whether it be by getting at them
through the Railway Department or
through the customs, and it is regarded
as & clever thing to take down the Gov-
ernment of the State. That is a wrong
opinion to hold, and we as members of
Parliament, should be above c¢ounten-
sncing it. It is because people will say
by the action taken with regard to this
charge that we are countenancing that
view which is held by so many, that it is
desirable we should emphasise our dis-
taste for such an opinion being held by
members of this House.

+ Question put and a division taken with
the following result :—

Ayes .. ‘- .. 20
Noes .. e .. 26
Majority against .. 6
Axyes.
Mr. Angwin Mr. McDowall
Mr. Bath Mr. O'Loghien
Mr. Beolton Mr. W, Price
Mr. Colller Mr. Scaddan
Mr. Gill Mre, Swan
Mre. Gourley Mr. Underwood
Mr. Heltmanno Mr. Walker
‘Mr. Holman Mr. Ware
Mr. Horan [ Mr Troy
Mr. Hudron {Teller).

Mr. Johnson 1

NoeEs.
Mr. Brown Mr. Layman
Mr. Butcher Mr. Male
Mr. Carson Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Cowcher Mr. Monger
Mr. Daglish Mr, N. J. Moore
Mr. Davles Mr. 8. F. Moore
Mr. Draper Mr. Nanson
Mr. Foulkes Mr, Osborn
Mr. George Mr. Plesse
Mr. Gregory Mr. J. Price
Mr. Hardwick Mr. F. Wilson
Mr. Hayward Mr. Gordon
Mr. Jacoby (Telier).
Mr. Keenap

Question thus negatived.

BILLS (2)—FIRST READING.
1. Electoral Act Amendment.
2. Transfer of Land Act Amendment,
Received from the Legisiative Council.

House adjourned at 11.30 p.m.

Legislative Hssembly,
Friday, 10th December, 1909.

Pagh

Obituary, Letter in re . 2057

Urg-enc Motipn : Mll:vay Emp oyees gnemuces 2058
(;oomallmg Wongan Hills Railway, ¢&., ete. 2115
Dowenn Merredin Railway, 2., ete. . 2135
Annual Estimates, Vote (Agricultura] du:
cuesed ... ., 2138

The SPEAKER took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

OBITUARY—-LETTER IN REPLY.
Mr. SPEAKER: 1 have received the
following letter from the representatives

of the late Mr. Robert Sholl:—

4251 St. Georze's Terrace, Perth.

The Speaker, Legislative Assembly.
Dear Sir,—On behalf of my mother
and the other members of our family,
1 have to thank you and the members
of the Legislative Assembly for your
kind note expressing your sineere syui-



