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Amendment put and passed; the new

clause, as amended, agreed fo.
New Clause 89:

Hon. J. CORNELL: This clause says that
no postal vote shall be taken after 8
o’clock. We have just decided when postal
votes may be taken. I hope this new
clanse will be struck ouf.

New clause put and negatived.

Clause 8¢—Chief FElectoral Officer to de-
cide whether ballot paper to be put for-
ward for serutiny and eounting:

Hon. J. CORNELL: I move an amend-
ment—

That after ‘‘voter’’ in line 2 the words
““under Section eighty-one’’ be inserted.

Amendment put and passed;
as amended, agreed to.

Clauses 137 and 149—agreed to.

Hon. J. OORNELL: I have given this
Bill considerable atteniion and have pointed
ouf necessary consequential amendments. I
bave prepared a Bill to amend the Consti-
tution to make it apply, with minor excep-
tions, to that part of this Bill dealing with
the qualifications and disqualifications of
eleetors for the Council. Whatever the
state of the measure may be eventually, I
shall have no regrets, as I feel that I have
done my parl reasonably well.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I shonld
like an assurance from the hon. member that
the Bill is now in order and is fit to bhe
passed.

Hon, J. CORNELL: It is in order, ex-
cept that the clanses will need to he num-
bered properly by the clerk, and the numeri-
cal references adjusted.

the clause,

Bill again reported with further amend-
ments.

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

That the House at its rising adjourn until
Tuesday next.

Question put and passed.

House adjourned at 1227 a.m. (Friday).
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p.m., and read prayers.

QUESTION—SECESSION PETITION.
As to Federal Action.

Mr, SAMPSON asked the Premier: 1,
With rveference to the question asked by the
Leader of the Opposition on the 24th Qeto-
ber, 1935, is it the intention of the Govern-
ment to request the Commonwealth Govern-
ment to signify their assent to the reception
of the Secession petition by the British Par-
liament? 2, If so, will such request be made
in time to permit of supporting action by
our representatives in the Federal Parlia-
ment before the end of the present sitbings?

The PREMIER replied: 1 and 2, The
matter is being considered in accordance
with my promise to a deputation which
waited upon me on the 27th November, 1935.

QUESTION—WHEAT CARTING
SUBSIDY.

Mr. SEWARD asked the Minister for
Lands: Is it the intention of the Government
to pay the wheat carting subsidy in the
Lakes King-Carmody avea this year?

The MINISTER FOR LANDS replied:
No.

RILL-WBEAT AND WHEAT
PRODUCQTS.
Introduneed by the Minister for Lands and
read a first time.
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

On motion by Mr. Wilson, leave of absence
for iwo weeks granted to Miss Holman
{Forrest) on the ground of ill-health.

MOTION—STANDING ORDERS
SUSPENSION.

THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon,
J. C. Willecock—Geraldton) [4.35] : T move—

That during the remainder of the aession the
Standing Orders be suspended so far as to en-
able Bills to be introduced without notice and
to he passed through their remaining stages on
the sume day, and all messages from the Legis-
Iative Council to be taken into consideration on
the day they are received.
This is the usnal motion moved towards the
end of a session. The first portion will not
be necessary because I do not think aoy
further Bills will be initiated in this House.
Of course, the motion has been framed in the
usual way and therefore includes thaf provi-
sipn as well. We desire an opportunity to
deal with messages from the Legislative
Couneil on the day thai they are received.

HON. C. G. LATHAM (York) [4.36]: I
have no objeection to raise to the motion but
we have before us the Bulk Handling Bill
that is fairly formidable. [ have a number
of amendments that I shall place on the
Notiece Paper to-morrow, I have arranged
to meet the Parvliamentary Draftsman at 9
a.m, to-morrow and as soon as 1 have the
amendments eompleted, I propose to send a
copy to the Minister and to place them on
the Notice Paper as well. I hope the Bill
will not be rushed through, because it is of
such importance.

ME., SLEEMAN (Fremantle) [4.37]:
According to reports in the Press, the Bulk
Handling Bill is likely to reach the Legisla-
tive Council by Tuesday. If the Govern-
ment intend to push a measure of such im-
portance through in one or two sittings, it
will not be reasonable, and we will not have
an opportunity to diseuss a measure of such
magnitude in a proper manner. 1 hope the
Minister does not propose to push the Bill
throngh tn the Legislative Council as sug-
aested in the Press.

THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon.
J. C. Willeock — Geraldton —in reply)
[4.35]: The usual procedare will he followed
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in connection with the Bulk Handling Bill,
and ample opportunity will be given for
proper discussion.

Hon. C. G. Latham: | do not mind what
is done after the Bill passes the Committee
stage,

The MINISTER FOR JUSTICE: The
motion zimply means that it will affect the
formal stages of proecedings. For in-
stance, when we adopt the report of the
Committee it will not be necessary to wait
until the following day to pass the third
reading, and then have to wait another day
hefore the Council can receive it. The
motion is necessary so that the formal pro-
ceedings may be underiaken without delay.
That is all the metion means.

The Minister for Lands: If there is any
stonewalling, it will he another matter alto-

gether.

Hon, C. G. Latham: We are not stone
walling.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order!

Hon., C. (. Latham: The Minister for

Lands is looking for trouble,

Question put.

Mr. SPEAKER: [ have counted the
House and T have assured myself thai an
absolute majority of momnbers is present.
I declare the question duly passed,

Question thus passed,

BILL—RAILWAYS CLASSITICATION
BOARD ACT AMENDMENT.

Remaining Stages.

Report of Committee adopted.
Bill read a third time and transmitted to
the Couneil.

BILL—BULK HANDLING.
Second Reading.

Order of the Day read for the resumption
of the dehate from the 3rd December,

Point of Order.

Mr. Tonkin: On a point of order, Mr.
Speaker, No. 44 of the Joint Standing
Orders relating to private Bills reads—

No private Bill shall be brought into the
House but upon a petition first presented . . .
The Bulk Handling Bill confers henefits
and privileges on a corporation, gives power

=
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to levy tolls and charges are to be levied.
It affects the rights and privileges of the
general publie, 1t thus appears to be in the
nature of g private Bill, and if that is so,
it is not properly before the House. I ask
for your ruling, Mr. Speaker, on the guesr
tion: Is the Bulk Handling Bill properly
before the House?

Mr. Speaker: The member for North-
East Fremantle has asked for my ruling as
to whether the Bill is properly before the
House.

Mr. Sampson: Surely that is superfivouvs.

Mr. Speaker: Admittedly, the difference
between private and public Bills of this
description is very finely drawn. We have
to ask ourselves what arc the objects of the
Bill. The ohject of the Bill iz to give Co-
operative Bulk Handling Litd. the sole right,
until the 31st Deeember, 1955, of reeceiving
wheat in bulk at railway stations and sidings
where the company have installed country
bins. What is a private Bill? OQOur Stand-
ing Orders relating to private Bills have
been taken from the South Australian
Btanding Orders in their entirety. In that
State private Bills lave been defined as
those—

1, Whose primary object is to promote the
interests of individual persons or corporations
rather than those of the community at large;
or

2, Which authorise the taking ecompulsorily
or prejudicially affecting, by individual per-
sons or corporations, of lands other than
Crown lands; or

3, Which authorise the granting of specifie

Crown lands to an individual person, eorpora-
tion or local authority.
Bills coming within the last two categories,
if introduced by the Government, are not
treated as private Bills hut must, after the
seeond reading, be referred to a seleet com-
mittee of the House in which they originate.
We must ask ourselves: Under what para-
graph does the Bulk Handling Bill come?
It certainly does not come under paragraphs
2 and 3. The next question is; Does the
Bill affect the interests of the eommunity
at large? “May,” in the 1906 edition, deal-
ing with private Bills states—

Bills for the particular interest or benefit of

any person or persons are treated m Parha-
ment as private Bills.

I think the answer to the question I have
indieated ean fairly he stated to be in the
affirmative. The company are not the pro-
moters. Had they heen so, the Bill would
not have been subjected to eriticism by the
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chairman of directors of the company. The
benefits of any saving of money by bulk
handling, as compared with bag handling, is
not limited to Co-operative Bulk Handling
Itd., its clients and the farming community
alone, but must be felt by the eommunity
in general. . Bulk handling of wheat has
become a national question respeeting which
it is fairly within the province of the Gov-
ernment to introduce legislation. Had this
been purely a private concession, it could
well be assumed that those to whom the
monopoly for 20 years was to be given would
see that the Bill, upon introduction, was
entirvely in their interests. Other private in-
terests are affected by this Bill hut those
interests are, in my opinion, not sufficient
to make the introduction of a private Bill
necessary in place of a publie Bill, but are
rather arguments for the appointment of a
select committee. Feeling as I do, I can
only rule that the Bill has heen properly
introduced as a public Bill

Debate Resumed.

HON. C. G. LATHAM (York) [445]: I
suppose that of all the Bills which have
been introduced this session this is probably
the most important and will have the most
far-reaching effect, if it leaves this Chamber
in the formm we desire. I assure the Minister
that the second reading will have the support
of members on this side, and that there will
be no unnecessary stone-waliling, I desire to
allay his suspieions in thaf respect, I ought
to tell the House something that led up to
the introduction of this legislation. The bulk
handling ecompany is not a company within
the ordinary meaning of the word. It is a
bhand of men who have been appointed by
the farmers, who are henefiting by the pre-
sent bulk haundling system, to contrcl their
business. There are neo private shareholders,
except nominally, and the shareholders really
are the people who are participating in the
bulk handling system, and no one else. I
shoull Lke to explain  that there are
53 sidings in the State handling bullk wheat.
A little over 11,000,000 bushels were handled,
aceording to the last record we have. and
according to the information supplied in the
report of the Royal Commission. This legis-
lation affects the farmers probably most im-
portantly; the company, that is the people
managing this coneern, secondly; and the
shippers of wheat and the millers thirdly.
This cannot be regarded in any way as a
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private Bill or as one affecting private com-
panies. As you, Mr. Speaker, have pointed
out, the general community will also receive
some benefits from this legislation. There
18 & great difference between this Bill and a
Bill that might be introduced by the Govern-
ment and administered by the Govern:went.
I Dbelieve the House will be satistied that
this company--it is a registered company—
has launched a bulk handling scheme in this
State that is the cheapest scheme ever put
up for handling wheat in bulk. I helieve it
can also be claimed to he an eflicient schame.
The only other State we have to look to for a
comparison is New Sonth Wales. 1 have a
very interesting stafement from the Sydney
“Morning Herald” of the 13th August last,
dealing with the remarks of the Minis-
ter for Agrculture, who controls this
business in  New SBouth Wales. He
pointed out that already five millions
of money had been sunk in silos in that
State, e added that the additional facili-
ties that were then asked for would neees-
sitate a further three million fo four
million of money. He pointed out that in
1932-33 they handled 16,652,860 bushels in
bulk. Last year this State handled
11,000,000 bushels in bulk, and T think the
capital cost was somewhere about £173,000.
A profit has been made on the running of
the eoncern during the period it has been
managed, but in New South Wales the loss
has ranged from £40,000 to £79,000 per
annum.  This is taking info aececount the
horrowing of money at a high rate of in-
terest, and a very large sum of capital
expenditure. From the point of view of a
business concern the bulk bandling scheme
in this State has been suecessful, and has
proved the cheapest and most efficient form
of bulk handiing vyet inaugurated, and
probably, from the financial point of view,
has been the most suceessful. There is at
the moment an accumaulation of a sum in
reserve towards meeting pavments for the
concern itself. The farmers who are eart-
ing their wheat to the 53 sidings are re-
ceiving the benefit of a premium, as it
may he called, of 2V%d. per bushel. The
result is that the rest of the farmers who
have to cart their wheat to sidings where
no such facilities are provided are envions
of the farmers who are getting this benefit.
As a consequence, there has been a distinet
agitation for the extension of the bulk
handling system. The present Government
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knew when they came into office that de-
mands were being made to increase these
facilities. Nothing was done by the Gov-
erament until the early part of this year,
when a Royal Commission was appointed:
That Commission comprised Messrs. Ang-
win, Donovan and Foulkes. So far as their
qualifications te inquire into the system
were eoncerned, I do not think they had
any special qualifications, but they did ge
thoroughly into the business. I believe
their report is a reasonably fair one, so far
as laymen could be expected to go. I do
think therc has been unnecessary delay on
the part of the Government since that re-
port was received on the 31st July. This
Bill is the last Bill to go on the Notice
Paper, and this 'is the last session of
Parliament before the Government go to
the people, That is why I rose a little
earlier to ask that we should have a rea-
sonable opportunity to discuss the measure.
We helieve in the principtes of bulk band-
ling. Whilst we believe in that we are
going to make the best attempt to have
bulk handling so that we may satisfy the
people who have to use the system, and
provide the best possible means for making
it a business eoncern. Besides saving 214d.
per bushel, the scheme has also other ad-
vantages, all of which T will not ‘now
enumerate. If members would read the
report of the Royal Commission they would
find these advantages fairly fully set out.
One of the main things is that it gives
quick despateh from the farm. Karly in
the morning, when farmers ¢annot harvest,
as js frequently the ease, they can do their
wheat carting. 'They have not to sew up
bags. They can clean their paddocks, and
transfer their stock to feeding paddocks
quicker than they can under the bag sys-
tem. They bave these advantages besides
the saving of 2l%d. per bushel. It is a
very atiractive proposition, It is creating
quite a lot of feeling on the part of those
who desire to participate in the scheme
but are unable to do so. It is not eosting
the Government one penny, The whole of
the money that has been invesied has been
found by the wheatgrowers in conjunction
with Westralian Farmers, As the Minis-
ter said, it is like a family conecern. Wes-
tralian Farmers, West Australian Wheat
Farmers, and Bulk Handling Tid. all he-
long to the co-operative family at least.
Between them they have found all the



money that has so far been expended. With
proper legislation they will be able to find
the neeessary money for the extension of
the scheme to the sidings that are business
propositions. It is not for me to say the
scheme will be extended to every siding.
I have no authority to say that, and 1 do
not think it could be done, from the finan-
cial standpoint. If Western Austealiz does
not fall into line with the rest of the world
we shall be seriously handieapped. The
shippers and exporters of wheat have rea-
lised that. Although a large quantity of
wheat is still handled in bags, these bags
have been taken to the ports and opened,
and the wheat has been shipped in bulk. In
nearly every part of the world faeilities are
provided for receiving wheat in bulk, and
bags are not required and are not used.
If we do not desive to limit the
market that is available for our wheat,
or impose conditions upon exporters, this
House ought to agree to a bulk handling
system that ean be financed and successfully
garried on. The Minister referred to the
Bill as giving cffect to the decisions of the
Royal Commission. I disagree with him. It
does this in some respects, but in others it
exceeds the decisions of the Commission.
They do not suggest many of the things the
Minister has put in the Bill. One would
think the Government were finding the
money. It is true that a few years ago the
last Government introduced & Bill. The
Minister may reply—I will anticipate his
reply—that this Bill eontains quite a lot of
the provisions embodied in the last Bill.
There is a great difference between them.
Whilst the sompany were to find the inoney
on the Iast oceasion, they asked for a guaran-
tee of repayment. The conditions under
which they were to get the money at the
time was that they would have a Government
guarantee. When the Government gnaran-
tee money, whether for Bulk Handling Ttd.
or any other concern, they have a right to
some say in the control, and to some check
upnn the operations. In this case, not one
penny will be found by the Gavernment. I
suhmit to the Fouse that the Government
have been guiity of a great deal of unneces-
sary inferfercnce, which must prove irk-
some to the company and by increas-
ing cost tend to defeat the objecis
of the Bill. I cannot imagine with
the Bill as printed thal any ecompany
or individual would invest money in a busi-
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ness that is under the control of other people.
Those who read the Bill will find that the
control 1s definitely taken away from the
company and handed over to the Minister,
or else to an irresponsible board comprising
a number of departmental officers. The only
advantage this Bill gives the company is a
restricted monopoly, I use the word “re-
stricted” advisedly. It only gives power to
handle 90 per cent. of the bulk wheat. Tt
gives the company no power to have a
monopoly over bagged wheat. I am not
sorry about that. 1 believe that if the man-
agement of the eoncern is such as to canse
dissatisfaction to the producers they will
then be able to revert to the bag system.
They will have the opportunity to dispose
of their wheat as they like, in such an event.
It seems to be the idea amongst people that
Bulk Handling Ltd. buy wheat. They buy
no wheat. They only huy, as provided in
the Bill, when there is a shortage in the out-
turn, but they do not buy wheat in any other
cireumstances. All this company does is
to set up the necessary storage and handling
equipment. [t is responsible for the trans-
port of wheat to ships or the mills, which-
ever is required. The wheat is owned by
the persons whe put it in until such time as
they dispose of the warrant handed to then
by the company. The only advantage to the
company, if it can be called an advantage,
though the Bil} itself is not an advantuge, is
that it gives it the restriected monopoly to
which I have referred. The eompany never
asked for a monopoly, neither do they want
it, nor do the farmers want it. I admit that
in the last Bill which was infroduced provi-
sion was made for a monopoly. The reason
Tor that, as I have pointed out before, is be-
cause the Government were asked to guaran-
tee the repayment of the money in the event
of the eompany making default. Conse-
quently, the Government quite rightly said,
“Tf we are to be responsible for the repay-
ment of this money, we want to be able 1o
handle al] the wheat, so that we can get the
necessaly annual payments which we will
he called upon to make” That is, for in-
terest and sinking fund. I cannot under-
stand for one moment why the merchants
should not be permitted to instal bulk-
handling faeilities. There is no reason why
they should not be. As a matter of fact, T,
in common with the other members of the
Country Tarty, believe in competition. There
is no reason why this company shonld not



[5 Decemper, 1935.]

proceed with the scheme; but if shippers of
wheat or wheat merchants, or wheat pro-
ducers, are dissatisfied with the system, let
them get together and form themselves inte
another company to provide facilities to
bhandle their own wheat. I shall have no
objection if this portion of the Bill is de-
feated, althongh T do not propose to assist
m defenting it.

Hon. W, D. Johnson: As a matter of fact,
it is the only satisfactory c¢lause in the Bill.

Hou. C. G. LATHAM: Yes. It is the
ouly one that assists the company.

Hon, W. D. Johnson: It assists the farmer
more.

Hon. C, ¢. LATHAM: I am falking of
the eompany as the farmers. I want mem-
bers to understand thal the company eonsists
only of the eight men who are the nominal
shareholders. They each hold a £1 share.
They are elected by the persons interested in
getting the benefit of bulk handling. They
are really just a board of management for
the farmers whe are to reap the benefit of
the system.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: They are the com-
pany.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The farmers, too.

Mr. Moloney: How many real farmers are
there amongst them?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : I should say every
one of them.

Mr. Moloney: St. George’s terrace farm-
ers.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I have heard that
before. I thank the hon. member for draw-
ing my attention to this point. Ti is very
easy to check it. For his special benefit,
I will tell him that Mr. Harper is a farmer,
Mr. A. J. Monger is a farmer—he is a very
big farmer, a bizger farmer than any man
in the House—Mre, Warren Marwiek is a
farmer, Dr. Boyd is a farmer, Mr, W, D
Johnson is a farmer, and Mr. Bath, M
Teasdale, and Mr. Diamond are farmers
Every one of them is a farmer, without ex.
ception. T want the hon. mamber to take
my word that that statement is ahsolutely
true.

The Minister for Mines: That is seven
of them,

Hon. C. GG. LATHAM: I have given the
whole list. T should have thought, Mr.
Speaker, that the Minister wonld provide
in the Bill for an extension of the bulk
handling system, but there is no sneh pro-
vision at all made in the Bill. The exten-
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sion of the system is realiy in the hands
of the Commissionor of Railways, who,
under the Railways Act, can give a lease
to those who desire to provide the faecili-
ties. Therefore, it is first necessary to
obtain a lease frowm the Commissioner of
Rtailways. I desire to wake this point
perfectly elear. There is no provision made
in the Bill for extending the system. Of
eourse, if it be the Covernment’s poliey
to extend the system, [ have no doubt the
Conmissioner of Railways will econform te
that polieyv: but, again, I want to make it
quite elear to members that the Bill itself
does not eontain a provision for the ex-
tension of the svstem. The Bill ¢compels
everyone handling wheat in bulk to send all
their wheat, with the exception of 10 per
cent., through the bulk handling system. As
regards the 10 per cent. that is carted into
the siding, no provision is nade in the Bill
for the company to charge the farmer for
the use of its facilities there. I fail to
see how g person can avoid using the faeili-
ties provided by the Government for the
remaining 10 per cent. of his wheat. There-
fore, I think the provision should be made
that if a farmer does avail himself of the
facilities of the company in respeet of the
10 per cent. of his wheat, he should pay
for the use of the facilities. Having ob-
tained the permission of the Commissioner
of Railways, if an extension of the system
is desirved it is neeessary to approach the
Minister for his permission to instal the
facilities. The Minister ean then say Yea
or Nay, He may feel inclined to say Yea;
he may feel inelined to say Nay. Might I
say here that I min not seeking to cast all
the blame on the present Minister; I am
looking 20 years hence.

The Minister for Lands: You do not
mean you are going to die in 20 years?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The Bill provides
that this monopely shall continue for 20
years. I do not kunow what Ainister will
be in charge of the bulk handling system,
That is indefinite, but it is to be presumed
that some Minister will be placed in charge
of the system by an Order in Couneil.
Under this Bill, the Minister would have
authority to grant or withhold his permis-
sion. Not only that, the Minister can come
along and direct what sort of faeilities
shall be provided. He has the power, he
bas the right, to ask for plans and speci-
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fications to be submitted. Let us see what
that means. Plans and specifications must
go to the architeetural braneh of the Pub-
lic Works Department for examination and
approval. That is quite right. The Minis-
ter for Health knows, and T know, some-
thing about that. The architeets of the
Public Works Department are very over-
worked. It is impossible to obtain their
approval of plans that are submitted owing
to the fact that they are so busily engaged
on public works in progress.

The Minister for Works: The morgue has
ceased to exist.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: It is very fine for
the Minister to describe his office as a
moergue. Until the hon. member went there,
no doubt it was.

The Minister for Works: As soon as this
Government took over it ceased to exist.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: You are referring
to three years ago. It was no more a
morgue then than it is fo-day. Why was
not this Bill introduced earlier? There
will therefore be unnecessary delay if at
any time we find the architectural division
is working as it is at present. The plans
and specifications must be submitted to
the Minister, He ean approve of them, or
lie can send them to the Public Works De-
probably do that.
course, iaking the
years.

Mr. Sleeman: This song and danee busi-
ness won't last.

Mr, SPEAKER: Order!

Hon, C. G. LATHARM: I will try to avoid
hearing interjections. Anyone who has had
anything at all to de with Government de-
partments knows very well that the stand-
ards of the Public Works Department are
very high, and it is very uncertain whether
the department will approve of plans and
gpecifications that are accepted hy the Com-
mission in their report as heing suitable.
Again, vou might got a cantankerous Min-
ister who might say, ‘“We want conerete
glevators.” The company might not be abla
to find the money to build them. I pointed
out what the cost of concrete elevators has
been in New South Wales. Besides that,
the Minister is taking upon hiingelf the

The Ministey s, of
responsibility  for 20

power to alter the plans und specifieations,

and to order the company to make altera-
tions to existing bins. He can come along
and say, “That bin does not satisly me. 1

want a concrete one, or | want that bin
turned inside out.” Such tactics would be
irritating to a company that has to find the
money, and money for which the Goveri-
ment is not responsible. ‘TChat is one of the
objections. The Bill also prohibits trading
by the company or its officers. I pointed
out a little while ago who the directors of
this company were. I do not know if it is
necessary for me to say that the Royal
Commission pointed out that these com-
panies were so intcrwoven that the manag-
ing director, or the chairman of directors
or of the trustces, was very freguently the
one person. We will take Mr. Harper, for
instanee. I mentioned his name. He is
chairman of directors of the West Austra-
lian Farmers, director of the Co-operative
Bulk Handling Ltd., and a trustee of the
Wheat Poal.

Mr. Moloney: He e¢annot have much time
to do the farming you were talking about.

Hon. C. G. LATITAM: I do not know
thut the hon. member has much time for
kuilding or for answering hiz correspend-
ence, but he has plenty of time for making
interjections. 1 am afraid thai if we leave
the Bill as it stands, it will prohibit these
people who have grown up with the eom-
pany, and who have a thorough knowledge
of the werking of the system, from con-
tawing to hold offsc. [ do nst thizk it can
be claimed by anyone, whether the shippers
or others outside the co-operative concorn,
lhat there has heen any unfair treatment.
I hope these men will be allowed to con-
tinue in offiee and that no alteration will
be made until such time as their term has
expired. To hand over the control of this
system to persons who know nothing about
it will probably jeopardise the suecess of
the scheme. The Bill also makes provision
for the putting up of a substantial bond. I
do not know why that provision is ingerted,
but a bond of £30,000 is required to cnsure
the performance of all obligativns and duties
under the Act. The bond is to be in a pre.
seribed form, and I do think that the form
of the bond should have been set out in a
schedule to the Bill. T am hoping that the
Minister will include such a schedule in the
Bill. I cannot do it myself, beeause I do
not know what is in his mind. I am not ask-
ing anything unreasonable in this respect.
If it is left blank as at present, we do not
know what conditions may be imposed: and
[ doubt whether any coneern, Tooking at this
piece of legislation when it hecomes an Act,
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will be inelined to give a bond. I doubt
whether the company could raise a shilling,
because the Bill takes away from it the man-
agement of the concern and imposes eondi-
tions which the company will have no con-
trol over. I think we ought to set out clearly
what the implied conditions are in connee-
tion with this proposed bond of £50,000.
Again, the Minister resiriets the givinz of
the bend to an insurance company. T trust
he will not leave that restriction, as there
will probably be no difficulty in getting
some other big econcerns, such as Llovds,
or Bennie 8. Cohen and Company, or a
bank, to provide the necessarv security.
The insurance company, hefore quoting,
would want to know what the conditions of
the hond were likely to he. The business is
of an unusval type. Therefore the legisla-
tion itself should set out exaetly what is
expected of the insurance company and what
is cxpeected of the bulk handling company,
before Parliament insists upen the insur-
ance company taking the risk or the other
company executing the bond. From the
point of view of investors, this provision in
the legislation must render it impossible to
raise any money. The Minister said that
under the Bil the bulk handling company
would be earried on as a utility. That is
relevant to what I am now ahout to say.
The Bill provides that no rclief shall he
given to the company in respeet of liabil-
ity for conversion. This means that if Smith
comes along the road and steals some wheat
from Jones, and then puts it into the bulk
handling system and thus obtains a warrant
for it in his own name, Jones, when he finds
that the wheat has heen stolen, can demand
from the company the return of the wheat
although Smith may have sold the warrant
to some other firm, who also have a elaim on
that wheat. So that the responsibility will
be shelved. If thiz is, as the Miinster told
us, a utility, I shall ask bim in Committee
to agree to the corresponding provision in
the New South Wales Act. In New South
Wales bulk handling is a Government con-
cern, with the people's money behind it;
and provision is made for contracting out of
the law. I hope that similar permission will
be given here. If it is good enough for the
Government of New Sonth Wales, it ought
to be good enough for this company, I
fully agree that we should protect as closely
as possible those who deal with the com-
pany; but we must not, by this legislation,
throw all responsibility on the company by

compelling them to take all the sound wheat
offered to them and also compelling them to
issnz a warrant almost forthwith, TUnder
the Bill, they have fo take wheat offered and
issne a warrant for it, and then accept fur-
ther responsibility although they have no
means of finding out whether the wheat is
stolen or not. We should legislate so as to
relieve the company of that responsibility.
As to fixing of charges, I notice that the
Minister—who I do not think eonsulted the
company very freely on this aspect—has in-
serted a maximum amount. He has pro-
vided that five-eighths of a penny shall he
charged for a toll. That toll is money de-
ductcd from the persons using the system,
for the purpose of paying for the system.
The money belongs not to the company, but
to the people who use the system, and from
whom the money is to be deducted. Besides
that, although he has power to alier the
type of huilding to be erected, he restriets
the company to a maximum charge of five-
eighths of a penny. Again, he limits the
charges which may he made for services
rendered to one and one-eighth pence. That
amount eannot possibly cover all the ex-
penses of the company—insuranee and all
the other things they are called upon to
meet, hesides entering into a bond. I hope
the Minister will not show himself hard and
fast on that point. e insists upon all sorts
of unreasonable restrictions, and yet limits
the charges to be made io the people using
the system. The worst feature, as to which
when I heard the Minister deseribe it I re-
marked that I &id not know why he put it
in, is the proposed shippers’ hoard. The
ghippers’ board absolutely takes control
away from the company. The board is to
include a representative of the Commis-
sioner of Railways and a representative of
the Fremantle Harbour Trust., The people
who are finding the money have only one
representative, and all the wheat merchants
have only one representative. This makes
a board of four members. The Government
are not satisfied with that position. They
say, “In case there should be an unfair ad-
vautage given to the merchants or the com-
pany, we will take additional powers.”” So
the representative of the Commissioner of
Railways is given two votes. As chairman
he has yet another vote, making a total of
three, The company are answerable at law
for dereliction of duty, and yet the board
take the control out of the company’s hands.
The hoard’s functions are to see that the
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wheat is transported to the port or to iis
destination, and that provision is made at
the port—I am sorry the member for Bun-
bury (Mr, Withers) is not here, because his
port is definitely excluded, not heing even
mentioned in the Bill, from which fact it
is to be presumed that no consideration will
be given to the port of Bunbury, though
the Bunbury people will want the bulk
handling system before. long

Mr. Tonkin: Have they not got enough
lumpers at Bunbury?

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: The hon. member

interjecting looks ap  these things lop-
sidedly. Let him Jook at them from a

national standpoint, and then he will not get
on to the narrow avenue he treads here
night after night.

Mr. Raphael: Plenty of men are going to
be thrown out of work.

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: I think the hon.
member interjecting had better go back to
that committece meeting.

Mr. SPEAKER: Ovder!

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : If we are to have
interjections, let them be sensible.

Mr. Raphael: Sit down'!

Hon. C. G. LATHAM : The hon. membor
has just cntered the Chamber. He interjects
mervely that the House may know he has
arrived. He usually arrives late.

Hon., P DL Forguson:
to know of his arrival.

Mr. Raphael: T am quite content.

Hon. C. &= LATHAM: The board has
accepted the responsibility of determining
how wheat shall be brought down to the port
or to its destination. There is also thrown
on the board responsibility for providing at
the ports sullicient storage. Storage must
he provided, as the Railway Department will
not let the wheat stay in trucks without im-
posing demurrage, The board have to pro-
vide for a minimum quantity of wheat to be
kept at the port. That is unfaiv. The eom-
pany have to pay, and the board will call
the tune. Tt is unreasonable. The Minister
suid the shippers’ hoard were already in
existence.  The present shippers’ bonrd,
however, do none of the things the proposed
shippers” hoard are to do. It is trae that by
agreement the merchants have decided on a
board., and that the bhoard fix a roster for
ships. =0 that all the ships will not come in
at one time. Ships are ordered into the port
in such a wav as to avoid congestion and
enable the iailway Department to bring
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down wheat to fill the ships. That is the
inest bmportant duty of the shippers’ board.
The matter is arranged, among others, for
the merchants’ own convenience. 1 have not
heard of any trouble in that connection. In
point of fact, that feature has not caused
nearly as mueh diffienlty as have industrial
troubles at the port. However, I want to
keep away from that subjeet this afternoom.
As regards transport of wheat, the eompany
are compelled to put up storage. There will
have to be storage at the ports. The com-
pany have nothing whatever to do with the
port. I tte not want them to have anything
to du with it. Let the exporters arrange
among themselves about the shipping, That
is all that is required. The job of the ¢om-
pany is not shipping wheat at all. T have
already pointed out their functions, The
merchanis are anite eapalle of looking affer
themzelves, Up to date there has existed a
highly satisfactory arrangement, Now the
Bill proposes to put in two Government
offieials with wmajority vobing power, and
says to them, “You shall control this, and
the other people must pay.” All that part
of the Bill dealing with the Boavd will go
out, so far as I am conecerned.

Myr. Raphael: That is the finish of the
Bill, then!

Hon, C. G. LATHAM : Tt is extraordinary
to imipose on the ermpany the whule réapun-
sibility of complying with the agreement.
The company have nothing to do with the
running of the railways. During the year
they have been in operation lhey have got
on very well with the railways,

The Minister for Railways: Not alto-
gether,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: What has heen
the trouhle?

The Minister for Railways:
been some little expense caused.

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: I shall deal with
that expense, The trumpery case put up by
the Commisstoner of Railways is not worthy
of that official. In erie place he says that
the department made a loss beeause they did
not earry the cornsacks they had been used
to carrying. He said nothing, however,
when the harvest fell from 50,000,000
bushels to 26,000,000 bushels. The railway
system is a business eoncern. If the Com-
missioner is not careful, he will drive the
wheatzrowers out of business. The railways
exist for the henefit of the people—not the
people for the henefit of the railways. 1

There has
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have a great respect for the Commissioner’s
abilities, but he is net infallible. Some of
the stuft he puts up lere is wide open to
contradiction.

The Minister for Railways: And some of
it is not open {o contradiction.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Now the Min-
ister is taking my side of the argument.

The Minister for Railwavs: You say
there is no ground for complaint. 1 =say
there is some ground.

Hon. €. . LATHAM: I can see the
Comimissioner fears he is poing fo lose some
revenue beeause the State is moving with
the times. But there is no proposal by the
Commissioner to put up passenger faves on
the Fremantle to Perth line because some
reojle travel befween the two citles by
motor hus. He does not raise goods rates
because some goods are transported by road.

Mr. Moloney: You are letting vour im-
agination run riot.

Hon, C. G, LATHAM: The hon. mem-
Ler alwayvs makes his speeches by interjec-
tion. 1 pointed out previously that the
difference between the present Bill and the
previons Government’s measure is that the
latter provides a guarantee for repayment of
the money. T acknowledge that the Govern-
nent have the right to be closely associated
with the company in order to sec that the
company do not default. But in this ease
the Government have only the responsibility
of holding the scales of justice evenly he-
tween all sections of the community. The
Minister said that the 10 per cent. provided
in the Bill was also incladed in the previous
Government’s measure, but that is not the
case, The previous Government's Bill was
referred to a joint select committee of both
Houses of Parliament. When it came back
from the joint commitiee, the 10 per cent.
had been inserted in it. Why it was inserted
I do not know. The present Bill gives to
Bulk Handling, Limited, an exclusive, or
partly execlusive, right to handle 98 per
cent. of Lhe wheat in bulk for 20 years. Tt
provides for no cxtension of the present
system.  That will be at the diseretion of
tbe Commissioner of Railways. The Com-
missioner of Railways limits the period for
lcases to seven wvears, although the Govern-
ment provide that the company shall have
power fo operate over a period of 20 years.
If the Commissioner granis leases, facilities
cannot be installed without the consent of
the Minister. The Minister ean eompel rhe
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company o equip sidings where the average
annual receivals of wheat are 20,000 bushels
or more, and may determine the type and
class of building to be erected. The Min-
ister may insist upon improvements and
additions to existing or future installations.
The Bill prohibits the company’s officers or
servants from being concerned cither directly
or indirectly in the business of any other
wheat company. The mensure compels the
company to take out a £50,000 bond, and
the Minister is to fix the conditions for the
fulfilment ol the obligations. The Bill
makes the company liable for the conver-
sion of wheat passing into their hands as
stored wheat. Tt compels the company to
insure and to keep a sulficient quantity of
special milling wheat fo satisfy the require-
ments of millers. It fixes the date on which
the sompany’s financial vear shall end.

The inister for Agriculture: Ave you
emunerating the advantages?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Those are some
of the disadvantages, I admit that there
are some advantages, to which T shall refer
later.

Mr. Raphael:
week.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The Bill pro-
vides that the Governar may determine what
records shall be kept by the company and
stipulates that the Auditor General may in-
spect and take extraets from the company’s
books. The Governor may vary the terms
and conditions under which the wheat is de-
livered to and handled by the company.
The Bill protects the wheat against seizure
or attachment for any debt contracted hy
the eompany. That is a very wise precau-
tion. The Bill provides that the Governer
may limit the charges to be made for
the repavment of eapital borrowed and
the interest thereon, and fix and limit the
charges for all services to be performed.
The Bill proposes to set wp a Government
board to control transport and storage of
wheat at perts at the company’s expense.
It provides also that the Governor may make
regulations even to taking compleie contro!,
leaving the company to meet the expense.

The Minister for Lands: At their own
expense, not the company’s.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: There iz no pro-
vision in the Bill for that. As a matter of
fact, no payment is to be made to the board,
but no provision is made for pavment to
the seeretarv, though presumably the job

Make it some time next



will be a full-time one because his services
will be called into use in other directions.

The Minister for Lands: The Bill pro-
vides that the members of the board shall
not be entitled to receive any fees for their
services from the Government or the com-
pany. Yet you said the Government would
have to pay them.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: T did not say that
the company would have to pay for the
board. I said that the operations of the
board would have to he paid for by the com-
pany, not that the hoard wounld have to be
paid by the company. The hoard will have
to determine where the wheat is to come
from, and how it shall he conveved to the
ports. Provision is made for a limited
quantity of wheat to be kept at the poris,
and someone will have to pay for that. Te
meet the cost no appropriation is made
under the Bill and the Government are mnot
providing any money. Consequently the
cost will have to he met by the company.

The Minister for Lands: The company
will not have te pay.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: T say that the
company will not have to find any money
to pay for the hoard itself, but what aboutl
the operations of the board—the work that
the hoard will insist upon having done?

The Minister for Lands: The Bill does
not impose on the company any such obliga-
tion.

Hon. C, G. LATHAM: It is true there
i3 no penal clause in that respect, but when
[ discovered that fact, I turned back to the
£50,000 bond. What will be the conditions
there? The bond is designed to ensure en-
forcement of the measure, Consequently,
if the company do not, at their own ex-
pense, earry out what the board say shali
be done, there must he a penal elause, and
that will be provided by the bond.

The Minister for Lands: You are exag-
gerating.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I am not. Pro-
vision is made for a quantity of wheat to
be kept at the ports of Fremantle, Gerald-
ton and Albany. The port of Bunbury is
excluded. Wheat eannot be kept at those
ports excepting in trucks or in some kind
of storage system. If it is kept in trueks,
there must he a certain amount of demur-
rage.

Mr. Wanshrough: Who is paing to pro-
vide the storage?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The eompany. un-
ti! terminal elevators are erected. If the
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Minister reads the Bill, he will find that I
am right. The schedule sets out the con-
ditions for veceiving, handling, transport
and delivery. The company have to find
the capital and will he responsible for re-
payment of principal and interest.  The
company have to carry out all the services,
namely handling at the sidings, housing the,
wheat, transporting the bulk wheat to its
destination and delivering it. At the same
time the company have to aceept full re-
sponstbility for the wheat in their charge.
The Government fix all the eonditions, and
all that the ecompany have to do, so far as
[ ean see, is to pay. If it were not for the
principle of bulk handling, I would probahly
say I could not support the Bill. I hope the
Minister is in a reasonable frame of mind
and that he will econsent to the deletion of
some of the objectionable features of the
Bill, or Iimit the powers of the Minister o,
if necessary, clarify them. If they are clari-
fied, 1 might be able to agree to some of
them. T hope we shall be able to do some-
thing with the measure so that it will prove
helpful to the farming ecommunity.

The Minister for Agrienlture interjected.

Hon. €. . LATHAM: Bulk Handling
Litd. is a growers’ company. The difficulty
is to make menhers understand that the
growers own the eoncern and that the grow-
ers hope at the end of 10 to 15 years to
have paid Tor ii. 10 sl ithe cod of
that period it is paid for, it will be handed
over to them and they will heeome share-
holders in preportion to the quantity of
wheat handled for them. The Minister
for Agriculture has a smile on his face.
I eannot understand the reason for it.
Those are the faets.

The Minister for Works: It is not con-
travy to the Standing Orders to smile.

Hon. C. . LATHAM: Sometimes it is
to frown, There ave such things as dum-
mies.

The Minister for Agrieutturz: You are
making me smile.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I hope the Min-
ister will tell me the canse of his amuse-
ment and point out where T am wrong.
I have given a great deal of consideration
to the Bill and probably know much more
about wheat production and wheat market-
ing than does the Minister, In saying that,
I have no wish to set myself on a pedestal.
T know what is happening in respect to the
bulk handling eompany and I know how
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it affects the farmers. If we c¢an do any-
thing to increase the number of installa-
tions, then we shall be enabling the farm-
ers to effect a saving of 214d. per bushel
on their wheat in addition to conferring
other advantages upon them. That saving
is well worth considering. But if the whole
of that 2144d. is to be eaten up owing to the
restrietive conditions of legislation intro-
duced by the Government, we might as
well drop the legistation, I cannot under-
stand why the company are not left alone
to conduct the business on their own re-
sourees.

My, Tonkin: That would he lovely with a
monopoly.

Hon. C. G, LATHAM: But it does not
need to be a monopoly; the company .o
not ask for if.

The Minister for Waicr Supplies: They
have obtained it.

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: When in Canada
in 1928 T saw sidings where three eleva-
tor companies were working, and 1 was in-
formed that at some sidings more than
three were operating. The capacity of
their bins was onlv 30,000 bushels., Here
we have to make provision for a capacity
ap to 300,000 bushels.

The Minister -for Lands: The farmers
pay for the whole of that duplication,

Mr. Patrick: They are the largest owners,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: In Canada the
farmers have formed themselves into com-
panies, but there is no private company
that I know of.

The Minister for Lands: And they have
three elevators at enc siding?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Yes. [ suppose
thex consider that quite all right.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is why a
wonopoly is provided for in the Bill. Tt
will prevent duplication.

Hon., C. G. LATHAM: During the last
two years, provided the Commissioner of
Railways would have granted the same lind
facilities, other companies conld have in-
stalled elevators.

The Minister for Water Supplies: The
others had not a monopoly.

Hon. C. G, LATHAM: The Government
have a monopoly of the land. The company
say they do not want a monopoly. I am
anxions to see the Bill amended and passzed
into law. During the last three years no
less a sum than £4065,000 has been sent out
of the State for the purchase of whent

sacks. I do not say the whole of that
amount could be saved by the adoption of
bulk handling, but a great deal of it could
be. Another important factor is that if
bulkc bhandling were extended throughout
the wheatgrowing areas, there would be no
necessity for increasing the harbour faeili-
ties at Fremantle for many years. That is
a very important consideration. The hand-
ling of wheat in bulk would facilitate
shipping to sneh an extent that it would
not be necessary to do what was expected
would be necessary a few years ago,
namely, to spend several millions of money
on extending the Fremantle harbonr. T am
anxious that the farmer who desires these
facilities and desires also to get a little
more ouf of the industry—he expeects to
save 214d. per bushel and to obtain other
benefits—shonld be given a reasonable
chance, I wish to sce the facilities pro-
vided and permitted to be used. I wish to
see the companies who are operating with
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. given
reasonable protection. Some of the provi-
sions in the Bill are very necessary. I
am pleased to see some of them included,
but some are objectionable. If members
approach the Bill in Committee as I desire
to do, namely in the spirit of sweet rea-
sonableness——
Mr. Wilson: Oh, oh!

[The Deputy Speaker took the Chair.)

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: —we might be
able to mould the measure so that it will
render assistanee to an industry that every
member, if he does the right thing, would
be anxious to help. We should do all in our
power to prevent the wheat-growing industry
From deteriorating. Since the season 1930-31,
the production of wheat in Western Aus-
tralia has been reduced by 50 per cent. That
deerease is a very serious matter. My sym-
pathies go out te members representing
ports in their desire to find work for the
men who will be displaced by the adoption of
hulk handling, but if we had bunlk handling
with a harvest of 53,000,000 hushels, there
would be as much work for those men as
they have to-day, when half of the harvest is
being handled in bags. If our farmers are
to stay on the land, we must give them faei-
lities to handle their wheat and market it in
compefition with the rest of the world.
Parliament and the Government would have
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to make provision for employment for those
men who are displaced by the introduetion
of the scheme. If we help the industry along,
it will more than compensate for the loss of
employment by meu on the wharves. The
other evening I did not have anything to
say when you, Mr. Deputy Speaker, put up
a plea for the people yon represent. I
realised that your intentions were honestly
directed towards doing something for those
men.  But if we do something that will lead
to an increased production of wheat, and
enable growers to produce it and market it
under reasonable eonditions and suecessfully
compete with the rest of the world, more
. eash will be brought into this country than
will be required to vecoup the loss. There
will be other avenues opened up, and I can
assure the member for Fremantle that we
will render the men on the waterfront any
assistance which is at all possible. There is
a great deal of work to be done in the agri-
cultnral areas, but unfortunately there is no
money with which to pay for it. There
will he any amount of employment for all
the men thrown ont of employment, if we
can get the money necessary for the pay-
ment of those men. Every farm is suffering
from want of improvements; improvements
are deteriorating. There is an unlimited
amount of work to be done and it is only a

.......... Wa
shall put new life into the agricultural in-
dustry if we permit agriculturists to have a
bulk handling systein which will enahle them
to compete with the rest of the world and
save £115,000 a year in hags. That ought to
appeal to the Mimster for Industries, who is
always asking ns to produce goods here so
that we shall not have to send our money
away. We do not send to other parts of-
Australia money for our bags, but we send it
to India. Tf we can retain that money here,
and if the Minister can get the benefit, I am
snre he will be able to find employment
with it.

Alr, Tonkin: Now tell us about the rail-
ways.

Hon. €. G. LATHAM: We shall have
plenty of time for that in the Committee
stage.

Mr. Tonkin: Yes, but you promised it, or
threatened it, I do not know wwhich.

Mr. Raphael: He has forgotten all about
it '

ITon. C. G. LATHAM: The hon. member
desires (hat T shall give lim some informa-
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tion, See what the Fremantle Harbour Trust
lost in 1933-34. Mr. MeCartney, the see-
retary to the Trust, said that in that year
the Fremantle Harbour Trnst sustained a
loss in revenue of £7,612. It will be inter-
esting to see how that amounnt is made up,
Tt is not stated how much of the loss was
due to decrease in production, buat it is
stated that of that loss £262 was due to a
reduction in the number of vessels using the
port to discharge eornsacks; that £115 was
due to pilotage; that £2,710 was due to a de-
crease of 8,213 tons of cornsacks imported;
that £561 was due to the non-use of appli-
ances, and that £3,504 was dne to fthe in-
creased rate of loading. That is how Mr.
MeCartney made up the loss of £7,512. Bulk
handiing contributed nothing directly to the
loss, but indirectly it helped to off-set that
loss. So, to say that they had a loss of
£7,512 seems to me somewhat remarkable.
The Commissioner of Railwayvs, in answer
to Question 2651, stated that there wonld
he a saving to the railways of £7,000 a vear
if a terminal elevator were provided at Fre-
mantle. He claimed that a loss of £3,476
had heen incurred on account of decrcased
haulage of bags and twine, and the carriage
of such bags and twine as wheat. That
again is a remarkable contention te have
heen wade, that hecause thev did not have
to earry bags and twine, such bags and
twine were charged as wuoeat. We onght
to have had from the Minister a statement
that it was the intention of the Government
to put in bulk handling facilities at the port
at once. That would be earrying out the
recommendation of the Roval Commission,
who declared that the most important thing
was to have facilities at Fremantle for the
storage of wheat. The Commissioner of
Railways says he will save £7,000 per year
if those facilities ave provided. If the Com-
missioner of Railways can say that, then
the Government have a responsibility; they
ought te make an announcement that the
very first thing is to have those facilities at
Fremantle. The Govermment will then he
paid for the use of those serviees hy the
people exporting their wheat.

Mr. Moloney: Why at Fremantle?

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: Becanse that is
the only place where bulk wheat is going to.
Then immediately following there would be
Geraldton to deal with and subsequently
Bunbury and Albhany. The Minister knows
that our policy is deecentralisation. We be-
lieve that the port should drain the term-
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tory round about that port. Therefore we
are not going to pick and choose, but we
say that if the Government seriously and
honestly desire to help the wheatgrower, they
ought to lay the foundation stone of the
terminal elevator at Fremantle to-morrow.

MER. NEEDHAM (Perth} [5.50]: Par-
liament iz again asked to give its consent
to the establishment of bulk handling of
wheat and to confer upon a certain number
of people the legal right to handle one of
our staple produets; in fact, one of our prin-
cipal lines of food. If Parliament agrees to
the Bill, it will give legislative sanction to
still another phase of the mechanisation of
industry. It is that feature of the measure
which coneerns me very much. Among
some classes it is thought that the sanction
of Parliament 15 a matter of course and
that it is in strict aeecord with the trend
of industrial events to-day. That being so,
there should be no wvital objection to its
passage. We also hear that the Govern-
ment, bhaving appointed a Roval Commis-
sion to inquire into the bulk bandling of
wheat and that Royal Commission having
elicited a large volume of evidence and
having brought in certain recommendations,
it was the duty of the Government to hring
down legislation so that effect would he given
to those recommendations and they would
be put into operation. No one can cavil at
that. TUndoubtedly the Government looked
upon that phase of the sitnation as part of
their duty. And we are well content that
the Government, having appointed the Royal
Commission, should not have pigeonholed
their recommendations. I admit it is not
in the public interest that any Government
should appoint a Royal Commission to in-
quire into an important matter and then
do nothing with the recommendations of that
Royal Commission. If is only right that
Parliament should have a chance to eon-
sider those rccommendations and, if it be
deemed necessary, give legislative sanetion
to them. Of course, that point of duty
appealed to the leader of the Government.
beeanse he has a responsibility to uws. 1t
is noi necessary to go hack along the history
of the agitation for hulk handling. The
pages of “Hansard” teem with the state-
ments of members on this verv subject, but
[ think it is time to realise that if this meas-
ure becomes law, and bulk handling comes
into operation on a State-wide basis, a con-
siderable number of men engaged at the port
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of Fremantle will be displaced and their
occupation will be gone. And not only the
men engaged on the waterfront, but men en-
gaged at country sidings will also he thrown
out of employment. But it is said that that
is a mnatural outcome of labour-saving
machinery, and that we should bow to the
inevitable and allow things to take their
course. To my mind we have accepted
that phase of consideration for too long;
for too long have we agreed that because the
inventive genius of man brings out a
machine which is going to save labour it is
only a matter of course thai men should be
displaced by it. I think the time has
arrived when we shonld make a stand and
say that if the machine is going to displace
men, workers, then something must he done
to protect the victims of the machine,

My, North: How ean vou stop the in-
ventors?

Mr. NEEDHAM: I do not want to sug-
gest to my honourahle friend nor to any
other member that we can stop the inventive
genius of man, nor do I desire to do so.
Nobody desires that. But I want te point
out that the inventive genius of man is in-
tended to benefit his fellow-men, instead of
which it does not bhenefit the fellow-man
but rather has become a Frankenstein, an
industrial monster, and proved the means of
displacing innumerable numbers of men. 1
think the member for Claremont will ad-
mit that the curse of unemployment ram-
pant throughout the world to-day has heen
brought about largely by the inventive
genius of man. By the installation of lah-
our-saving machinery, man, whom it was
intended to benefit, has been made a vichim.

Mr, Lambert: | Brought about by the
money-changers,

Mr. NEEDHAM: I admit that is a faet,
bat 1 am referring to the progress of the
invention of machinery invented for the
saving of labour. We all know how the
inventive gening of man has displaced lab-
our. Now at this time, with all those
examples before us, we have brought down
a measure of this nature. It should be
accompanied by a scheme either to absorb
ihe men displaced or to make some provi-
sion for them so that they shall not be in
want. I admit it is claimed that the farmer
is to have the benefit, but that he shall not
be saddled with the cost of providing em-
ployment for the men displaced from em-
ployment. I am not sufficiently expert to
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know whether the farmer will benefit by
this system of bulk handling, but since this
question came before the House I have had
a look at many speeches which were de-
livered by members in this Chamher some
three years ago. I remember particularly
one speech delivered by the then member
for South Fremantle (Hon. A. MeCallum).
I am still in doubt as to whether the
farmers, in whose interests this legiskation
is intended, will benefit materially if it be-
comes law. Having read the provisions of
the Bill, I am under the impression that if
the farmers do not benefit, certainly Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd. will benefit.
I believe the company will be the only ones
in that position in the long run. I need not
go into the gqmestion of machinery versus
man, the tyranny of the machine and the
part it hag played in developing the unem-
ployment curse that is with us to-day, The
position is well known bo members, If the
Bill were to embody some provision such
as a shorter working week, or one to mini-
mise, as far as possible, the number of men
to be displaced in connection with the hand.
ling of wheat, I might be inclined to look
upon the measure with some degree of
favour. No such provisions are made, It
will hand over the system to a private
monopoly, and we are aware that, as a re-
sult, a large number of workers will lose
tileir empioyment and immediately hecome
a charge upon the Governmnent. We mmust
realise that we are faced with the proba-
bility of a serious position arising, and we
must protect the workers, who wil] he dis-
placed, as well as we ean. From your seat
on the floor of the Chamber, Mr. Deputy
Speaker, you moved to amend the order of
leave. I oppose your amendment, because
I was then, sand stil am, under the impres-
sion that you went about it in the wrong
manner. I realise that in your ecapacity as
member for Fremantle, you were anxXious
about a large number of your constituents,
and about the position of other workers
throughout the State who will be displaced
if the Bill be agreed to. I am looking at
the matter now from another angle alto-
gether. I am concerned with the drift of
the times and the danger to the eommunity
of legislation of this deseription, partieu-
larly if such legislation receives Parliamen-
tary sanetion withont making provision for
those

whose interests will be saeri-
ficed. I am hopeful that Parliament
will determrine, before agreeing to the
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Bill, te include some provision for
the protection of the people 1 have men-
tioned. There is no doubt that the Bill
will confer upon Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling Ltd. a private monopoly. The Minis-
ter for Lands argued that the Bill contains
certain safeguards from the standpoint of
the Government and the community, so
that the monopely will be kept within
eertain bounds. Even with those provisions
in the Bill, I cannot look upon it with
favour. Reading through the speech of the
former member for South Fremantle, to
which I have already alluded, I find that
Mr. MeCallum said it was cstimated that
nine per eent. of the men engaged on the
work in connection with the handling of
wheat would be sufficient under the bulk
handling system. There has been no refu-
tation of that assertion, and that perecen-
tage has never been challenged, In those
cirenmstances, I claim that we should in-
sist upon being extremely eareful in deal-
ing with legislation of this deseription. I
admit that -the farmer is not in a posi-
tion to pay the cost of helping to place in
other employment the workers whe will
lose their positions because of the intro-
duction of the bulk handling system. I do
not think the farmer should be called upon
to pay for that, because I regard it as na
sommuniby shavgs, and the whole of the
peopte should be taxed to provide employ-
ment for the men who will be displaced.
1 was lot prepared to cast a silent vote
on this matter beeause the Bill is far too
important for that. If my vote on the see-
ond reading can prevent the Bill from be-
coming law, it will not find a place on the
statunie-book.

MR, TONKIN (North-Fast Fremantle)
[6.7]: 1 oppose the second reading of the
Bill, and I shall do all I can to assure its
defeat. Probably I shall find myself in
allianee with the Leader of the Opposition
on many points, )

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: Then vou are im-
proving.

Mr. Rapbael: But the hon, member
should endeavour to get & few original
ideas.

Mr. TONKIN: I do not oppose bulk
handling because T am against progress. I
am not so foolish as to think it is possible,
for instance, to hold hack the sea. On the
other hand, hefore we make any revolu-
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tionary change such as that implied by the
Bill, we must consider all the faects and
not view one side of the picture only. I be-
lieve bulk handling will result in a saving
to the farmers individually. [ do not think
there is any doubt on that peinf. In actual
cash there will be a benelit to the farmers
who are able to participate in the bulk
handling system. On the other hand, we
have to consider not only the benefit to
the farmers individually, but the disloea-
tion which will result and the effect of that
disloeation wpon the rest of the eommun-
ity. Our great diffienlty is to maintain the
balanee between production and consump-
tion, and it seems to me that when we in-
stitute this system of bulk bhandling, we
will so interfere with that balance that we
shall find the consumption side will be so
npset that it will reaet against the inter-
ests of the farmers individually, It is
essential that the consumer shall be in a
position te buy the various products avail-
able for sale. If we do anything that re-
sults in the reduction of the purechasing
power of the community, there will be im-
mediately apparent something in the nature
of a snowball effect. Targe numbers of
men will be thrown out of employment, and
the State will he called npon to provide
for them. In the end, it may be that the
added eost wiill prove greater than the
initial saving to the farmer as the result of
the institution of the bulk handling system.

Mr. Lambert: But their exportable sur-
plus is over 80 per cent.

Mr. TONKIN: But what has that to do
with the point I am making? I am not
suggesting that the whole of their prodncts
are consnmed within the State. If we throw
a large nnmber of men out of emplovment,
thosze individuals will! not be able to pur-
chase the goods they were in the habit of
acquiring previously. That will mean
smaller profits for the storekeepers whe will
not be able te pay their rent to their land-
lords, and they will have to go out of
husinese.  The landlords in turn will lose
revenue, and they will spend less. So it will
lhe seen that people in varions walks of life
and avocations will be affected, and there
is a snowhall effect resvlting from actions
of this description. The upshot is that we
may zo interfere with the mass purchasing
power as to involve the Government in
greater costs than can be set off against the

initial advantage to the farmers. The Bill
proposes to grant a monopoly. The only
monopoly that T will ever countenance is
a State monopoly. If we are fo grant a
monopoly it should be in the hands of the
people for the bhenefit of the people. On
the other hand, the Bill proposes to grant
to a limited liability ¢ompany the sole right
to handle wheat in bulk. The only saving
feature in the RBill from the standpoint of
the monopoly is that the corporation is to
he subject to numerous safeguards and to
much control. In my view the more numer-
ous the safeguards and the greater the con-
trol, the better it will be for the State. The
Leader of the Opposition said that it would
be all right for the Government to impose
safeguards and to take control if the State
were advaneing woney or even guarantee-
ing funds; as it was not suggested that the
Government would either provide funds or
guarantee the ecompany, the eontrol indi-
cated in the Bill was not justifed. Let us
analvse the hon. member’s point of view.
It amounts to this, that if the people’s
money is in danger, then control of the com-
pany is necessary bacause that money is en-
dangered. In those circumstances safe-
guards must be provided. But if the State
has lent no money to the company, the

-Leader of the Opposition suggests that there

need be no control, and tlie company should
be allowed to do as they like, although
in the exercise of their funetions the
company may infringe the rights of the in-
dividual and take away certain privileges
enjoyed formerly by the community. Here
again the Leader of the Opposition has had
in mind one point of view only. He has
had regard to the money standpoint. Ac-
cording to him, if the State has money at
stake that is likely to be lost, then by ail
means let us have control and adequate safe-
gunards, hut if the State has not lent any
money and is not likely to be called upon to
meet any guarantee, then we need not worry
about safeguards, Int give the ecompany
carte blanche to go ahead, do as they like
and cxploit the people to the full limit. I
cannot follow that type of reasoming at all.
it the company are to he given power that
will make it possible for them to exploit
the peonle, it iz surely essential that ade-
quate sateguards shall be provided, 1 am
therefore pleased that the Bill does provide
numerons safeguards and a large measuare
of control. As T pointed out at the outset,
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I do not wani the Bill at all, but if we
must have some such measure, we should see
fo it that it embodies the greatest possible
measure of control and the most numerous
safeguards possible.

Sttting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

Mr. TONKIN: The Leader of the Opposi-
tion said he did not want a monopoly; in
fact he rather preferred private competi-
tion. He instanced Canada where he said
that at various terminals there was com-
petition as between diiferent companies.
The Leader of the Opposition said that with
his tongue in his check.

Hon. €. G. Latham: You have no right to
say a thing like that.

Mr. TONKIN: T have a right to say what
T like,

Ton. C. (. Latham: You will find you
have not that right.
Mr. TONKIN: T say it again. The

Leader of the Opposition made that remark
with his tongue in his cheek.

Hon. C. G, Latham: 1 ask for a with-
drawal of that remark, Mr. Speaker. I con-
sider it ohjectionable.

Mr. SPEAKER: The leader of the
Opposition considers the hon. member's re-
mark objeetionable, and asks that he shonid
withdraw it.

Mr. TONKIN: I wilt withdraw the state-
ment, and simply say that he makes the re-
mark by taking his tongue away from his
cheek.

Hon. C. G. Latham:
would expect.

My, TONKIN: In other words, when he
says he invites eompetition and instances the
competition in Canada, and endeavours to
make us believe that competition in this
State is practicable, I say he is not serious.
He must have read the report of the Royal
Commission, and I have no doubt he read
the statement of the commissioners on page
20 to the effect that the advantageous posi-
tion already obtained hy Co-operative Bulk
Handling Ltd. precludes the possibility of
any competition. We know that if any
other company eame in now, and duplicated
the serviee, the position would either be that
the second eompany would have no chance
of establishing itself, or else both under-
takings would he unprofitable, and whilst
they were working the farmers would be
saddled with the cost of hoth, That is an
argument not for inviting ecompetition, but

That 1is what one
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rather for leaving the whole business in the
hands of the Government, which the Bill
does not propose. If there is to be a saving
of any magnitude, and Opposition members
claim there will be, the workers are entitled
to share in such savings. During the last
few years there have heen great develop-
ments in respect to the introduction of
Iabour-saving devices. We have had bulk
handling in other commodities besides wheat.
We have made no attempt to give the
workers a share of the savings so effected.
The result in most cases is that the saving
has been divevted inte the pockets of pro-
perty owners and the purchasing power of
the masses has been lessened. The balance
between consumption and production has
been upset with disastrous effeets to the
country., lLong sinee a start should have
been made to give a share to the workers of
any saving effected as the result of this
mechanisation, It would be possible to give
that saving in onc of three ways. We could
do it by reducing the hours of work for the
men engaged whilst keeping the wages al
the present figure. We could do it by
actually inereasing the wage and lecaving the
hours as at present. Alternatively, it could
he done by lowering the price of the tom-
modity

Hon. 1. D. Fergnson: Lowering the price
of wheaid

My, TONKIN: [ am speaking of the in-
troduetion of machinery into industry gen-
erallv. Tt is possible to pass on a portion
of the hencfit in any one of these three wavs.
In this case it is unthinkahle that we should
expect a reduction in the price of wheat.
We do not want to confer a benefit in that
way. We are on the eve of potting through
legislation to incrense the price of wheat.
Scoing that it 1s not possible to confer a
portion of the henefit on the workers by a
reduction in price we must turn te one of
the other two methods, either reduced hours
or increased wages to those who are work-
ing, with compensation to those who lose
their employment altogether. There is an
additional argument for the rveduction of
hours in the handling of wheat in hulk. On
the wharf one can see persons engaged in
working there, working prohably in more
dust than is the case with the underground
miner in Kalgaorlie, Boulder or elsewhere.
Already we have men badly affected as a
result of that dust, men who have heen in
attendance at the Fremantle hospital for
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some weeks, solely hecanse of the deleterious
cffect of the dust in which they have bheen
working, Fxtra wages are no compensation
for that. Either we must shorten the hours
during which men are required to work in
that dust, or else cudeavour to put up safe-
guards that will minimise the danger re-
sulting from the dust. The Bill does not
provide for anything like that, and it ought

to do so. 1If this is not provided now,
nothing will he done. We cannot go on in-
troducing labour-saving devices without

making some provision for displaced iab-
our. The Leader of the Opposition, in
answer to an interjection of mine, said T
was taking a lopsided view, and that I
should take the national view. I will take
the national view. BEverything we seem to
be deing to-day is in the interests of the
farmers. The flour tax is to he reimposed,
in the interesis of the farmers. We are
calling upon the wage earner fo make a
special confribution in the interests of the
farmer by means of this flour tax. Our
railways are running at a loss, which is
partly occasioned by the cheap freights tha
we extend to farmers. We carry superphos-
phate at a loss, and give the farmers a cheap
freight on wheat. Because the railways make
a loss, the taxpayers generally are ealled
upon to make it good. There is a further
contribution from the taxpaver for the bene-
fit of the farmer. Then we have the fre-
mendous loszes of the Agrienltural Bank,
represented by money that has been ad-
vaneed over a period of years for the estah-
lishment of farms. The general taxpayers,
amongst whom are the lumpers at Fre-
mantle who will lose their johs, are ealleld
upon to make a contribution for these losses
for the benefit of the farmers. Further, the
men who will be turned out of employment
will fall back upon the Government for sus-
tenance. The general taxpayer once more
will be ealled upon to coniribute towards
these payments for something which has
been done in the interests of the farmers.
What benefits are the general taxpayers to
receive? We are told that the farmer will
save 214d. a bushel. Will the farmer get
the saving he is supposed fo get?

Mr. Fox: Will he get any?

Mr. TONKIN: I do not think he will.
The commissioners in their findings speak
of a reduetion in chipping freights in fav-
our of bulk wheat. They eonsider that com-
pared with bagged wheat there wounld be a
saving of 2s. 6d. per ton on a United King-
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dom basis, and 1s, 8d. per ton on an Orientsl
basis, but that this saving is not reflected
in the price offered to the farmer at country
sidings. Where did that money go? The
farmer did not get the benefit. It did not
go to the shareholders of the co-operative
concerns, because no dividends were paid.
The preference shareholders must have got
it. 1t looks to me as if this might be tor
the benefit of the preference sharcholders of
Westralian Farmers, and no one elze.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Do you ineclude the
Pool?

Myr. TONKIN: They are all the same.
The trustees of the Wheat Pool, Co-opera-
tive Bulk Handling Ltd.,, the Westralian
Farmers Ltd. and the Westralian Wheat Far-
mers are practically all the same.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: But where does the
2s, 6d. go?

Mr, TONKIN: The Commissioners could
not find out, and they had more evidence
before them than T ean get to-night. T have
no doubt they probed the wmatter very
thoroughly, but they were unable fo trace
it through the Pool.

Hon. W, D. Johuson: It is obwvious they
did not think it worth while.

My, TONKIN., Why did they say it was
not passed on for the henefit of the farmer?

Hon. W. D. Johnson: They read it as

vou did.
Mr. TONKIN: It must still be in the
Pool. What is there to say that it will not

remain in the Pool for the benefit of the
preference shareholders? The trustees of
the Wheat Pool and the Westralian Far-
mers Ltd. each put up £100,000 debentures
for Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd.

Hon. C. G. Latham: They did not.

Mp, TONKIN: Thev did. The Westralian
Farmers then passed on their debentures to
the E.S. and A. Bank. They allowed the
bank to earry them. I took the trouble to
verify that statement this afternoon.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: You are wrong.

Mr, TONKIN: The hon. member had het-
ter read the report and pay a visit fo the
Crown Law Department. He will then find
that there were £200,000 debentures.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: Nonsense!

Mr. TONKIN: It is not nonsense.
The trustces of the Wheat Pool took
out one debenture and the Westra-
lian Farmers the other. That makes
two. The Westralian Farmers then went

to the English, Scottish and Australian
Bank and gave as a security the debenture
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they had already had from Co-operative
Bulk Handling Ltd. There are two deben-
tures altogether. Will the hon. member ad-
mit that?

Hon. W, D. Johnson: There are two.

Mr. TONKIN: Yes. There are two de-
bentures, each for £100,000.

Haon, W, D. Jobnson: No.

Mr. TONKIN: If the hon. member investi-
gates further, he will find that I am right,

Hon. W, D. Johnson: You should make
accurate stalements.

Mr. TONKIN: The statement I made is
accurate. As I said before, I took the pre-
eaution to ascertain the facts from a reliable
souree.

Hon. W. D. Johnson: That is right.

Mr., TONKIN: That reliable source is the
Crown Law Department. 1 verified the in-
formation so obtained by perusing the re-
port of the Royal Commission. They men-
tioned both debentures. The Leader of the
Opposition said that he failed to follow the
reasoning of the secretary of the Harbour
Trust when he said that the Harbour Trust
had lost revenue because of the fact that
hags were not now being handled. The
Leader of the Opposition said he counld not
understand how that conld be considered a

loss ar all. But it is as mmch a loss
as the saving which the farmer will
usrive because of the fact that he

is not not now handling bags is a profit. If
the Harbour Trust derive certain revenue
from the handling of the bags, and if under
the bulk handling sysiem bags are no longer
necessary, the Harbour Trust have lost their
revenue from the handling of the bags.

Hon. C. G. Latham: That means that you
have lost your revenue if you do not happen
to own an hotel,

AMr, TONKIN: No. If1I did own an hotel
and suddenly lost my license, then I would
loge revenue, and my loss of revenue would
be due to the loss of the license. We are
considering for the moment the effect that
the introduetion of the hulk handling of
whent will have on the couniry. The secre-
tary of the Harboar Trust is entitled to
argue that the introduction of the bulk
bandling system has resulted in the loss to
the trust of the revenue which the trust de-
rived from the handling of bags. The rail-
ways will also be put to additional expense
because of the introduction of the bulk
handling system. These are matters which
must be taken into consideration against the
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saving which it is claimed will be effected by
the introduction of bulk handling,

Hon. W. D). Johnson interjected.

Mr, TONKIN: The hon, member is an in-
terested party, too, and his opinion is
coloured by rcason of that fact. I admitted
that there was a saving to the farmer as an
individual, but I am not so sure that if we
were able accurately to calculate the saving
to the farmer and the loss to the eommunity,
we would not establish the faet that the loss
outweights the advantage. One thing I am
certain of, a large number of men will be
put out of work who will be unable to find
employment elsewhere.

Mr. J. MacCallum Smith: They ean grow
wheat.

Myr. TONKIN: T suggest to the hon. mem-
ber that there are already too many ineffi-
cient farmers growing wheat at the present
time, and we do not want to eneourage more
people to grow ‘wheat in places where it is
economically unsound to attempt fto do so.
I believe we are long past the time when we
should have closed down a number of farms,
because what does the country gain by pro-
dueing wheat on farms where the cost of
production is greater than the price obtained
for the produect? We have a number of
such farms in this State.

Mr, J. MacCallum Smith: Who pays for
the loss¥

Mr. TONKIN: The taxpaver. That ia
what 1 am complainibhg of. Not only are
the lumpers called upon to contribute to-
wards the establishment and maintenance of
farmers, but they will be faced with unem-
ployment when the bulk handling system is
actually introduced. Numbers of them have
already lost their employment and nothing
has been done for them. It is no new
prineiple to compensate men for loss of em-
ployment, and T claim that if labour-saving
methods are introduced, the workers should
share in the saving that is effected. Previ-
ously, we have made no provision for giving
the worker n share In snch saving. That
cannot go on for ever, Other countries are
realising that provision must be made for
men who are being displaced from indunstry.
In that respect, the United States is a long
way ahead of us. T{ is time that we in
Western Australia made a start, and the
introduction of bulk handling will give us
the apportunity to do s¢. Tt is a Govern-
ment responsibility to replace these men in
industry or to compensate them if they can-
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not be found employment. We are rapidly
approaching the stage when we must reduce
hours of labour and inerease wages, and dur-
ing the transition peried compensation must
be paid to workers who are deprived of em-
ployment. 1 oppose the Bill and hepe it
will not be passed.

HON. P. D, FERGUSON (Irwin-Moore)
{7.56]: The question of the bulk handling
of wheat has been exercising the attention
of wheatgrowers generally throughout Wes-
tern Australia for quite a long time. They
have watched very carefully for some years
now ihe progress of events and the various
controversies more or less associated with
this question. There has been an insistent
demand by farmers from all over the
Siate for the installation of some facil-
ities whereby their product can be handled
in a more economical manner than under
the bag system. During recent times there
have been many inquiries and investiga-
tions made by departmental ecommiitees
and officers of Government departments,
such as the Depactment of Agriculture
and the Public Works Department, and
these officers arc possessed of a vast store
of knowledge concerning the various bulk
bandling svstems throughout the world. At
the beginning of the present year the Gov-
ernment appoinfed a Royal Commission to
investizate this matter still further. That
Royal Commission recommended that the
scheme already partially installed by Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd. at 53 sidings
threuzhout the State should be further
extended. For the life of me, I cannot see
how the Royal Commission eould have re-
commended otherwise. Overwhelming evi-
dence was presented to the Commission by
the users of the svstem, and, after all, they
are the people most vitally eoneerned in the
matter, nnanimously favouring {he scheme
installed by Co-operative Bulk Handling.
They proved to the Commission beyond any
shadow of doubt that there was a saving of
at least 2d., and in many instances 3d., per
bushe]l by the handling of their harvest in
bulk as against the bag system. I think
it was n the vear 1931—and that might he
regarded as an average year in our wheat
helt, when we harvested 41,000,000 bushels
of wheat—that there were 45,000 hales of
cornsacks imported into Western Austra-
lia at an average value of about £9 per hale,
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representing a cost to the farmers of
£105,000.

Mr, Sieeman: How mueh a dozen did it
cost the farmer?

Hon, P. D. Ferguson: The hon. member
ean wark that out. There are 25 dozen bags
to a bale, and they cost £9 per bale. It
has been definitely proved to the satisfac-
tion of the Commission and o most of the
people of Western Australia that if that
were the only saving that could be cffceted
by the change-over from the bag system
to the bulk system of handling, it would
be well worth while, but of course there
are other savings that can be effected. The
farmer who has had experience of both sys-
tems of handling wheat is in a better posi-
tion to say whkat those savings are than
anyone else, buf a man has only to go on
to a farm whose owner has had experience
during reeent years of both systems to get
what proof he requires. The report of the
Royal Commission was presented to the
Government about four months ago, and
at this late stage in the session, when in all
probability we have only a few days
left, the measure, I am afraid, will
not receive that mature consideration
that its importance demands. The
Government have never been very sym-
pathetic towards bulk handling or towards
the farmers’ company who have up to date
installed facilities at the 53 sidings men-
tioned. In fact, many of the Government’s
prineipal supporters in this Chamber are
actively opposed to bulk bandling in any
shape or form, Tt iv diffieult to follow the
reasoning of members in opposition to the
improvement of the handling of our grain
when we know that the same members have
bheen enthusiastie supporters of somewhai
similar systems of handling for other pro-
duets. The present Bill, which I desire to
discuss briefly, is designed to make the
growers helteve that the Government want
to assist them. T am definitely afraid, how-
ever, that unless the Bill is drastieally
amended it will have the effect of frustrating
any attempi to extend the faecilities that
have already been installed at some of our
most important sidings. I ask hon. mem-
bers how any eompany could be expecied to
carry on and extend the system under such
provisions as arc contained in the Bill7 I
realise that the Minister was up against
something pretty serious when trying to put
into the measure what would meet with the
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approval of the farmers, mect with the ap-
proval of the company trying to instal the
facilities, and also meet with the approval
of prominent political supporters. The task
was almost beyond the capacity of any
Minister—to reconeile all those divergent
interests.

The Minister for Lands: Who are those
prominent supporters of the Government?

Hon. P. D. FERGUSON: The Minister
should know them better than 1 do. There
have already been one or two speeches from
them on the Bill. If the Minister listened
10 their remarks, he should be able to answer
his own ¢uestion,

The Minister for Lands: They
nothing whatever to do with the Bill.
are right out of it

Hon. . D. FERGUSON: They are right
out of it as regards any system of bhulk
handling in ibe interests of farmers.

The Minister for Lands: They are not
provided for in the Bill. You said they
were.

Hon. P. D. FERGUSON: It is a cause of
great regret to me that I have to raise so

have
They

many ohjections to the Bill, because I am -

keenly interested in getting o system of bulk
handling installed throughout the length and
breadth of our wheatgrowmg areas. It is
for that reason T intend to support the
second reading. [ must, however, assure the
Minister that unless he is prepared to
amend the Bill drastically in Committee, it
will prove of ne use whatever to the people
for whose benefit it is intended. The setting-
up of the shippers' delivery board that is
proposed seems to me to make further ex-
tension of bulk handling, as we have it to-
day, practically impossible. Unless Parlia-
ment is prepared to delete the board pro-
posed by the Government, the position of
Co-operative Bnllk Handling Ltd. will be-
come absolutely hopeless. They can have no
shadow of prospect of making a success of
hulk handling installation if they have to
operate under that hoard. In my opinion,
no self-respeeting company or self-rezpect-
ing body of men would tolerate the domina-
tion of such a hoard for one moment. More-
over, no company with any regard to the
welfare of its finaneial resources would
operate under a hoard of that desgeription.
May I glance for a moment at the constitu-
tion of the hoard. The chairman is to be
the Commissioner of Railways, or a nominee
of his. The Fremantle Harhour Trust are
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to have a representative on the board; the
wheat merchants are given a representative;.
and the company are to have onc. The one
voiee of the eompany against the three other
voices makes the company’s position alto-
gether untenable. Not satisfied with having
a representative of the Commissioner of
Railways and a representative of the Fre-
mantle Harbour Trust on the board, the
Government further propose that the chair-
man of the hoard shall have an additional
vote. Bnt when we look at the powers of.
the hoard, on which the personnel is abso-
lutely stacked against the interests of the-
company supposed to make installations
throughout the country, we realise the hope-
lessness of the position—

It shall be the duty of the board as far.ns

practicable (a) to prevent any disorganisation
or congestion in the railway transport of
wheat; (b) to gee that adequate supplies of
wheat are kept transported to the ports to meet
the demands of shippers and charterers of ves-
sels,
Surely there is no need to set up such a
board as proposed in order to provide that
that shall be done. Surely the transport of
the wheat is purely a matter for the bulk
handling company, and not for the other
parties constituting the board.

Mr. Sleeman: Do you think those other
parties would also be against the farmers?

Hon, P, D. FERGUSON: It is easily eon-
ceivable thap their interests might not be
identical with those of the wheatgrowers.

Mr. Sleeman: Apparently everyome is
against the farmers,

Fon, P. D. FERGUSON: What has the
Commissioner of Railways, who will have
two votes on the board under certain condi-
tions, to do with the detail work of the trans-
port of wheat? The Commissioner of Rail-
ways in this matter is, or should be, in the
pusition of s comamon carrier. He has no
right to dictate to his cnstomers when they
shall bring their wheat to the port, and how
they shall bring it. He ought fo be in a
pozition to transport wheat, or any other
commodity, to or from any place that his
eustomers wish it transported. It should net
be the Commissioner’'s funetion to say what
wheat is o he brought to a port. He
should not have a dominating voice on the
bhoard to declare that wheat from ecertain
arens shall be brought {6 the port when the
people who own the wheat, and who, under
this legislation, have the privilege of deal-
ing with the wheat, may not require that
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particular wheat at the port at all. Again,
what bave the Fremantle Harbour Trust io
do witl the transport of wheat from the
country? Surely they have no concern with
thal wheai—at any rate, not until it gefs to
the port of Fremantle. Why should mer-
chants trading in wheat have a representa-
tive on the bvard? They are not one whit
concerned with trausport of wheat from tha
country {o the seaboard. I take it that the
wmerchants who own the wheai will get the
wheat when it is handed over to them by the
hulk handling company at the port, anl
that is all they are coneerned about.

Mr. J. H. Smith: Ts there not a board in
existence at the present time?

Hon, P. D. FERGUSON: There is a greal
deul of misconeeption about the hoard. There
is no beard existing under statutory antho-
rity at the present time. The only board
now existing is a purely voluntary one on
which every wheat-handling merchant in the
State has a representative, and the only func-
tion performed by the board, as was ex-
plained by the l.eader of the Opposition this
afternoon, is to arrange a rosler of the
boats that come into port to be loaded, and to
supervise the charfering of boats. The trans-
port of wheat from the country to the port
is not a funelion of that board in any shape
or form.

Mr. J. H. Smith: Have the present eom-
pany a statutory authority?

Hon. P. D. FERGUSON: They are not
operating under statutory authority, but if
the Bill becomes law they will have to
operate—if they eontinue to operate at all—
under the provisions of the measure, harsh
though they be. I maintain that the trans-
port of wheat from the eountry to the sea-
board should be the funetion of the bulk
handling company and of nobody else. While
there should be co-operation—and I have
no doubt there will be co-operation—between
the various interests concerned, there should
be ne domination by any combination of
those interests to the detriment of the main
body concerned—the co-operative bulk
bandling eompany, who have been granted
a monopoly of handling 90 per eent. of the
bulk wheat railed. Incidentally, they have
not asked for that monopoly, and so far as
I am able to gather they do not want it
Apparently the Government have gone out of
their way to find all the so-called safeguards
they can to place in the measure—safeguards
for other sections of the community, safe-
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guards far-reaching in many respects and of
such a nature as viriually to eripple the
commpany; and the company represent the
most important section of the community so
far as the handling of wheal is econcerned,
naturally with the exception of the pro-
ducers of the wheat. And {lose so-called
safeguards will really have a iendeney to
raise the cost to the producer higher and still
higher. We should not inerease the pro-
ducer’s costs in any shape or form. The
Minister has said, “I am going to give the
company a monopoly, and I have to make
all sorts of safeguards” When the farmers
of this country some years ago put about
£70,000 of their own money inlo the Fre-
mantle freezers and the Government put

about £70,000 of public money into
that  enterprize, did the CGovernment
give that partieulur company a mono-

poly of handling all our export lambs? There
was no such suggestion. No Govermment
wanted to grant such a monopoly, notwith-
standing that they had put about £70,000
into the venture. And in this instance theve
is no neeeszity for a wmonopoly, so far as [
sce. My definite opinien is that the bulk
handling of grain is absolutely ecssential in
the interests of cur wheatgrowers; but let
me assure the Mouse that bulk handling at
any old price is no good to the wheat-
wvrowers. Unless they ave going to have
bulk handling on reasonable terms, they
would be better off without it altogether.
Bulk handling ean be foo costly to our
wheatgrowers: and unfortunately it seems
o me that the so-ealled safeguards eon-
tained in the Bill will have a tendency to
take away a great many of the benefits of
hulk handling, which hencfits, after all, are’
mainly in the direction of cconomieal hand-
ling. Seeing that the Minister has made a
great virtue of giving a monopoly of the
handling of grain in bulk to this company,
why is it necessary fo exclude that 10 per
cent, which has heen excluded? Tlas that
10 per cent. been exeluded so that the op-
ponenis of the bulk handling eompany can
wot together and in some way tryv, by means
of that 10 per cent. to eripple the com-
pany’s operations?

The Minister for Lands: You forget
that that provision was contained in your
own Bill.

Hon. P. 0. PERGUSON: Mighty little
commarison can be drawn between the twe
hulk bandling Billg which have heen intro-
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duced into this House, for in one instance
the Government, while not finding the
money, had to guarantee it, and in the other
ingtance the Government are not asked to
find a penny-picee nor te furnish a guar-
antee in any shape or form. There is uo
responsibility on the Government in any
shape or form in connection with the pre-
sent proposal, Iave the Government suf-
fered at all through the installation of faeili-
ties at the 53 sidings already equipped? Of
course, no demand has been made on the
Government, and if another 200 sidings
were equipped, the same position would ob-
tain. Theve would be no finaneial responsi-
bility whatever on the Government. The Bill
also provides, unnecessarily in my opinion,
that the company must submit the plans
for any new bulk bins to the Minister. That
is an altogether unfair provision. The Min-
1ster has the power to reject or alter those
plans in any way he thinks fit. It seems
to me that he has tle power entirely to
jeopardise the whole suceess of the bulk
handling scheme, if he thinks fit, by insert-
ing that certain specifications shall be ob-
served in the construction of the new hins.

Mr, Sleeman: Do you think a Minister
would do that?

Hon. P. D. FERGUSON: Suppose the
Minister’s ideas were cntively different from
those of the company who are to earry the
responsibility and {o find the money for
cquipping the sidings. He might easily say,
“T will not approve nf an installation at any
more sidings on a basis similar to those al-
ready equipped, but will insist on other
specifieations being complied witle” Tt is
coneceivable that sueh an attitude might
prove so costly to the company installing
the facilities that it would not be worth
while for them to continue with the installa-
tion. The rompany would be entirely in the
hands of the Minister, and if he insisted
npon some ahsurd specification being com-
plied with, the company, who have made
such a success of their oporations to date,
might conceivably be completely ruined. T
know that the Minister has not been very
appreciative of what ¥ might term the mag-
nificent efforts of Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling Lid., to reduce farmers’ costs so far, and
T should like to suggest in all seriousness
that if Parliament and the eountry gener-
ally wish to encourage the type of service
that the rompahy are giving to the wheat-
growers and throngh them to the community
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generally, the company are entitled to better
vonsideration than is heing meted out to them
hy this Bill. For instance, the company are
to be called upon to provide n hond of
£30,000. That is going to add considerably
to the farmers’ costs. After all, the farm-
ers have to find that bond. T consider that
a bond of that desecription is entirely un-
necessary. The farmers are not going to
get any equivalent advantage from it; it
is not going to benefit them in any shape
or form, but it is going to add to their
costs. I appreciate the fact that some
hond might be advisable, though I do not
think any bond is necessary. Thare has
been none up to date. If we are going
to insist on a bond, surely one of 10 per
cent. of the amount mentioned in the Bill
would be ample to cover all contingencies.
A bond such as is stipulaed might be hard to
zet and costly. Again, the bond has to be in
a farm nresecribed by the Governor. No one
knows the form in which it will be pre-
sented to the company. That is entirely an
unknown quantity. How could the com-
pany ask any financial institution to assist
them with money further to extend the
installation with a gun like that held at
their hoads? I venture to say theve is not
a bank in this eountry who would be pre-
pared to find the money until they knew
exactly what was confained in the bond.
SBurely it is possible to state clearly in the
Bill the form that the bond shall take, and
then any financier approached by Co-opera-
tive Bulk Handling Ltd. would have some
idea of what the companv had to face in
the shape of the responsibility entailed by
the bond. The Governor will also have
power to make certain regulations for the
earrying ont of bulk handling under this
measure. I am afraid there is a possibility
that some of the regulations might easily
prove irksome and costly to the company.
Tt is conceivanle that they might add eon-
siderably to the company’s costs. The
Bill, as drafted, takes a great deal more
cognisance of the welfare of other sections
of the community than of the company
who are called upon to accept the respon-
sibilities, and the regulations might offend
in that direction, too. While I agree that
the Governor should have power to make
regnlations, I consider that in a case like
this no power should be given to the Gov-
cernor to make regulations unless he is re-
quested to do so by the ecompany. If the
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company presented certain regulations to
the Government with a request that they
be given legislative effect and they were
not acceptable to the Government, they
would not reeeive the foree of law, and
the company would have to draft other
regulations that would meet with the ap-
proval of the Government. But I do sug-
gest that no power should be given to any-
one to make regulations unless requested
by the company to do so. The Bill seems
to be altogether unsatislactory to meet re-
quirements. It is unfortunately inimicai
to the best interests of the growers and of
the company coucerned, but I suggest that
if the Minister is willing to amend it very
materially in Committee, it might easily be
made a measure that will be aceeptable to
those scetions of the eommunity most vit-
ally concerned. Those sections, of course,
are the growers and the company who will
be called upon to make the installations.
Unless drastie alterations are made in
Commitiee, T am afraid it will not be of
much wuse putting the measure on the
statute-book. Personally T shali vote for
the secomd reading in the hope that the
Bill will be improved in the Committee
stage.

MR. DONEY (VWilliams-Narrogin) [8.24]:
1 think it ean be said without doubt that
every member on this side of the House is
whole-heartedly in favour of the principle
of hulk handling. It ean therelore be taken
for granted that we here wish to deal with
the Bill now before us with extreme eare in
order to minimise, to what extent we ran,
the danger of its defeat. The most amazing
feature of the Bill, to my mind, is that it
foistz upon the company a monopoly fhat
the company did not seek and did not, in my
opinion, wish for, and then proceeds to
penalise the eompany very heavily indeed
for holding that monopoly. That is wn-
doubtedly a very strange attitude to adopt.
Still, what most perturbs us on this side of
the Honse is the ¢lause which aims at setfing
up a shipper's delivery board. Tt max be
that that eclausc is capable of a somewhat
milder interpretation than we at the ranment
are inclined to place upon it. T do not
know; bhut until that point is eleared up.
possibly by the Minister when replying to
the debate, I eertainly cannot eseape the im-
pression that when the Minister was con-
structing the Bill and decided to emhody that
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clause in it, he certainly must have known—
or the Government must have kpown—
that they were undoubtedly strangling the
measure and providing a bitter disappoint-
ment, not only for the farmers, but for
cverybody possessed of a broad and fair
outloock upon the agricultnral industry and
upon our export trade, We have, for a very
long time, very anxiously awaited this Bill,
and now that we have if, it is presented in
a form which, unless it is very drastically
amended, will certainly ensure its rejection
by the company. I do not think any mem-
her of the House will dispute that, as at
present constituted, the Bill has not n dog’s
chance of being accepied by the company to
whom it is addressed. It will be obvious to
von, Mr. Speaker, as to other members, that
the proposed restrictions form so big o
financial burden on the company that the
company certainly eannot bear it and still
observe their statutorv obligafions to users
of the existing system. The House does not
need to be told that if rejection does ensue,
it certainly will be a terrible blow to all
wheatgrowers, and for that matter a very
real tragedy indeed to quite a number of
wheatgrowers. The report of the Royal
Commission, to which copious reference has
been made, makes very elear that the sum
of nearly 3d. per bushel can be saved and
has been saved on every bushel of wheat
handled by the company. The farmers need
that 3d., and need it very badly indeed. I
imagine that every member will realise that
fact. After listening to some of the mem-
bers on the Government cross-benches, how-
ever, I think quife & number of them do not
appreciate the extent to whieh that saving
is needed by the farming industry. Beeause
of the huge benefits from the 3d. per bushel
and because of the hig saving of labour
upon the farm, 1 hope very fervently that
the several amendments that will be moved
in Committee by the Leader of the Opposi-
tion and otier members will be embodied in
the Bill so that this, possibly the last Bill to
be biought down this session, may contrive
to be the most beneficial of them ali, and
certainly one of the most sincerely weleomed.
I am not making the mistake of regarding
the Minister as an enemy of bulk handling.
Far from it. As a matter of fact, I think
the llouse gathered the impression when
ihe hon. gentleman was introducing the
Bill that he was not too enthusiastic
ahout it. He certainly gave me the im-
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pression that had he spoken as a private
member, or perhaps as a practical farmer,
riather than a5 a member of the Cabinet,
he might quite easily have been found
uttering views which members on this side
of the Houze have heen expressing to-night.
I do not wonder at that at all. I think
the Minister probably has the opinion, as
T have, that whilst the Bill certainly copies
certain of the recommendations of the re-
port, equally plainly it does not copy the
spirit of the report, I hope the House
will not overlook the faet that the report
showed that the company, by the success
with which it has pursued its objective in
the past, has carned the trust and goodwill
of probably 100 per cent. of the farmers who
use the system. I think the evidence taken
before the Royal Commission very clearly
established that fact. Therefore one is en-
titled to ask why, that heing so, the Govern-
ment do not aceept the verdiet of the Com-
mission, which after all was of its own
appointment, and say “here is a body of
sound honourable business men who are
experts in the handling of wheat whether
in bulk or in bag, men to whom we can
with every confidence ontrust the hanMing
of this projeet.” Instead of that, they first
flatter and astonish the company by
handing them the monopoly which, as I
‘have alrcady said, the company did not
seek. Next they burden them with restrie-
tions which manifestly are too heavy to he
borne, then friehten them with the
eostlv £50.000 hond, which perhaps after
all is w»ot an insuperable bhurden; be-
cause something in the nature of an under-
taking was given to the Government by the
company as to their acceptance of that
bond, although noi perhaps at as high »
figure as has been staied, and finally and
worst of all of course making the ecompany
subservient to this transport authority,
the Shippers’ Delivery Board cousisting of
four men, three of whom can by no stretch
of the imagination he regarded as friendly
to the bulk handling idea. What a mixed
eontrol this is which the Government would
foist upen the company and how very dis-
cordant are its elements. I do not see how
(it is possible under such a board to secure
any sueeess, and T cannot help asserting that
if the Government insist upon the retention
of this Clause 29 it is tantamount to asking
the company to reject the Government’s
offer. Tn anv eace what a position to arrive
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at after all the wvery costly inquiries
that have been undertaken not onty in this
State, but in other States and other lands
where wheat is grown on any substantial
seale, after all the Commissions in this
State and all the delays and suffering in the
farming areas. It is, we must admit, a
confession of failure on the part of the
Government and 2 reflection also upon the
House. It must be pretty plain to us that
this question has been viewed entirely from
the wrong angle. The Government would
seem to be giving altogether too much at-
tention to the views of small minorities of
people and eorrespondingly perhaps ignor-
ing the view of the bigger numbers of
people who are involved.

Mr. Hawke: Who are the small minor-
ities?

Mr. DONEY: I should have imagined
that it would be plain to the hon. member
that T was referring to the merchants and
the millers. I at once admit that they are
pretty deeply concerned in the handling of
wheat in bulk, but I would point ouf to the
House that by eomparison with the bhig
number of farmers involved, the merchants
and the millers are in a comparatively un-
important minority.

Mr, Hawke: How does the Bill help the
merchants or the millers?

Mr. DONEY : It quite plainly helps them
by putting them in a position of control
over the whole bulk handling system in this
State. If the hon. member has examined
the Bill, as no doubt he bas, he will have
noticed that the Shippers’ Delivery Board
will have bigger contrel of bulk handling
than will the company nominally in charge
of bulk handling.

Mr. Hawke: How does the Bill put the
millers and merchants in control?

Mr. DONEY: T thonght I had stated that.

Mr. Hawke: You stated it, but you did
not prove it.

Mr. DONEY : Weil, perhaps a little later
on I will come to that point and maybe 1
will make good the lack which the hon,
member has pointed out. I cannot help
thinking that if the Bill were to be re-
garded from the point of view of those
most concerned, namely the wheatgrowers
who have most at stake, in fact have mil-
lions annually af stake, it might he pos-+
sible to consiruct a  Bill acceptable
to the House and not perhaps unfair to any
of the interests eoncerned. Actually what
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does seem o have happened here is that
there has been what might perhaps be de-
seribed us a smoke sereen set up by the mer-
chants and the millers and it may be the
members for the Fremantle area. Certain
it is that the Government’s vision has been
blurred considerably, otherwise they would
have seen the trick hidden in Clause 29
which provides for the appointment of the
Shippers’ Delivery Board. It is to this
board and not to the company thai is en-
trusted the most eonsequential decisions. The
hon. member whe was interjecting will per-
haps agree that although the board makes the
decisions, the most important decisions of
all, it assumes no responsibility whatever for
them. This hoard decides whence and when
come the wheats; it decides upon the quality
of the wheat that shall come down and the
quantity and upen the order in which the
wheals shall come. It is in determining these
matters that money is gained, that j5 when
the question is handled by experts with per-
haps half a lifetime’s experience of the
game; and equally where money is lost when
the question is handled by those men like,
say, the Commissioner of Railways who,
although expert enough in their own line are
inexpert when dealing with the technique of
wheat handling. It is by deciding eorrectly
on these matters that the 21%4d. per bushel
is bwilt up. Most hon. members understand
that different countries and different buyers
require different grades and qualities of

wheat, and herein it is that the ex-
perts can deal beneficially with those
matters, while others of lesser experi-

ence eannot. I do not want it to be
thought that I have fought against the
Commissioner of Railways participating in
this matter. Far from it, T think wmynelf
that his very wide transport knowledgze and
his undoubted ecapacity for administration
should be utilised by the company, but only
in a eonsnltative way. However 1 do not dis-
cern any wisdom in putfing the Commissioner
into a position of virtmal control of the
whole of bulk handling. Tt appears to me
that in the past when bulk handiing ques-
tions have been before the House, Fremantle
through its members has played a bigger
part than has been warranted either by their
numbers or by their importance. Their
policy in my opinion has been very far from
sound. They have been in the bhabit, and I
think the House will recognise it, of disre-
garding entirely the question of whether the
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particular bulk handling matter being die-
cussed is or is not for the benefit of the
State. All they bave been concerned sbout
is its influence on Lremantle, and they have
always regarded bulk handling guestions as
being good or bad according to their effect
upon Fremantle. That is a very narrow out-
loock indeed. Now in the present instance
they are objecting because bulk handling,
which is admittedly a labour-saving device-
—unobody has deaicd that—will put a num-
ber of wharf workers out of employment for-
certain months during the year. They claim
that the Government of the day, whether it
be the present Government or some other
Government, should compensate those so put
oitt of work. I am ready to agree that there
is every reason in that plea. Without going
into precedents one must allow that the
taking away of a man’s livelihood iz nok
the less wrong because it is legalizsed. Person--
ally 1 think the increase in the State’s in-
come which will spring from an extension:
of bulk handling and the further resunlt of
increased trade throughont the State will
benefit Fremantle and Geraldton, Albany and
Bunbury to a greater extent probably than
it will other ecentres. But even that
apart, I certainly do not agree personally
to eompulsorily sacrificing any one seefion of
the State’s popuiation of the general henefit
without compensation being paid to that see-
tion in some suitable form. I know that, be-
lieving as I do thai up to £500,000 annually
can be saved under normal production by
not sending that amount to India in pay-
ment for cornsacks, the outlay of a rela-
tively small amount at Fremantle, in the
circumstances, will not present any great
diffieulty. I am glad that the Minister for
Railways is in his seat because T want to
make reference again o railway zouning, I
mentioned this matter on the Address-in-
reply and rather hoped to have coaxed
some comment from the Minister. Unfor-
tunately, I was not able to do that. Tt is,
of course, difficult at this juncture to de-
termine whether an extension of bulk hand-
ling is likely to ensue as a result of the
Bill. If there is that extension, then the
question of railway zoning will once again
arise. T am hopeful that, assuming the ex-
tension of bulk handling facilities is to
come, the Minister will regard this as an
opportune moment t{o smend the present
system of railway zoning. We are just
about to lay down possibly r large-scale
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.bulk handling scheme and this would seem
to be the best time o give some attention
to this phase. Y think the present Minis-
ter for Railways was responsible for the
zoning system in vogue at present, and I
believe he laid down the system on the
basis purely of distance from the port and
gave absolutely no attention whatever to
the far more important consideration of
the actnal cost to the railways. That
means that a great deal of the trade from
around Wagin, for instance, which, had the
zoning system heen based on costs instead
of mere mileage, would have gone to the
port of Albany, is now taken through the
hiils by a fay more costly route to ports
on the western seaboard. I am submitting
to the Minister that he has done consider-
able damage to the port of Albany by not
permitting that port, through the zoning
system, to seeure the advantage that should
rightly have acerued to it from the back
country.

The Minister for Railways: A lot of that
trade vsed to go to Fremantle from near
Albany.

Mr. DONEY : That may easily have been
BO.
Mr. Wansbrough: At one time it did not
get any at all.

Mr. DONEY: Two wrongs do not make a
right.

The Minister for Railways: Prior to the
zoning system very little of the trade went

to Albany.

Mr. DONEY: But that does not
get away from the faet—I do not
think  the  Minister will . eontrovert
this  statement—that under the pre-

sent system of zoning the great propor-
tion of the trade that should have been
secured to the southern port has been di-
verted to Fremantle or Bunbury.

The Minister for Railways: No, you are
quite wrong.

Mr. DONEY: Then I put this question
to the Minister: Is it a faet that the

" zoning system as observed at present was
laid down by the Minister purely on a
mileage basis?

The Minister for Railways: Yes.

Mr, DONEY: Then I submit that is
wrong. Instead of basing the system on a
matter of mileage, it would have been far
more proper to have based it on the cost
to the railways.

[ASSEMBLY.]

The Minister for Railways: No, it is on
the freight charges, not on the cost to the
railways at all.

Mr. DONEY: I am pointing out that it
would have been much fairer to have based
the system on the cost to the railways.

The Minister for Railways: If you were
a farmer in that pait of the State, would
you he agreeable to paying more freight
over the extra 25 miles?

Mr. DONEY: But it would eost less.

The Minister for Railways: Not to the
farmer; it would eost him more.

Mr. DONEY: I do not think it should.
What influences freight is the cost to the
railways, not the mileage. It is 50 miles
downhill to Albany and that would cost
the railways considerably less than the
hauling of goods 50 miles uphill and down-
kil on the journey to Fremantle or Bun-
bury.

The Minister for Railways: If we do not
charge the consigress more, what does it
matter? :

Mr. DONEY: I am pointing out—

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! I think the
member for Williams-Narregin bad hetter
address the Chair.

Mr. DONEY: I would remind the Min-
ister that a month ago, when speaking on
the Loan Estimates, the Premier said: that
it was essential a sum of money be set aside
to attend to the railway gradients and that
at present a great deal of money was wasted
beyond recall on account of the gradients
of railways in different parts.

The Minister for Employment: What the
hon. member does not know about railwavs
would fill a big volume.

Mr, DONEY: I quite admit that, and
that statement applies equally as well to
the Minister not only regarding railwavs
but about other matters as well.

Mr, SPEAKER: Order! T think the hon.
member had hetter address himself to the
Bill and net deal with railway matters any
tore.

Mr. DONEY: Very good, Mr. Speaker.
Still in reference to the matter I have been
discussing, I shall look for an opportunity
to diseuss this matter privately with the
Minister on some near future oeceasion. T
desire to voice my strong protest against
the hurry that is characterising this debate.
I do not know why it should be so; T would
like to be told the reason. This is prob-
ably the last Bill to be dealt with during
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this last session of the present Parliament.

Mr. Wansbrough: We bad some similar
experience threec years ago.

Mr. DONEY: I do not know that that
is any exeuse for the present proceedings.
There is much exploratory and preparatory
work to be undertaken in eonnection with
8 Bill such as that under discnssion, and
before it passes the second and third read-
ings, which I hope it will, a great deal of
compromisc will have to be submitted to, In
order that the farmers’ point of view, as
expressed by members sitting on the Op-
position side of the House, may be given
fuller publicity, it is certainly neecessary te
discuss the Bill properly, and I therefore
enter my protest against all this hurry, T
can see no need for it.

Mr. Wansbrough: You do not want the
Bill.

Mr. DONEY: I do nobt expect the hon.
member to listen to everything T say; that
would be expecting too much, 1 have en-
deavoured to indicate as plainly as possible
that we on the Opposition side of the Honse
do want the Bill very much. Personally,
I am prepared to go a long way in order
to ensure its ultimate acceptance by the
House. In conclusion, I point out that if
the Government are not prepared to cither
drop or drastically amend Clause 29, I do
not see the slightest hope in that direction.

MR, J. H SMITH (Nelson) [8.55]: I
support the second reading of the Bill and,
like other members, regret the tardiness of
the Government in introducing it. I have
read through the clanses and to my mind
it is a good Bill. It implements almost en-
tirely the recommendations of the Royal
Commission. Some Opposition members cavil
at-certain clauses. There are some that I
do not propose to suppori in their eniirety,
but there are also a few that some Opposi-
tion members have intimated they intend to
oppose and if neeessary they are prepared
(o tose the Bill, which is one that they have
been clamouring for. Three years ago it
was on account of their short-sightedness in
dealing with a small amendment I moved
to secure to the growers some authority on
the hoard that the earlier Bill was lost. I
hope that will not be the experience on this
occasion. Had they supported the amend-
ment I refer to three years ago, there is
no douht that the present company would
have been orerating throughout the State
with satisfaetion to the growers and to them.
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gelves. The Bill proposes to give an abso-
lute monopoly to Co-operative Bulk Hand-
ling Ltd. for a period of 20 years. When
such g monopely is conlemplated, I say ad-
visedly that we must provide ample safe-
guards. The Minister has insisted in the
Bill that the company must establish bins
at country sidings where 20,000 bushels of
wheat are delivere¢. 1f that provision were
not inserted, the eyes would be picked out
of the country districts and the small growers
would be excluded and would not enjoy the
benefits of bulk handling,

Mr. Doney: I do not think there is any
objection to that.

Mr. J. H. SMITH: The Royal Commis-
sion eame to the conclusion that the bulk
handling system will represent & saving to
the farmers of hetween 2d. and 3d. a bushel.
That is what we have to look to, and, to my
mind, the Bill is a good one. We will pro-
bably endeavour to amend the elause that
provides that there shall be an inspection of
the plans of the bins to be erected. I do
not quite agree with that. The Royal Com.
mission reporied that the present type of
structure is snitable,

Mr. Wansbrough: Will it do the work in
20 years' time?

Mr. J. H. SMITH: I do not believe in
the “pig pen” business, but at the same
time I do not think the Minister should be
in a position to instruct his officers to see
that bins are constructed of concrete when
wood and iron structures would do just as
well.  Then again, one very important fea-
ture is not referred to in the Bill. I have in
mind the terminals. The Minister has not
mentioned that phase. The Bill deals with
the receiving and trucking of wheat
Other phases we can deal with in Commit-
tee. The Bill makes no provision for ter-
minals when the tropecks reach the port. It
does not say how terminals are to be erected,
who will put them up, and what cover will
he provided. Are we to assume they will
be supplied by the Fremantle Harbour
Trust and the harbour authorities at the
other ports? The Minister has not ex-
plained that point. It iz essential some pro-
vision should be made to deal with it. My
friends object to the shipping board. That
is the erux of the whole thing. It is not
acceptable to the country. How can we do
without a board? It is impossible to do
without one. 1If there is no board, how will
the merchants outside the ecorporation be



2274

protected? The board must get together.
Say thal Darling’s, Dalgety’s and Wesiralian
Farmers have three boats coming in this
month. 1f there is no board what will hap~
pen? The hoats may have to anchor out:
side Fremantle for a month and =all that
extra expense will have to be mel. By this
means the saving on bulk handling would
be lost. The board is the erux of the whol:
thing. There is nothing new about it. A
board has been in existence ever since the
present ecompany commenced operations,

Mr. Sampson: You are flirting with the
doard.

Mr, J. H. SMITH: Not at all.

Mr. Thorn: You are always opposed to
huards.

Mr. J. H. SMITH: In this instance I
believe 'n the heard, Tt is imperative to have
one. We cannol put this Bill on the statute-
book without a shipping Loard of eontrol.
T do not know why the Opposition complain
about it. The member for Trwin-Moore
knows that the board is already in exist-
=enee, and that out of the eight members the
-merehants have five and the other parties
three, including the chairman.

Mr. Doney: Whe are they?

Mr. J. H, SMITH: Westralian Farmers
Ltd. and the Wheat IPPool, and the com-
pany’s chairman. That is a majority of five
merchants to three others. Merchants are
Jjust as necessary as growers. It is no use
to grow wheat if one cannot sell it

Mr. Thorn: The hoard is not lopsided,
such as this one is,

My. J. H. SMITH: Surely the board re-
ferred to in the Bill can be trusted. I do
not think the Minister would object i1f the
existing board were supplemented by the
representatives of the people I have men-
tioned.

Hon, W. D, Johuson: That would be all
right.

Mr. J, H. SMITH : We all want to see this
Bill passed. An objection has heen lodged
to the £50,000 bond.

Hon. C. (. Latham: What is it for?

My, J. H. SMITH: Tt is a gnarantee bond.

Hon. C. G. Latham: For what purpose?

Mr. J. H SMITH: The Leader of the
Oppaosition must know that the company has
Been receiving about £30,000 from the mer-
chants who have been operating. If it is
applied in one direction, it should apply in
another., The ecompany should not object to
doing something  they insist that others
should do in trading with them. I am not
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speaking without my book. I defy the
Leader of the Opposition {o contradiet me.

Hon, C. G. Latham: A bond has never
been asked for in the case of a substantial
company.

Me. 3. H. SMITII: The hon. member is
incorrectly informed. Reliable companies
have heeu providing a bond of £10,000 each.
1 Lope members will aceept the Bill in a rea-
sonable spirit. The more I read it, the less
I wnderstand the opposition to it. If mem-
bers were sincere in their infevests for
farmers, they wounld accept the measure in
a lenient spirit.  T'hev should not run away
because they think the Minister is given too
much confrol. In every Aet on the statute-
hook the Alinister is given full control.

My. Doney: Who is objecting to Minis-
terial eontrol?

My, J. H, SMITH: What are members
alvaid of? Ave they afraid that the present
Miunister will oceupy his position for all
time? Some other Minister may be in charge.
I support the second reading, but would like
to see one or two clauses amended. I feel
sure the Minister is sineere in bringing down
this Bill, although the Government have been
tardy in implementing the report of the
Commission. I also feel sure the Minister
will necept any reasonable amendments that
arve offered in Committee. We shall then
have something on the statute-book we re-
quire, and for whieh the country has been
erying out for so many years.

MR, FOX (South Fremantle) [9.7]: I
oppose the second reading mainly for the
reasons advanced by the member for North-
Fast Fremantle We are not opposed to
the Bill bLecause of the introduction of
machinery, but because of the effects of that
machinery. The Bill is alleged to he in the
march of progress. Jf this mechanization
of industry is to be continned, T doubt very
much whether we shall progress. Our op-
position is due to the ahsenee of any provi-
sion in the Bill for compensation for dis-
placed labour. The member for Williams-
Narrogin said that the member for North-
Fast Fremantle had taken up a parcchial
attitude. My opposition emhraces not only
thoze who are likely to he displaced in the
Fremantle area, hnt is veiced on hehalf of
the big hody of workers in diffevent parts
of the State where the svstem of hulk
handling has been introduced. We are
anxions to have as much machinery as
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pussible to cut out the heavy wmanual foil
that workers who engage in the occupation
of wheat Jumping have to perform. We are
not anxious to see men continuing to put
200 lbs, on their backs to earn a living. We
want all the machinery we ean get, but we
want all the people t¢ obtuin the benefit of
it instead of only a few.

Mr. Cross: What benefic will the worker
- get £rom this?

Mr. FOX: We all know the outlook for
the furmer is far from bright, and that the
great majority are hopelessly in deht. We
have had that from speeches of members
representing farmer constifuents. 1 have

also met at various times representatives of
the Wheatgrowers’ Union, who bave told me
the sorry plight the wheatgrowers are in.
We all agree that they should be assisted,
and | am prepared to do all T can to that
end, The farmer is entitied to a decent
living, just as are those who are employed in
the city, in the Civil Service, or in any other
capacity. L am prepared to do my utmost
to help them, but I do not believe bulk
bandling will achieve that object. It may

help the merchants who unloaded goods on
" the farimers when prices were at their peak,
but T do not believe it will be of the advant-
age to farmers claimed for it by the Com-
mission. The Commission esfimated the
saving would be 2V per cent. From a pre-
vious analysis of the figures I am not satis-
fied that the Commission gave sufficient
attention to those that were produced
by most of the farmers. In all, 80 farmers
gave evidence in favour of bulk handling.
One would think that throughout Western
Australia the Commission would have been
able fo get some who were in opposifion fo
it, and thus have compared the figures. Some
farmers are oppased to bulk handling; I
have met seme of them.

Hon. P. D. Ferguson: I have not found
one.

Mr, FOX: Tt would have been fair if the
Commission had called some of those farmers
before them and obtained their side of the
question. They wounld perhaps then have
been able to make a better report.

Hen. C. G. Latham: Farmers ean dispose
of their wheat in bags if they wish.

Mr. FOX: Yes. That would not make
much difference to them. Bulk handling will
not he a permanent solution of their trouble.
TWhen you were giving your ruling, Mr.
Speaker, you stressed the faet that wheat
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farming was of national importance. The
Leader of the Opposition also stressed the
importance of farming from the national
point of view.

Mr. SPEAKER: [ think I referred to
bulk handling from the national point of
view.

Mr. FOX: The bulk handling we are dis-
cussing now has some conneetion with wheat.
We will agree that the wheat farmer is of
national importance, It is very noticeable
that in ail functions in our economic life,
both Commonwealth and State, those things
that are of national importance are not lefe
to private enterprise to put into operation.
When the Greag War broke out, that was
not left to private enterprise, but the Com-
menwealth organised all the resources of the
States. The railways were not left to private
enterprise.

Hon. C. G. Latham: In many places they
are.

Mr. FOX: Not in Australia. The only
private line of any importance is the Mid-
land line. It was only a fluke that it did
not helong to the State. It was offered to
the Government 20 years ago. It was a mis-
take the Government of the day made that
it did not take over that line. They could
have done so at a fair price and could have
made a decent profit out of it. The line
would have bheen an asset fo the country,
There is nothing of greater national im-
portance than wheatgrowing. Millions of the
taxpayers’ money are invested in railways,
and the Government have spent quite a lot
in establishing water supplies. Cheap freights
have been provided for the farmers ™ for
wheat and superphosphates, and many other
aids are given to them. When I speak of
the farming industry I de not mean that

whiech 1is confined fo the man who
ploughs the ground, reaps the erop
and sends the harvest to the coast.
I am speaking of the whole body

of workers thronghout the State who
are associated with the farming industry.
They include a great army of workers in
various callings, such as seamen. lumpers,
railway workers, Collie miners, men en-
gaged in the manufacture of machines, men
engaged in the superphosphate industry,
and in the manufacture of other commodi-
ties required by the farmers. While it is
very noticeable that we all combine to pro-
duce the crop, vet immediately it is pro-
duced we fizht over it in the way that sav-



Mr. MeCartney, estimated that 500 lumpers
would be thrown out of work if bulk hand-
ling were introduced in its entirety at Fre-
mantle. In that number the men who
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ages are supposed to fight, but in a
way in which 1 veally believe savages
would have too mueh sense to - fight.
It has been stressed very often in

this House that the present social system
has outlived its usefulness and that it
should be replaced by some other system.
The present system has no doubt solved the
problem of produection. We are thankful
for thal, but nevertheless it has ountlived
its usefulness, and it is tinie we should
make an endeavour to replace it. What is
wrong with nationalising the wheatgrowing
industry? The farmers have nothing to
lose at all, exeept their debts.

Members: They do not pay them.

Mr. FOX: Unless we do something to
et out of the rut we have been in so long—

Myr. Thorn: That is not the way out.

My, FOX: If you ean suggesi any other
way, why not do so? I have heard cach
member on the other side of the House
speak on this question, and not one of them
has put forward a solution, except bulk
hundling, and the introduction of bulk
handling will throw thousands of men out
of work. As an alternative, might T sug-
gest that the Government should buy all
the wheat at, say. 3s. 6d. a bushel?

Mr. SPEAKER: Order! T think the
hon, member is wandering away from the
Bill at tane moment.

My, FOX: I am opposing the Bill,

Mr. SPEAKER: We have a Bill before
us without any supposition.

Mr. FOX: All that I ean say is that
the present Bill will not ecmancipate the
farmer.

Mr. Thorn: Then we will alter it.

Mr. FOX: T cousider this House bas no
moral right to pass a Bill of this descrip-
tion, unless it makes some provision for
the men who will be displaced from indus-
try. An up-to-date system of bulk hand-
ling will practically cut out all wheat hand-
ling at the ports of Western Australia. In
addition, large numbers of men will be
thrown out of work throughout the coun-
trv.  The Commiszion that was inquiring
into the amount of labour that would be
displaced did not have much evidenee bear-
ing on the number of when who would be
thrown out of work if bulk handling were
introduced, YWhen giving evidence before
4 select eommittee in November, 1932, the
manager of the Fremantle Harbour Trust,

would be put out of work because corn-
sacks were no longer being handled were
taken into econsideration. Mr. MeCallum,
in his minority report, estimated that 3,678
men would be thrown out of cmployment
at the various ports and sidings in the
State. In addition, quite a nuinher of men
working in offlices would also be pui out of
ciployment.  Where are the Government
to get the moncy to make provision for all
this labour that will be displaced? I notice
also that in the Commission’s report the

- secretary of the I'femantle Harbour Trust

stated the Harbour Trust lost £7,152 last
véar on account of the introdunction of bulk
handling of wheat. Reference was made
to this evidence by the Leader of the Oppo-
sition, and alse by the member for North-
East Fremantle. That figure was caleu-
lated on the basis that the system had been
in operation for 12 months. On the 30th
November last, an article appenred in the
““YWest Australian?’ which dealt with Tar-
bour Trust administration. To show the
amount of money that will be lost by the
shortened time the vessels will remain in
port, I shall quote from the report. The
doeument cited the regulation dealing with
the charge for wharfage. A charge of
1-24th of a penny was made for every hour
a ship remained in port plus 20 per cent.
surtax. One vessel quoted, the Clan Mac-
Kenzie, remained in port for 14 days and
9 hours, and the wharfage amounted to
£470. If that ship had been loaded in bulk
—1I can see the Leader of the Opposition
smiling beeause this may be an argument
in favour of bulk handling—

Hon, C. G. LATHAM: Ii is very deﬁn-
itely an argument in favour of it. :

Mr. FOX: I quite realise it is. If the
ship had been loaded in bulk, it wounld have
been loaded in 20 hours, and the wharfage
would have amounted to £28.

Mr. Thorn: A most important saving.

Mr. FOX; That is an extreme case, he-
cause ships very seldom remain in port for
14 days. The Thistle Brae was in port for
5 days and 10 hours, the wharfage charges
amounting to £128. If that vessel had been
loaded in bulk the wharfage would have
been £20. I am guite aware the Harbzur
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Trust pays a fair amount of money into
the revenue of the country each year. If
that money is not available, the Treasurer
will have to make it up somehow. The Gov-
ernment will have to tax the people to
make up the loss on the railways and the
loss sustained by the Harbour Trust. The
loss sustained by the Harbour Trust will be
increased as the result of the introduction
of the bulk handling system. Although
there is a saving in one direction, there is
& loss in another.

Hon. C. G, Latham: The income tax paid
by the farmer will make up the loss.

Mr, FOX: From reports I have heard,
farmers pay very little income tax. It is
not so long ago that the farmers requested
the Agrieultural Bank to allow them £150
per year so that they could remain on their
holdings.

Hon. C. @. Latham: There was a time
when the farmers had an average income of
£600 each,

Mr. FOX: That was the time the farmer
zot into debt. He could see rosy times
ahead. Then the merchants came along and
sold him tractors and motor cars.

My, Cross: Farmers eannot grow wheat at
3s. a bushel.

Mr. FOX: I am opposed to any private
monopoly. If it is necessary to instal a
system of bulk handling, it should be done
by the Government. The Railway Depart-
meng, in conjunetion with the Harbour
Trust, are auite capable of dealing with our
harvest. They could deal with it, whether
it were in bags or in bulk. The Railways
take charge of all goods at various sidings
and stations throughout the country, and
there is no difference between wheat and

-other goods, except that there is a greater

quantity of wheat. Another point T de-
sire to touch upon is the agreement between
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. and the
Westralian Farmers Ltd. TUnder that
agreement, the Westralian Farmers are al-
lowed to make a profit of %d. per bushel
in each season.

Mr. Seward: A maximum profit,

Mz. FOX: That is to be in force for
10 years. Assuming the Western Austra-
lian erop averaged during that period
35,000,000 bushels, and that has been the
average for the last ten years, the Westra-
Iian Farmers would have made a clear profit
of approximately £364,000.

Mr. Seward: You are quite wroag.

Mr. FOX: But on the Government will
fail the entire cost of making provision
for the men thrown out of work. If the
wheat bandling is done by utilising the pre-
sent State facilities and the Government
retain that ¥4d. per bushel, the amount so
derived would be. sufficient to pay interest
on £1,000,000 at 3% per cent., which would
go a long way towards establishing the men
displaced in some other avenues of employ-
ment. I do not think I will say any more
on the matter at present, but in Commit-
tee I may have a few more remarks to
make on some of the clauses of the Bill. I
intend to oppose the second reading.

MR. BOYLE (Avon) [9.27]: I intend to
support the scecond reading of the Bill. 1
regard this Government measure 35 essen-
tially non-party in character. Therefore, I
convey my appreciation, and the appreeia-
tion of a very large section of the wheat-
growe:s of this State, to the Government for
having granted a Royal Commission of in-
quiry into the bulk handling of wheat. In
the second place, I wish to convey to the
Government my appreciation for bringing
down this Bill relating to the bulk handling
of wheat by Co-operative Bulk Handiing
Ltd. I would like to explain to hon. mem-
bers, in case they should be under any mis-
apprehension, that I hold ne brief for Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd. I have too
recently returned from hoslilities on that
particular front. There is peace to-day
reigning there, and I hope that peaen will
prevail for a long time. 1 gave a definite
pledge and promise to my electors in the
Aven distriet that I would accept the find-
ings of this Royal Commission on Bulk
Hapdling. Those findings have bheen de-
livered and upon them the Bill has heen
drafted. The recommendations are worthy
of recital to let hon. members know upon
what premises this most importani piece of
legistation is founded. The Royal Commis-
sioners were not normally, beeause of their
party affiliations, antagonistic to Lahour,
The Chairman was Mr, Angwin, an ex
Labour Minister for Lands, and the mem-
bers were Mr. Donovan and Mr, Foulkes,
One would give them credit for approaching
the question without any desire to displace
Iabour unnecessarily. But those Commis-
sioners very properly decided that the pre.
servation of a national! industry was of
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paramount importance. Therefore, as I say,
their recommendations are worth reciting.—

(1.) That Co-operative Bulk Handling,
Timited, be permitted to extend and earry out
their proposals for a State-wide scheme relat-
ing to the bulk handling of wheat at country
sidings.

(2.} That it is imperative for up-to-date
orthodox concrete terminal silos of 1,500,000
irushels capacity to be erected as soon as pos-
sible at the port of Fremantle, and controlled
by the Commissioners of the Fremantle Har-
bour Trust.

(3.) That up-to-date orthodox concrete ter-
minal gilog of 300,000 bushels capacity should
then be creeted at (Geraldton, and controlled by
the Commissioner of Ruilways.

(4.) That the cquipment of the various
zoned should be earried out in the following
order:—Fremantle, Geraldton, Bunbury, and
Albany, and that wontil the terminal faeilities
to serve those zomes have been completed, the
econstroction of the necessury additional bins
at railway sidings to make the scheme State-
wide should only proceed according to the
ability of the Conmumissioner of Railways teo
transport the wheat in bulk.

(5.) That legislation should be enacted to
provide for the protection of those vitally in-
terested in wheat handled in bulk,

(6.} That the doubt which cxists as to the
cffectiveness of a warchouse receipt in convey-
ing title to the quantity of wheat shown in
that receipt should, in the interests of all par-
ties, be removed by Act of Parliament.

(7.) That scrious consideration be given to
the proposals of Co-eperative Bulk Handling,
Limited, to provide bulk handling faeilitics at
Bunbury and Albany.

(8.) That permanent bins to provide for
storage facilities equivalent to at least 75 per
cent, of receivals at country sidings are neces-
sary.

The Government, in my opinion, have en-
deavoured to give effect to those recom-
mendations; but the Bill introduced is cer-
tainiy not a perfect instrument for carrying
out the Hoyal Commission’s views. The re-
commendations which I have read lett a lot
to be inferred by the Government in instruct-
ing the drafting of the Biil. It has been
suggested by several speakers to-day that
there is little or no saving in bulk handling.
1 happen to have presided sinee 1931 over
four annual ecommittees appointed by the
Wheatgrowers’ Union of Western Australia,
We examined the position annnally to dis-
cover whether the handling of wheat in bulk
would benefit the farmers or otherwise. Our
conclusions, embodied in four reports, have
been unanimously in favour of the adoption
of a bulk handling system for this State of
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Western Australia. Our farmers are
overwhelmingly in favour of the bulk
bandling of wheat. It has been men-

tioned by the member for South Fre-
mantle (Mr. Fox) that only 80 farmers gave
evidence before the Royal Commission. 1t
would not have made any difference at all
if a thousand farmers had given evidence.

Mr. Fox: I did not say that. I said the
Commission got 80 fatmers in favour of
bulk handling, but did not get any against
it—a different thing altogether.

Mr. BOYLE: I do not wish to place the
member for Scuth Fremantle in a false
light, but thai is what I concluded. [ see his
point now-—that the 80 witnesses called were
i1 favour, and that those not in favour did
not give evidence.

Mr. Fox: I said the Roval Commission
did not take the trouble to find spme farmers
against it; and there are many farmers
against if.

Mr. BOYLE: Is it the duty of Royal
Commissions to go around inviting members
of the public to give evidence before them?
It is the duty of those people to appear,
following advertisements published in the
Press by Royal Commissions ecalling on
those who wish fo give evidence. The saving
under an cffective system of bulk handhing
would be to this State an average of ahout
£400,000 per annum.  The commiitees T
have alluded to took out tizures for the five
vears from 1926 to 1931, and we found the
value of imported cornsacks at 9s. 3l4d. per
dozen delivered at Fremantle amounted te the
colossal snm of £731,000. Certainly a good
niany of those cornsacks were used for other
purposes, but we cstimated that over the
peviod of five yvears cormsacks cost the
farmers of Western Australia in round
figures a eool half-million sterling. The
country supplying the cornsacks recipro-
cated by practically imposing an embarge
on our wheat in 1931—an embargo in the
form of a duty of 1s. 9d. per bushel. The
Indian jute merchants, or Indian Jute Com-
hine, send those cornsacks to this country
in their own steamships. They charge us
43s. per ton freight from Calecutta, but they
take back our wheat at 16s. 6d. per ton
freight. And those are the people for whom
some solicitude is expressed, though not in
this Chamber. I have heard solicitude ex-
pressed in conneetion with exchange of trade
with India. We can do withont India if that
is the way we are to he treated by that
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vountry. 1 agree with the Royal Commis-
sion that we have not veceived the benefit
of the 25 Gd. per ton which is saved to siij-
pers by sending wheat in bulk from West-
ern Aunstralin. That 25, 6d. per ton i3 in
teims of English  currency, and really
amonnts 1o 3s. per ton at Fremantle, equiva-
lent to 1d. per bushel. So far as I know,
Western Australia has not veceived any con-
sideration in that regard, from which we
should gain a henefit of £123,000 a1 year on
top of the £HBLOD0 representing the spving
uon Jutes—an annual total of £525,000.

Mr. Tonkin: Where has that gone?

Mr. BOYLE: 1 will give the hon, mein-
ber one guess if he knows the peopie we ure
dealing with in that respect. The money
goes into somehody’s pocket, and that is not
the pocket of the wheatgrower of Western
Anstralia. A point which has not received
sulficient recognition from the pecple con-
verned is the physical difference involved n
the handling of a ¢rop in bulk as against
the handling of it in bags. The average
farmer, we will say, sends in 1,200 hags tuv
a siding. The 1,200 bags equal 100 tons, to
be lifted on to a truck and discharged at
the siding-—a physical strain which bas re-
sulted in serious injury to many farmers in
this State, as I ean testify from personal
knowledge. The whole trouble, az it
appeared to us, is that this scleme was
started at the wrong end, so tu speak. It
was installed at country sidings, where the
yuantity of wheat lloated in, without
adequate provision being made for it at the
exif, the ports of the State. The result has
been to set up in the port of Fremantle a
depot known as the Leighton Depot, which
has been the canse of considerable expense
to the farmers of the State, for the
simple reason that wheat stored at
Leighton has to pay minimumn freights in
and out of Fremantle. T understand this

amounts to ahout 3s. 6d. per ton—quite
an unnecessary expense and a serious
loss to the farmers. This was due

to the faet that at Fremantle no ade-
quale provision had been made for, as the
Royal Commission pointed ont, 1500000
bushels of wheat, representing $0.000
tons weight and loading for five steam-
ers. It may interest hon. members fo
know that Ausfralia is the only country
in the world that to-day ships its
wheat abroad in bags. That is a fact which
may not have been brought home to hon.
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members. We are the only country in the
world than ean apparently afford to do so.
Imagine a siruggling iudustry like the whent-
growing industry of Western Australia
being able to afford—I speak in a purely
ironical sense—From £1,500,0460 to £2,000,000
per annum to foster the jute trade of Cal-
cutta. This is an atiempt, which T wel-
come, hy the Government te introduce and
gtand bebind a scheme of bulk handling in
Western Australia. Bulk handling to-day is
noi an original movement on the part of
the Government, nor is the Bill an original
Bill of theirs. No such thing, presumably,
would be ¢laimed by either the Minisier or
the Government. In New South Wales bulk
kandling of wheat has been in vogue for
guite a considerable time, and I have re-
ceived from the Commissioner and manaser
in New South Wales reports which have con-
vinced me that the comparative freedom of
New South Wales from the troubles with
which we have been faced here is due to the
fact that they have handled wheat in bulk
for a number of years, and moreover have
been assisted in other regards. The New
South Wales Aect is administered by a board
consisting of a commissioner, who is also
the manager, two wheatgrowers’ representa-
tives, one miller, and one shipper. T was
highly pleased to hear the Minister say that
he would have preferred to see in Western
Australia an Act similar to the Victorian
Act. T expressed almost similar words to
those which the Minister has expressed when

T was giving evidence before the Royal Com-

mission on Bulk Handling in Western Aus-
tralia. Under the Victorian Act of 1934 Mr,
Judd, who until recently was the general
manager of the Victorian Wheatgrowers’
Corporation, was appointed chairman, with
one railway represeniative and one repre-
sentative of the growers. They have heen
entrusted with the installation of a bulk
handling system, and it might interest mem-
bers to know that they received support
from the Labour Party in the Vietorian
Assembly. They received no small measure
of assistance in a reciprocal way, so to
speak. The Victorian Act charges the com.
missioners with the responsibility of instal-
ling the scheme. and the limit of expendi-
ture is £2.000,000. Thus Viectoria is tack.
ling the scheme in a big way. Seuth Aus-
tralia has not yet a bulk handling seheme.
I have a copy of the South Australian “Han-
sard” which states that the Premier of
South Australia has heen collaborating with
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the Premier of Western Anstralia regarding
the installation of a scheme of bulk hand-
ling in Western Australia. I do not know
whether the statement is correct, but it is
said that the basis of the Biil has been bor-
rowed from South Australia. TIn South
Australia it is proposed to entrust the carry-
ing out of the scheme to the South Aus-
tralian Producers Union, a firm very mmch
on all fours with Westralian Farmers Ltd.
Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd., who will
Teceive a monopoly in this State, are work-
ing under a deed of trust hetween the
wheatgrowers and the company. The deced
of trust expires on the 3lst Oectober, 1948,
and herein lies a point that T eannot under-
stand. The date for the expiry of the mone-
,poly is 1955, a currency of 20 years, and
I cannot understand why the Government
did not make the expiry of the monopoly
1o the company coterminous with the ex-
piry of the deed of trust. I say that ad-
visedly because the toll of §d. per bushel
in a secheme costing a total of £735,000' is
equivalent to £2,500 for every millien
bushels passing through the silos. Thi=
means that on a 30,000,000 bushel crop the
company would receive in tolls £70,000. That
is on the estimated cost of the scheme in-
cluding the silos at Fremantle, but I hold
that those silos estimated to eost £283,000
should not bhe part and pareel of the ex-
penditure on the scheme, but should he
erected by and he a charge on the Fremantle
Harbour Trust. The sheds on the wharves
wherein goods are stored and handled are
necessary to that class of eargo just as
are silos that would be erected to accommeo-
date 1,500,000 bushels of wheat, and the
cost should not be a charge on the scheme.
The country installation will amount to
£453,000. On a 54d. tollage, the scheme
would be paid for in six years. That was
the evidence given before the Royal Com-
mission. If that is so, why the neeessity
to give a monopoly to the company for 20
years? Would it not be better if provi-
sion were made for the whole scheme, which
will take about three years to imstal, to
expire apd to be handed over to the farm-
ers in 1948? 1In Committee I intend to sub-
mit an amendment to that effect.

The Minister for Lands: The Leader of
the Opposition stated that the charges were
not sufficient.

Hon. C. G. Latham: I did not.

Mr. Seward: Was it not tollage?
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Mr. BOYLE: There is a contract in exis-
tence between Westralian Farmers TLtd.
and Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd. oper-
ating from the 7th June, 1933, to the 7th
June, 1943, and it was that contraet, I be-
lieve, which swayed the Commissioners into
departing, as they said, from their almost-
arrived at decision to recommend something
stmilar to the Vietorian Aet, T do not
oppose the granting of a monopoly te Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd. We hold
that there is room for only one activity of
the sort at country sidings in this State.
There is no room for a duplication of such
serviees.

The Minister for Lands: Who pays for
all the eompetitors? The farmer.

Mr. BOYLE: I find myself in agreement
with the Minister; we have proved that
over and over again. Now, however, I must
disagree with the Minister over the so-
called shipping beoard in that it is pro-
vided that no fees are to be paid for the
services rendered. I do not think that men
representing the Commissioner and the
Harbour Trust and other highly trained
men will devote their services without
looking for recompense from some quarter.
The wheatgrowing industry has been the
fatted calf for a number of years for ser-
vices of that kind. I claim to speak for
a great many wheatgrowers when I say
that a monopoly is weleomed provided it is
kept within bounds and under some form
of control. I do not say that the control
should be hard or irksome. I am firmly of
opinion that Co-operative Bulk Handling
Ltd. should be given every opperunity to
make a suceess of the scheme. I confess
to having a great deal of sympathy with
the members representing the constituen-
cies at Fremantle, as well as Albany, Bun-
bury and Geraldton, in standing up for the
men who will be deprived of employment.
It is one of the tragedies of the existing
system and a reflection on our so-called
civilisation that a measure which will bene-
fit the farmers and is essential to the farm-
ers will have that cffect. I do not agree
with the member for South Fremantle
when he said that that will not he a selution
of farmers’ dilficulties. We do not hold
that it will be, but we want all those aids.
We want the 3d. per bushel that will be
saved by bulk handling; we want the 5s.
or 7s. 6d. that will be saved on superphos-
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phate; we want the cheapest railway
freight possible; we want all our costs cut
down, The organisation to whick I be-
longed came into existence to fight the
ever-increasing costs of produetion and we
were determined to secure a reduction of
costs to the lowest possible amount. The
displacement of labour at the ports evokes
my sympathy. DMeasures should be taken,
and no doubt will be taken, to provide em-
ployment for the displaced men, but I am
afraid that members are rather inclined to
over-state the trouble al Fremantle, T
kave the evidence of Mr. Thomas Fox, ex-
secretary of the Fremantle Lumpers’ Union
of Workers, given to the Royal Commis-
sion. No one has greater admiration for
Mr. Fox than I bave. I have known him
for a good while and have come into con-
tact with him and I know he is whole-
hearted in his attempt to lessen the blow
to the men at Fremantle. Mr. Fox, in
speaking to-night, referred to the number
of men who would lose their employment.
This afternoon I think the member for Vie-
toria Park mentioned hundreds of thon-
sands.

TTon. C. G. Latham: Millions.

Mr, BOYLE: I have cut it down. 1In
reply to Question 4398 Mr. Fox said that
if all the wheat shipped at Fremantle during
the season 1933-34 had been in bags, 212 men
would have Dbeen employed at a cost of
£43,991, but if it had been shipped under
the present sysiem of bulk handling, only
87 men would have been required at a cost
of £18,000, showing a loss in wages to the
lumpers of £25,991. Mr. Fox further stated
that the bulk wheat actually shipped in the
1933-34 season necessitated the employment
of 41 men at a cost of £8,603, but if a
similar quantity of wheat had been shipped
in bags, 119 men would have been employed
and would have reeceived wages totalling
£24,780, showing a loss of wages to the
lumpers of £16,177. The difference hetween
the 212 and the 87 men employed is 125, and
the loss of wages would have been £25,000.
I should like members to note the difference
hetween the loss of wages by 125 men ati
Fremantle and, say, another 200 men at
other ports, and the gzain of £525,000 which
will be made by the introduetion of the sys-
tem of bulk bandling.

Mr. Fox: That eostimate was not made on
a proper system of bulk handling. Tt was
the aetual amount lost on the shandvgaft
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system there at prezent. 1 had estimates of
un elticient system that would practically cut
out all of them. That estimate was made
ny Mr. MeCartney, manuger of the Fre-
mantle Harbour Truast.

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order!

Mr. BOYLE: What has become of the
2,000 wheatgrowers who have lelt their hold-
ings? The men at Fremantle had little ex-
cept their employment to lose. [ am a
native of Fremantle and I know them. Bui
let members pause for & moment and inquire
the whereabouts of the 2,000 wheatgrowers
who have lost their farms and all that they
had put into them. They walked off their
properties, and for five years 1 was engaged
in trying to ameliorate their conditions. Con-
trast that with the loss of labour at Fre-
mantle. Where have those wheatgrowers
gone? Who looked after them? Not a
voice was raised in any porl of the State
when they went off their farms, but voices
are raised, and properly so, when Fremantle
men lose their employment. Every member
should realise that by keeping men on their
farns, employment would be provided at
Fremantle and at cvery other port. There
has been a shocking decrease in the acreage
of wheat sown in Western Australia and
Victoria, but increases have becn recorded
in New South Wales, Soutl Australia,
Queensland and Tasmania. In New South
F\’al'es, where they have bulk bandling, the
merease from 1929 to 1935 was 600,000
acres, in South Australia 180,000 a(;res,
and in Quecnsland 28,000 acres. Queens-
land is the elysium of wheatgrowers.
I sat in a econference at Melbourne when
the Queensland representatives refused to
agree to a home price in Australia because
they were getting 4s, per bushel, where-
as we were geiting only 1s. 8d4. Victoria
has decreased her area hy 500,000 acres and
Western Australin, which of ail the States
in Australia is most largely dependent on
wheat, has decreased her acreage between
1930 and 1035 by the colossal tota]l of
900,000 acres. Let us see what that means
to the waterside workers. Tn 1929-30, the
wheat production was 1,060,000 tons, or a
loading for 115 vessels lifting 8,000 tons
of wheat and flour. Tn 1930.31, our peak
year, the production ran to 1,420,000 tons.
or loading for 160 vessels. In 1931-32, the
production was 1,121,000 tons, or loading
for 123 vessels. TIn 193233, the production
was 1,130,000 tons, or loading for 125 ves
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sels. In 1933-34, there was loading for 108
vessels; in 1934-35, there was loading for
70 vessels, and this year there is loading
for 50 vessels. The decline shown in those
figures is really what has affected the
waterside workers, whose loading has
dropped from 160 vessels in 1930-31 to 50
vessels in the present year. It was in that
year 1930-31 that we were told to grow
more wheat and did so, and got only 1s. 8d.
per bushel for it. But the lumpers got
their award rates and so it made ne differ-
ence to them, and cousequently no indigna-
tion meetings were held in the Fremantle
Town Hall

Mr. Fox: Bul they halved the average
of the basic wage.

Mr., BOYLE: I know that, and L sympa-
thised with them. I think they got £3 10s.
per week.

[The Speaker resumed the Chair.}

Mr. Fox: No, they did not get that much.

‘Mr. BOYLE: Well, it was a shame. The
position is serious in all our ports. Take
the list of commodities handled in bulk to-
day. What protests have heen made re-
garding the handling of oil in bulk, of
petrol in bulk, of kerosene in bulk, of phos-
phatie rock in bulk, of sulphur in bulk or
of cement in bulk? And what ery have we
heard regarding the dire position of the
farmer? The compelling of the farmer to
stick to a system which involves him in an
extra outlay of £525,000 is not a solution
of that diffienlty. I am loth to eriticise
the remarks of any speaker who is standing
up for those to whom he owes a duty, but
one must refer to some of the arguments
used by the member for North-East Fre-
mantle, who alluded to the flour tax, and
gaid that it had been re-imposed on the eon-
gumers in Australia. Tt may interest mem-
hers to learn that the wheat industry in
Australia for the past five years has been
giving the workers and people of Australia
‘the cheapest loaf of bread in the world.
That contention was made by the Prime
Minister in the Homse of Representatives
when he drew attenfion to the faet that
Australia had the cheapest 2-1b. loaf of
bread in the world, the price being 3%d.
for a 2-lb. loaf.

Mr. Tonkin: But the wages of the work-
ers are based on that cheap loaf.

Mr. BOYLE: During that conference we
conducted an inquiry regarding a housebold
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budget with a view to seeing what that
cheap loaf mesnt to Austrzlians.

Mr, Tonkin: The majority of those on the
basic wage in Fremantle live aimost prin-
cipally on bread.

Mr. BOYLE: Evidence has heen given
before commissions that wheat has been pro-
duced in Australia and sold at 1s. per bushel
below cost of production, and the people
of Australia have benefited by that cheap
hread. Now I desire fo give members a eon-
structive 1dea of how this labour whieh it
is feared may he displaced could be rve-
absorbed. A lobt of argument has heen uzed
destructively. I have here a letter from a
surveyor at I'remantle. It is well known
to ns that the west end of Fremantle is
practically deserted to-day; it has its streets
and buildings, but nobody lives in them.
And so buildings that once were worth
£25,000 are worth now ot more than
25,000 shillings. Cliff-sbreet iz largely in-
habited by southern FBEuropeans. I com.
mend the Minister for Emplovment on hav-
ing worked very hard to establish local in-
dustry. Why not get out a planning scheme
for the west end of Fremantle and huild
factories for the employment of those
men who, it is feared, will be displaced?
I notice to-day that the Minister,’ in
speaking to a section of losal aulhor-
ities, said he took a long view in
the solving of the problem of unem-
plovment.  Some of us take such long
views that we never get there, hut ¥ veally
think the Minister has got there. If the
Town Planning Commissioner were in-
structed to prepare a plan for the ereation
of factories in the metropolitan area from
Fremantle to Midland Junetion we should
not then have a mateh factory planted in
West Perth and another factory planted
miles away. Therc is an ideal spot for
factories in the west end of Fremantie
which might be largely resnmed at a sat-
istaetory priee, and wounld provide employ-
ment for a thousand unemployed men, if
eompanies were invited to erect factories
in one of the hest positions in the whole
of Australia, close to the wharves and close
to the railways and with a population of
from 40,000 to 50,000 to be drawn upon for
labour. Then there is a favourable posi-
tion west of Pakenham-street which could be
resumed for the erection of factories. 1
was amazed to find that factories are de-
ereasing in Western Australia instead of
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increasing, and have dropped since 1930
from a total value of 7% millions to less
than six millions. So notwithstanding the
Minister's valiant struggles, the people of
the State are not backing him up as they
should do. [ do not intend to delay the
House any turther. T will support the
second reading, and I hope the Govern-
ment, in the spirit of sweet reasonableness,
will aceept amendmments that will make
the Bill acceptable to the company, which
is not prepared to work under too drastie
restrictions. The shippers’ board has heen
mentioned and se often thrashed that I
think it must be in splinters by now. I
will support the scecond reading.

Question put and passed.

Bill read a second time.

To Refer to Select Commiltee,

Mr. SLEEMAN: T move—

That the Bill Le referred to a sclect com-

mittee.
There is a onumber of intevests reyuiring
investigation. The Bill provides for cer-
tain interests. whilst ignoring other inter-
ests vitally affected. It is very necessary
that those other intevests should be in-
quired into. At the start of the proeeed-
ings to-day the member for North-East
Fremantle (Mr. Tonkin)} raised the ques-
tion of whether the Bill was in order. You,
Sir, in vour ruling, mentioned that it was
a suitable Bill to be sent to a seleet com-
mittee. In some countries it would be
thought a high-brow Bill and would cer-
tainly have to go before a scleet commit-
tee. I think that all inferests concerned
should be duly given a chance to present
their case before a select committee.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I do noi
think there i3 any necessity to refer the
Bill to a select committee. It seems to have
been very well understood by every member
who has disecussed it. Bulk handling has
been hefore the country and indeed the
House, for nearly five vears. Iis principles
are well understood, and I think we should
get the Bill into the Committee stage.
i do not see any necessity to send it to a
select committee. Such a committee could
not get any more information about it than
we have already, so I hope the motion will
not bhe carried.

Mr. SEWARD: Briefly, I will support
the Minister and oppose the Bill going to
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a select eommittee. As las heen pointed
out by the Minister, we have had numercus
investigations into bulk handling. The Gov-
erninent themselves appointed the recent
Royal Commission, which went exhaustively
into the question and reported their find-
ings. Then the Government went further
and referred the Bill to a select committee
of Cabinet, and now we have this Bill as
a vresult of their investigations. What
possible use would bhe served by re-
ferring the Bill to a select committee and
still further delaying the matter? Refer-
ence has been made to the absence of any
provision in the Bill for dealing with khe
men who may he thrown out of employment
through the establishment of the hulk
handling system.

Mr. SPEAKER: I do not think the hon.
member is entitled to speak on that mat-
ter. He ean diseuss the reasons why the
Bill should not he referred to a seleet com-
mittee, [l

Ay, SEWARD: The point I refer to was
mentioned by tbe member for Fremantle
when moving for the seleet committeo.

Mr. SPEAKER: He did not mention
that particalar matter. .

Mr. SEWARD: I will bow to your ruling,
Mr. Speaker, and express the hope that the
House will not delay the passage of the
Bill. The Government hope to:conclude the
gession next week, and if the Bill is o be
referred to o select committee, it cannot
be dealt with in a few days. It will be
beld up for another week, and then will
have to go to the Counecil. There it will
probably he thrown out because there is
insufficient time to enable members there
to deal with it.

Mr. SLEEMAN (in rvepiy): It iz sug-
eested that theve is no time for the Bill to
he referred to a select committee. The em-
her for Pingeliy (Mr. Seward) did nnt
indicate any ohjection to the points raised
in favour of referring it to a selert com-
mittee, and there sare some strong points
that eould be mentioned in favour of that
course. Some inferests are shut out hy the
introduction of the Bill, and the views of
those interests eould be heard if the select
eommittee were appointed. A motion is
before the Legislative Council for the refer-
enee of another matter to a select committee,
and that inquiry wilf take more time than
the one I propese. 1 hope the House will
agree to the motion.
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Question put and a division taken with
the following result:—

Ayes .. . . .. D
Noes .. .. .- .. 29
Majority against .. ..o 24
AYES.
Mr. Fox AMr, Tonkin
Mr. Raphael Mr., Clothier
Mr. Sleeman (Teller.)
NOER,
Mr. Doyle Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Brockmon Mr., Sampson
Mr. Crogs Mr. Seward
Mr. Ferguson Mr. I G. L. Smith
Mr, Hawke Mr. J, H. Smith
Mr. Kenneanlly Mr. J. M. Smith
Mr. Lambert Mr. Thora
¥r. Latham Mr. Troy
Mr. McDonaeld Mr. Wansbrough
Mr, McLarty Mr. Walis
Mr. J. I, Mann Mr. Willcock
Mr, Millington Mr. Wilson
Mr. Munsfe Mr. Wiso
Afr. Nulsen Mr. Daney
far. Patrick (Teller.)

Question thus negatived.

In Committee,
Mr. J. H. 8mith in the Chair; the Min-
ister for Lands in eharge of the Bill.
Clause 1-—Short Title:

Mr. SLEEMAN: I move an amendment—

That at the end of the clause the following
words be added:—‘‘but not until such time as
the men displaced in the industry are ade-
quately provided for either in suitable employ-
ment or with monetary assistance until such
time as those employed in bulk handling have
their hours reduced to four hours a day.’’
The time has arrived when something has to
be done. Members of the Opposition have
‘admitted that the hours of employment will
have to be reduced, and no doubt they agree
the position has to be dealt with properly.
Sympathy has been expressed with me in
the efforts [ have made to see that the dis-
placed workers secure some compensation.
Somcone has to meet the expense. I am
not particular whether the assistance is in
the shape of other employment or monetary
assistanee. I shall not agree to those who
are thrown out of the industry being
shanghaied inte the bush on relief work. I
do not regard that as adequate provision.

Mr. Thorn: You can have them placed
on abandoned farms.

Mr. SLEEMAN: The member for Tood-
yay ean have & go at that himself. He did
not raise his voice on their behalf when the
men had to leave those farms. Thoze men
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were allowed to drift infe Perth and Fre-
mantle, and we had te provide ihem with
sustenance or relief work. Not a finger was
raised by Country Party member: to assist
them.

Ay, Thorn: Of course that was hot so.

Mr. SLEEMAN: It was so. L1 was left
to city and port members to see what conld
be done for them. There were immigrants
among the farmers who pleaded to be sent
Home because they were starving. 1 hope
members will indicate their sympathy for
the men who will be displaced, by support-
ing the amendment,

The MINISTER FOR LAXNDS: 1 do not
know that the amendment is relevant to the
Bill; it is eertainly open to question.  The
Bill deals with bulk handling, and the sys-
tem to he adapted in this State, whereas the
amendment seeks to defer the proelamation
of the Bill. Is the amendment in order?
It may appear to have some relevaney to
this partienlar clause, but it is not relevant
to the subject matter of the Rill, and that is
what is required under onr Standing Orders.

The CHAIRMAN: I rule that the
amendment 1s relevant. [ could state a

reason in support of my ruling, baf I shall
not do so.

The MINISTER FOR LANDS: I think
you are wise, Mr. Chairman, in noi stating
vour reason! I shall leave the amendment
to the Committee. I told the memhber for
Fremantle the other night thar while the
Grovernment sympathised with his objeetive,
they could not agree fo an amendment of
this deseription. Provisien will have to be
made in some other direction, and there are
many ways open to the hon. member. I am
sure Parliament and the Government will do
their hest to meet the sitnation that may
arise.

Mr. TONKIN: I sepport the amendment;
it is reasonable and desirable.

Ar. Thorn: You have a queer idea of
what is reasonable.

Mr. TONKIN: The hon, memhber has a
distorted view.

My, Thorn: Four hours a day! You want
to make hank clerks of them.

Mr. TONKIN: Tf the hon. meinber lives
long encugh he will probably -ee the hours
of labour reduced to four hours a day.
We are asking that the Bill be not pro-
claimed until provisten is made for the men
who are displaced. It is generally aceepted
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that in the interests of the people of a
nation it is necessary to provide for men
and women who {lose their employment
through mecchanisation. Now is the time to
start doing that.

Mr. SLEEMAN: The Minister says this
is not the right way to achieve my object.
He says the farmers caonot afford to earry
the obligation. The amendment will put
the burden upon the right people. 1 want
te ensure that the Bill is not proclaimed
unti! a ecertain thing takes place.  How
could a private member bring down a Bill
providing for the absorption of those men
who will he displaced from the industry?
The Minister knows T eannot do that. It is
a side issue to suggest that this is not the
right time or place to do that which T am
attempting to do now. This is the only
place in which it ean be done. I hope the
Committee, in fairness to the people con-
cerned, will agree that something should he
done for their protection.

The MINTSTER TFOR LANDS: This
amendment is not relative to the subject
matter of the Bill. The subjeet matter is
the whole Bill and the prineiples it con-
tains. What is your ruling on that, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN: T have already given
my ruling.

Dissent from Chairman’s Ruling.,

The Minister for Lands: T move—
That the Committee dissent from the Chair-
man’s ruling.
I contend that the amendment is not rela-
tive to the subjeet matter of the Bill.

[The Speaker resumed the Chair.]

The Chairman stated the dissent.

Mr. Speaker: Does the member for Fre-
mantle desire to speak to the dissent?

Mr. Sleeman: I think the Chairman was
correct in his ruling. The amendment deals
with the time when the Bill shall come into
operation. The title says that the Bill shall
come into operation on a date to be fixed by
proclamation. The amendment simply states
that the proclamation shall not be made
until certain things have heen done. It is
quite relevant to the elause. It provides
that the Bill shall not come inte force until
the men who are displaced in industry are
provided for. What could be more rele-
vant than to provide for the men this Bill
sets out to displace?

Mr. J. H. Smith: I contend the hon.
member would have been in order if he had
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moved that the Bill should not come into
operation until 1937. His amendment is
on all feurs with that principle. It is on
that ground that I gave my ruling.

The Minister for Lands: The membor for
Nelson would have been in order if the
amendment had merely altered the date ot
proclamation. It is, however, a question be-
yvonud that. According to the amendment,
the Bill could not ecome into operation nntil
certain things had been done.

Hon. C. G. Latham: The Bill does not
control any of those things,

The Minister for Lands: Tt makes no
reference to the persons who are displaced.

Mr. Speaker: The member for Fremantle
has moved an amendment to add to the title
of the Bill a provision that it shall not come
into operation until the men displaced in
industry are adequately provided for, ofe.
The Minister for Lands has moved to dis-
agree with the Chairman's ruling. Stand-
ing Order 277 reads—

Any amendment may be made to a clause
provided the same be relevant to the subject
matter of the Bill, or pursuant te any instrue-
tion, and he otherwise in conformity with the
Rules and Orders of the House; but if any
amendment shall not be within the title of the
Bill the Committee shall extend the title aec-

cordingly, and report the same specially to tho
1louse,

The procedure of Parliament is that any
amendment must be not only relavant to the
Bill, but must not be beyend the seope of
the Bill. Those are the twe fundamentals
of amendments to be made to any Bill in
Committee. The first thing I have io con-
sider is whether the amendment is relevant,
and secondly whether it goes beyoend the
scope of the Bill. The Bill is to provide for
an Act relating to the bulk handling of
wheat by Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd.:
that and no mere. The amendment provides
that the Bill shall not come into operation
until such time as the men displaced in
industry are adequately provided for.
Tt goes far beyond the scope of the Bill, and
is irrelevant to it. I must therefore uphold
the econtention of the Minister for Lands that
the amendment is out of order.
Commitiee resumed.

Mr. SLEEMAN: T am sorry the Chair-
man’s ruling was not upheld. T now move
an amendment—

That all the words after “‘operation’’ in
line 2 be struck out.
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If that amendment is agreed to 1 intend to
move to insert other words later on. It is
the duty of the Committee to see that the
men who are displaced ave provided for. By
the attitude of certain people 1 am satisfied
that if this is going to be done by proclama-
tion that they wilt not he provided for until
that proclamation is made. A definite time
shounld be set down when the Bill shall come
into operation. A period of 12 months will
not be long enough. Things have not been
going to my liking. Whatever is done must
be done at once. If something is mot done
soon, the way that machinery is overtaking
man’s labour, we shall have more unem-
ployed than employed. This will lead to a
revolution. 1 hope something will be done
to prevent the Bill from being proclaimed
too guickly, so that the powers that be may
have time in which to do what they are
going to do on behalf of these men., The
time has long passed when something should
be done. It is the last straw that breaks
the eamel’s back.

Amendment put, and a division taken
with the following resmlt:—

Ayes .. . .- .- 5
Noes .. - .. .. 26
Majority azainst .. Lo
AYEB,
Mr. Fox Mr. Tookir

Mr. Raphael Mr, Clothier

Mr. Sleeman {Teller.}
NOES.
Mr, Boyle Mr. Nulsen
Mr. Hrockman Mr. Patrick
Mr. Doney Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Fergusen Mr. Spmpson
Mr. Hawke Mr. Beward
Mr., Kenneally Mr. F. C. L. Smith
Mr. Lambert Mr. J. M, Smith
Mr. Latham Mr. Trov
Mr. M¢Donald Mr. Wansbrough
Mr. McLarty Mr. Watts
Mr. Mann Mr. Willeock
Mr. Millington Mr. Wise
Mr. Munsie Mr. Cross
{Teller.)

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr. SLEEMAN: I move a further amend-
ment—

That all the words after the word *pro-
rlamation,’! in line 2, he struck ont and the
following inserted in lieu:— ‘but shall not
eome into effect until the 31st day of Decem-
ber, 1937.*

This will give the Government ample time
in which to deal with the men who will be
thrown out of employment.

[ASSEMBLY.]

Hon. C. G. Latham: You are only trying
to add to our difficulties when we come
back next session.

Mr., SLEEMAN: I do not know that the
hon. member will ever come back. If the
amendment 15 carried, the Government will
realise that they must do something to see
that the men displaced are adequately pro-
vided for.

Mr, FOX: I support the amendment. Tt
is time the House earried a resolution in
the terms outlined by the member for Fre-
mantle. Machinery is so rapidly taking the
place of labour that we should give a lead
in this matter not only te the people of
Australia, but to the world.

Mr. TONKIN: New inventions and the
introduction of labour-saving devices are
causing unemployment. I support the
amendment,

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

Ayes .. . - 7
Noes .. .. .. ..o 24
Majority against .. .o 17
AYES,
Mr. Fox ™r. Tonkin
Mr. Lambert Mr. Wansbrough
Mr. Haphael Mr. Clothier
Mr. Sleeman {Teller.y
Noesa
Mr. Boayle Mr, Nulsen
Mr. Brockman Mr. Palrick
Mr, Cross Mr. Rodoreda
Mr. Fergusoo Mr. Sampsun
Mr. Hawke Mr. Seward
Mr. Kenneally Mr. F. C. L. Emith
Mr. Latham Mr. J. M, Smith
Mr. McDonald Mr, Troy
Mr. McLarty Mr. Whatts
Mr. Mann Mr. Willcock
Mr. Millington Mr. Wise
Mr. Munsis Mr. Dobey
(Teller.)

Amendment thus negatived.

Mr. SLEEMAN: T am not prepared to
allow this elause to pass as it stands. Evi-
dently two years is too dong and the Gov-
ernment think they can do the job in less
time. I move a further amendmeni—

That all the words after the word ‘‘pro-
clamation,’’ in line 2, be struck out and the
following inserted in lieu:—!'but shall not
come into effcct until the 31st day of Decem-
ber, 1036.%7
It is immaterial to me whether the bulk
bandling system is put into operation in
six months or six years, so long as the
workers who will be thrown out of employ-
ment beeause of its introduction will de-
rive some benefit.
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Mr., FOX: T =upport the amendment. T
fail to see how any member on this side
of the House cannot be in aceord with it.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: If the amendment
is earried it will not aehieve the object of
the mover. It will not earry any instruc-
tion at all to the Government to put the
men displaced into employment elsewhere.
The amendment is only for the purpose of
delaying the Bill.

Mr. Sleeman: You have no right to say
that,

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: The Government
will not take that form of insiruetion. No
Government possibly ecould. There are
other methods by which the hen, member
may be able to test the feeling of the Com-
mittee.

Mr. Sleeman: The Leader of the Oppo-
sition is not stating the truth.

Hon. C. G. LATHAM: I am stating the
exact truth.

Mr. SLEEMAN: As a matter of fact the
amendment should have the effect that it
is intended to have. Right throughout this
evening it has been stated that hearts are
bleeding for the poor men who will be dis-
placed, and that these men should be eom-
pensated. But the hon. member also said
that T sought to pnt the expense on the
wrong quarter. The earvving of the amend-
ment would be an instruetion to the Govern-
ment to provide for the men to he displaced:
and the amendment declares that they shall
not be displaced until after the 3lst Neeom-
ber, 1936, so that the Government may have
time to make provision for them.

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

Ayes . .. - ... 9
XNoes .. .. .. .. 23
Majority against .. .14
AVES

Mr. Clothler Mr. Sleeman

Mr. Cross Mr. Toakin

Mr. Fox Mp. Wansbrough

Mr. Lambert M», Wilzon

BIr. Raphael (Teller.)

NoEes.

Mr. Boyle Mr. Palrick

Mr. Brockman ar. Rodoreda

Mr. Ferguson Mr. Sampson

Mr. Hawke AMr. Seward

Mr. Kenneally Mr. . C. L. Smith

Mr. Latham Mr. J. M. Smith

Mr, McDonald Mr. Troy

Mr. Mclarty Mr. Wans

Mr. Mann Mr. Willcock

Mr, Millingtoa. Mr. Wise

Mr. Munsle Mr. Daoney

Mr. Nulsen

(Teller.)
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Amendment thus negatived.
Clause put, and a division taken with the
following result :—

Aves .. .- .. R
Noes .. .. .. 7
Majority for .. R
AYES.
Mr. DBoyle Mr, Nulsen
Mr. Brockman Mr. Patrick
Mr. Cross Mr. Redoreda
Mr. Ferguson Mr, Sampeen
Mr. Hawke Mr. Seward
Mr. Kenneally Mr. IM. C. L. Smith
Mr. Latham Mr. J. M. Smlth
Mr. McDonald Mr. Troy
Mr. Mclarty AMr. Watts
Mr. Mann Mr. Willcock
Mr., Milllogton Mr. Wise
Mr, Munsie Mr. Done
(Teller.)
Nozs.
Mr. Olnthlap Mr. Tonkin
Mr. Fox Mr. Waunsbrough
Mr. Lambert Mr. Raphael

Mr. Sleeman
Clause thus passed.

Progress reported.

(Teller.}

BILLS (4)—RETURNED.
1, Adelphi Totel.
2, Public Service Aet Amendment.

3, Pulllic Service Appen!
Amendment.
Without amendment.

4, Tndustrial Arvbitration Aet Amendment
{No. 2).
With amendments.

Board Act

BILL—CONSTITUTION ACTS AMEND-
MENT ACT, 1899, AMENDMENT
{(No. 2).

Reecived from the Council, and read a
first time.

RESOLUTION—STATE FORESTS.
Council's Message.
Message from the Council received and
read, notifyving that it had conrurred in the
Assembly’s resolution,

ADJOURNMENT—SPECIAL.
THE MINISTER FOR JUSTICE (Hon.
I (. Willcock — Geraldton) [11.12}: I
move—

That the House at its rising adjourn until
4.30 p.m. to-morrow (Triday).

Question put and passad.

House adionmed at 1113 pom,



